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Throughout history, immigration 
has altered the development of not 
only Europe but also the rest of the 
developed world. The basic motivation 
of immigration—to seek better life 
conditions and a prosperous future—
remains unchanged. The challenges connected to 
immigration have also stayed much of the same, 
the main questions being how well immigrants 
integrate with the native population, what the 
policies are to facilitate that process and how the 
native population perceives immigration—as an 
opportunity or a threat. 

Today, the majority of American scholars agree 
that the large-scale immigration that lasted for 
decades is one of the most important reasons for 
the growth of the United States, which enabled 
it to become a major global force in the early 
20th century. Not often is it mentioned that 
back then, just as today, the existing population 
had fears about how the new immigrants 
from European countries would transform 
society—fears that were expressed on numerous 
occasions through rejection and resentment.1 
Now, one hundred years later, the United States 
is proud of its immigration heritage. The same 
phenomenon can be seen in Europe throughout 
history: migration has often been confronted 
with scepticism, but surprisingly, the periods in 
which it has occurred have been quickly perceived 
as important chapters in the development of a 
nation and its citizens.

Obviously, advances in modern technology have 
changed the condition of immigrants’ lives. 
Cheaper communication and transport costs 
have simplified their lifestyle, allowing them 
to stay in contact with their country of origin 

and their culture. This has enabled 
immigrants to maintain their language 
and culture. Stronger ties with their 
country of origin have affected the way 
they integrate to their new homeland 
and its culture. Immigration has great 

potential to support the nation and its culture. 
In purely economic terms, educated immigrants 
integrated into the labour market result in a 
smaller initial cost to society than a citizen of the 
same age who has been educated and provided 
with healthcare by public funds.2 Countries with 
multicultural populations that have managed to 
resolve their ethnic tensions are obviously more 
apt to succeed in a globalised world.

But if mismanaged, immigration—especially 
uncontrolled illegal immigration—has the 
potential to create tensions in the host country 
and to put immigrants in an unbearable 
position. Once suspicion becomes established 
between immigrant groups and native citizens, 
this negative sentiment is difficult to change. 

Is immigration part of the problem or part of 
the solution?

Do European politicians face this phenomenon 
with enough honesty? With enough urgency? 
And most of all, with a real sense of responsibility? 
Clearly, the European Union needs more legal 
immigration, but with the same conviction we 
have to say that the European Union cannot 
tolerate illegal immigration.

Like the rest of the western world, Europe 
faces a demographic crisis.3 The demographic 
projections indicate a decline in the EU workforce 
in the neighbourhood of one million workers 
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1 Huntington, S. (2004). Who are we? The challenges to America’s national identity. Free Press.
2 Sweden’s Bureau of Statistics and Swedish Consumer Agency conducted a study on the average costs to family and society of 20-year-old 

Swedish citizen with high school education. The average cost was EUR 323,000 (Kuntalehti. 3/2007, Immigration saving millions to the 
Swedish Society. Maria Palo (translated from Finnish). 

3 Eurostat ‘Population by age group, gender, in 2000 and 2050, in percentage of total population in each group’, http://www.oecd.org/data-
oecd/52/31/38123085.xls.



between 2010 and 2030 as a result of this current 
crisis. Immigration is an opportunity to provide 
possible solutions for future demographic 
challenges that Europe is facing. 

Immigration should be used as a tool that 
supports the development of a strong and 
prosperous EU economy, in which the benefits of 
immigration are shared across all regions of the 
European Union. Immigration enriches Europe 
economically, socially and culturally. Therefore, 
we need to promote the successful integration 
of legal immigrants into the European Union, 
while recognising that integration involves 
mutual obligations for new immigrants and EU 
Member States. 

The EU as a whole has the obligation to offer 
an environment that is welcoming and free of 
prejudices, respecting the individual rights 
of immigrants, offering them possibilities, 
and recognising the potential benefits that 
immigration offers to Europe. 

It goes without saying that Europe needs to make 
immigration a major priority. The first and most 
important step would be to create a common 
European migration policy. It should be done 
urgently, as the pressures of immigration on 
the EU are incessantly increasing. This is largely 
due to the fact that illegal immigration attracts 
organised crime and provokes abuses and even 
the loss of human lives.

The idea of a common legislation with regard 
to immigration is emphasised by the Schengen 
Convention. Because of the freedom of move-
ment within the European Union, a member 
country practising an irresponsible immigration 
policy could open the door to illegal immigration 
for the whole Union and create major problems 
in all the Member Countries. Therefore, there 
is a clear necessity to establish a process of 
information on national measures in the fields 
of asylum and immigration as an initial short-
term step towards greater cooperation between 

EU members. In the meantime, it is essential to 
avoid irresponsible legalisation processes which 
risk creating instability in the EU as a whole. 

In order for the native population of Europe to 
better feel the positive effects of immigration 
and for immigrants to receive a better welcome, 
some principles of immigration policy need to 
be developed and clarified. Essentially, these 
policies need to allow Europe to pursue the 
maximum social, cultural and economic benefits 
of immigration.

But immigration is not a one-way street 
benefiting only Europe. The countries of origin 
also can benefit. For that reason, relations 
between the European Union and third 
countries must consider clear migration policies 
with a strong emphasis on fighting illegal 
immigration. This would lead to more stability 
in the countries of origin and would contribute 
to their development.

The question of immigration is a moral 
responsibility that the European Union has not 
only towards the countries ‘exporting’ migrants 
but also towards itself. For all the reasons 
outlined above, we at the European People’s 
Party (EPP) have understood this principle and 
have placed immigration high on the agenda of 
our priorities.4

How to develop policies for legal 
immigration

With regard to legal immigration, it is evident 
that the EU Member States need to implement 
a genuinely organised and well-coordinated 
policy on immigration. For this to succeed, the 
responsibilities and financial burdens must be 
shared amongst all Member States. 
 
In order to successfully implement immigration 
policies, Member States need to involve local 
and regional authorities in their discussions. 
Furthermore, their assistance would be 
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welcomed in establishing national plans 
targeting integration and employment. Member 
States need to involve all the pertinent levels of 
government in decisions concerning the quotas 
of foreign workers to be admitted into their 
territories. 

Another important way for the European 
Commission and Member States to help the 
development of policies, with the cooperation 
of local and regional authorities, is by launching 
public awareness and information campaigns. 
These should strongly dispel public anxiety 
with regards to immigration. In tandem, we 
could encourage countries of origin to launch 
similar campaigns showcasing the benefits of 
legal immigration and denouncing its falsely 
perceived dangers.

EU Member States should strongly consider 
framing an active policy to facilitate the 
integration of immigrants who have entered 
the country legally. Again, this should be done 
in close cooperation with the local and regional 
authorities. By active policy, we mean a policy that 
takes into account the integration of immigrants 
in the labour market and that encompasses their 
educational, social and cultural backgrounds. 

The EU directives5 relating to immigration 
and integration call for certain programmes 
that should be fully transposed and applied in 
Member States. These programmes include  
family reunification,� equal treatment and 
the statute of long-term residents from third 
countries. The European Commission needs 
to secure adequate financial means in order to 
reinforce specific programmes needed to integrate 
immigrants into the political and social life of the 
host country. These programmes should include 
language training, cultural and civic training, 
and the teaching of European values. 
 
The creation of the European Fund for 
Integration of Third Country Nationals,7 which 
has been established for the period of 2007–13, 

has been an important initiative in developing 
concrete tools for the EU. However, for the 
funds to achieve their purpose it is crucial that 
they be reviewed and increased periodically, 
in accordance with real needs. Also, local and 
regional authorities need to be involved in the 
management of these funds.

There are several regions and cities that are 
particularly affected by an influx of immigration 
and lack the means to deal with the masses of 
immigrants. 

Based on the principle of solidarity, emergency 
financial instruments should be created in order 
to offer assistance to centres with the greatest 
immigration influxes. Financial support for a 
common immigration policy must take into 
account the regional differences that exist 
amongst Member States. Clearly, this issue 
must encourage flexible solutions and follow the 
principle of subsidiarity. 

Fighting illegal immigration

Illegal immigration into the European Union 
is a growing concern for its Member States. 
Throughout the past year, the countries of the 
Mediterranean in particular were heavily affected 
by massive numbers of people wanting to enter 
their territories. This ongoing and aggravating 
problem has partly been promoted by the massive 
legalisation of illegal immigrants in certain 
countries and by the economic situation in their 
countries of origin.

In a European Union of open borders, illegal 
immigration does not affect only the countries 
into which the immigrants enter. Often, they only 
use the countries as transit points to their final 
destination.

Illegal immigration cannot be condoned—it is 
neither a solution for immigrants nor for their 
countries of origin. Illegal immigration creates 
marginalisation and dramatic suffering for the 
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immigrants themselves. Europe’s need for a 
common strategy to fight illegal immigration and 
human trafficking cannot be stressed enough. 
This can only be achieved by securing the EU’s 
external borders and exploring the establishment 
of a European surveillance system, linking up 
existing national surveillance systems along with 
implementing a robust return policy. Obviously, 
we also need stronger efforts from the European 
Union to improve the economic situation in the 
countries of origin.

What are the concrete tools for fighting illegal 
immigration? To start with, there is a clear 
need for reliable statistics in order to fulfil 
this task. Reliable statistics would permit the 
implementation of an effective migration 
policy in Europe through the use of comparable 
information. This needs to be done through the 
European Migration Network8 and its National 
Contact Points, including regional and local 
levels.

The EU and its Member States, in cooperation 
with local and regional authorities, need to move 
towards a form of immigration that is regulated 
in collaboration with the third countries and 
transit countries involved. In fact, we should 
aim at signing of joint agreements between EU 
Member States and the countries of origin in 
order to facilitate the readmission of illegal im-
migrants.

Tempting as it may be for a Member State to 
unilaterally legalise its illegal immigrants en 
masse, this is not a solution to the problem of 
illegal immigration. This is particularly true if 
we take into account the absence of a common 
immigration and asylum system. Therefore the 
Commission’s proposal to issue a study in 2007 
on the legalisation practices and effects in the 
Member States is indeed welcome. Plans for 
legalazing illegal immigrants must be discussed 
in advance, as they extensively affect other 
Member States as well.

Europe’s borders need to be efficiently 
controlled. We need stronger cooperation and 
solidarity among the Member States, especially 
in reinforcing the capacities of the European 
border protection agency Frontex and in 
coordinating sea border patrols. In this respect, 
the establishment of a common European 
Coastguard responsible for securing the sea 
borders of the Member States, could also prove 
to be particularly useful.9 In the future, Frontex 
should support and coordinate the national 
border police units so that EU borders can be 
protected efficiently.

Immigration—an asset of prosperity

In order for Europe to fully benefit from 
immigration, we have to be able to critically 
evaluate our policies and be open to learning 
from the success of others. For example, Canada’s 
society is organised in a way that is fairly similar to 
many European societies. Canada has experienced 
a major flow of immigration for decades-in fact  
more extensive than the majority of countries in 
Europe. Nevertheless, in Canada immigration 
is not perceived as a problem and immigration 
policies are supported by its population. 
Successful actions against illegal immigration 
and setting clear goals and principles for the 
implementation of immigration policies have 
benefited both Canada and its immigrants.10

Immigration has a complex dynamic, influencing 
nations and the way societies perceive themselves. 
At the same time, immigration has very practical 
short-term and long-term consequences  on the 
economy and its popula-tion. By focusing on 
the real benefits of immigrants, Europe will learn 
to utilise their rich dynamism to its advantage. 
In the long run, Europeans will realise that 
immigrants and a good immigration policy are 
assets for a prosperous future. 

Wilfried Martens is the President of the European 
People’s Party.
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As transatlantic travel-
lers can attest, the 
peoples and cultural 
landscapes of such 
varied urban centres as 
New York, Los Angeles, 

Montreal, Toronto, London, Paris and Brussels 
have been shaped by global migration flows of 
the post-World War II period. Indeed, since the 
end of that war, one feature common to many 
countries, particularly in the industrialised West, 
has been the widespread use of immigration to 
meet labour market needs.

By the early twenty-first century, new responses 
to this shared practice gave rise to the suggestion 
that there are parallel trends in all labour-
importing countries—whether European 
or North American—that override seeming 
differences. Specifically, the ‘convergence 
hypothesis’ holds that there is a growing 
similarity between countries as seen variously in 
policies on integration, immigration and border 
control, as well as in popular attitudes towards 
immigrants (Cornelius & Tsuda, 2004, 4). Yet 
the convergence hypothesis lacks nuance. Much 
as one can point to parallels between countries, 
more detailed cross-national historical, policy 
and attitudinal studies to date also find significant 
differences between the North American and 
European context.

Rather than assert a position of divergence or 
convergence, the purpose of this article is to 
consider more closely the ways in which there 
are points of divergence within convergence. To 
do so, I take a twofold approach. First, I specify 
some key ways in which the United States 
and Canada share certain trends with many 
countries of the European Union. Second, I 
specify ways in which divergence operates within 
this convergence by highlighting important 

differences in history and policy detail evident 
between North American and many European 
countries, and even some differences between 
Canada and the United States. By identifying 
divergence within convergence, not only does a 
more nuanced comparative picture emerge, but 
a wider range of policy choices is also uncovered. 
I will argue that such nuance is beneficial to our 
collective understanding, to informed public 
and partisan debate, and to policymaking.

Patterns of convergence in Europe and North 
America

Several points of convergence characterise 
Canada, the United States and countries 
of the European Union, particularly those 
that were members prior to 2004. First, and 
not insignificantly, all of these countries are 
demographically diverse in racial, cultural and 
religious terms as a result of post-war migratory 
flows. By the 1980s in countries across Western 
Europe that had utilised migrant labour, it was 
clear that migrant workers and their descendants 
were, to borrow from a well-known book title of 
the period, “here for good” (Castles et al.,  1984). 
Moreover, demographic diversity is in fact the 
global norm. Statistics show that only about 
10% of countries of the world can be said to be 
ethnically homogeneous (MOST Newsletter, 
1995, p. 1).

Second, for Canada, the United States and many 
countries of the EU, immigration itself remains a 
reality. Thus, despite efforts aimed at ‘controlling’ 
immigration, immigration continues because of 
the ‘push’ and ‘pull’ factors that give rise to global 
migration and make countries of these two 
continents magnets. A 200� OECD report notes 
that “immigration flows grew rapidly during the 
1990s and are now growing again, using at times 
irregular or unconventional channels” (OECD, 
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200�, p. 1�). It can therefore be expected 
that the ethnic composition of many national 
populations will diversify further, since one 
major feature of contemporary globalisation is 
the qualitatively distinct nature of international 
migratory flows both to and from a much wider 
range of countries and world regions than was 
ever the case historically (Held et al., 1999, 
p. 297). In this regard it is interesting to note 
that newer EU members such as Poland and 
the Slovak Republic are now receiving asylum 
seekers in greater numbers (OECD, 200�, pp. 
20�–13).

Third, countries of Europe and North America, 
with ageing populations, costly welfare states 
and declining work forces in certain sectors, 
are now in a competition with each other, 
especially for highly skilled labour. This is giving 
rise once again to the long-standing concern 
about the possible negative consequences of 
the ‘brain drain’ for countries of the developing 
world (despite remittances) and generating new 
concerns about immigrants ending up in jobs 
for which they are overqualified (OECD, 200�, 
pp. 1�–17).

Fourth, since the 1980s there has been increased 
attention to border control and a growing 
linkage of immigration control with security at 
both national and regional levels. At the same 
time that Project 1992 with its goal of a frontier-
free Europe was unfolding, many migration 
specialists began to talk about a ‘Fortress Europe’ 
in relation to citizens from non-EU countries, 
especially those in the developing world 
(Huysmans, 2000). Since the 1980s, Canada 
has also moved towards extending controls, both 
overseas and at home, and has made greater use 
of detention and deportation of asylum seekers 
(Pratt, 2005). Likewise, the reinforcement of 
border control between the United States and 
Mexico grew steadily over the 1980s and 1990s 
and was identified as another plank in the 
building of a “wall around the West” (Andreas 
& Snyder, 2000). Certain trends evident within 
the EU (e.g. the Dublin Convention governing 
refugees) now find parallels in North America: in 

December 2004, a ‘safe third country’ agreement 
went into effect between Canada and the United 
States (van Selm, 2005). The trend towards 
increased border control has been reinforced as 
a result of the 11 September 2001 attacks in the 
United States, since controlling immigration 
(illegal or otherwise) has come to be linked with 
fighting terrorism (Abu-Laban, 2005).

Fifth, the value or desirability of immigration 
and diversity remains the subject of popular and 
political debate in all countries. Since the source 
countries and class composition of immigrants 
can vary tremendously, the exact details of these 
debates can vary. For example, in the 1990s 
in Vancouver, Canada, the city council dealt 
with complaints about wealthy immigrants 
from Hong Kong who were accused of 
negatively transforming the landscapes of older 
neighbourhoods by constructing large ‘monster 
houses’ at the expense of trees (Abu-Laban, 
1997). However, it is noteworthy that since 11 
September 2001 long-standing debates about 
the place of Islam in Europe are now finding 
an entirely new echo in Canada and the United 
States, as both popular and political debates 
have come to focus more squarely on Muslim 
immigrants and their descendants. This was in 
evidence in the small rural (and predominantly 
white and French-speaking) town of Hérouxville, 
Canada, when the town council introduced in 
2007 a controversial code of behaviour expected 
of newcomers that included banning the hijab 
except on Halloween (CBC News, 2007).

In liberal democratic countries of Europe and 
North America, there is a commitment to 
human rights (including support of the UN 
convention on refugees) as well as individual 
rights (including freedom of religion and 
freedom from discrimination based on religion, 
ethnicity or race). Nonetheless, these shared 
trends of diversity, continued immigration and 
competition for skilled immigrants combined 
with uncertainty about the value of diversity 
and implementation of increased border control 
not only seem contradictory, but also mean that 
the policy terrain is far from smooth. What is 
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interesting is that this terrain has been negotiated 
in different ways.

Patterns of divergence in Europe and North 
America

The divergences evident between North America 
and Europe pertain to national histories 
and national self-definitions in relation to 
immigration; the nature of legal and illegal 
immigration flows, historically and today; 
and the manner in which specific aspects of 
integration policy—such as the actual rules 
governing citizenship acquisition—have been 
approached. Additionally, contemporary 
researchers attuned to globalisation and regional 
integration have observed how North America, 
as defined through the 1994 North American 
Free Trade Agreement between Canada, the 
United States and Mexico, has produced a 
regime governing the mobility of people that 
is different from that of the European Union. 
This is because ‘the free movement of peoples’ is 
not a stated goal of the North American project, 
in contrast to the European one. Each of these 
points of divergence will be considered in turn.

Narratives of the nation

An important aspect of comparative immigration 
research has been facilitated by attention to 
different national narratives concerning the 
connection (or disconnect) between ‘nation’, 
immigration and diversity. The most evident 
outcome of this focus shows up in the kind 
of language that structures how countries are 
frequently categorised within migration research. 
For example, countries formed through settler 
colonization—such as Canada and the United 
States—are typically designated ‘traditional’ 
or ‘classic’ immigration countries; countries of 
Europe are designated as simply ‘European’, 
‘new’ or even sometimes ‘reluctant’ countries 
of immigration.1 Thus while there are some 
European countries with long immigration 

histories, such as France, which made heavy 
use of migrant labour from the mid-nineteenth 
century onwards (Verbunt, 1985, 127), it 
is significant that neither immigration nor 
recognition of ethnic variation (through census 
questions, for example) found expression 
in French understandings of nationhood, 
which were profoundly shaped by the French 
Revolution and its implied ‘fusion’ of the people 
(Noiriel, 1992). In contrast, the narratives of 
settler colonies tend to be oriented toward the 
future, rather than the past; that is, ‘the nation’ 
is always becoming, and thus there is some 
greater space for redefining ‘the nation’ through 
successive waves of immigration (Abu-Laban & 
Lamont, 1997).

In concrete expressions, this has meant that both 
American and Canadian politicians and publics 
frequently link the ideas of immigration and 
nation, and make use of metaphors that highlight 
diversity. Consider, for example, American 
President John F. Kennedy’s book A Nation of 
Immigrants (19�3); or more recently, President 
George W. Bush’s advocation in 200� to be open 
to the possibility of extending US citizenship to 
some long-residing illegal immigrants as a way to 
“honor the tradition of the melting pot, which has 
made one nation out of many peoples” (Office of 
the Press Secretary, 200�). While the metaphor of 
‘the melting pot’ has had long-standing purchase 
in the United States, the metaphor of choice in 
Canada has been that of ‘the mosaic’ (reflected 
in the Canadian government’s 1971 policy of 
multiculturalism within a bilingual English and 
French framework).

It is also important to note that despite ongoing 
polls (e.g. The Dominion Institute, 2005) 
that frequently find little difference between 
Americans and Canadians when it comes to 
attitudes towards minorities and newcomers, at a 
popular level in Canada ‘the mosaic’ is seen to be 
different from ‘the melting pot’. This is because 
for many Canadians ‘the melting pot’ is perceived 
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to be a vehicle for assimilation, whereas ‘the 
mosaic’ is seen to allow for the coexistence (and 
thus expression) of linguistic, cultural and ethnic 
diversity (Reitz & Breton, 1994, p. 81). As a 
result, for many Canadians today (especially for 
English speakers outside the province of Quebec) 
the mosaic versus multiculturalism distinction is 
believed to be a point of national differentiation 
between Canada and the United States. The 
salience of this distinction was captured in an 
unusually popular beer advertisement featuring 
‘Joe Canadian’ that ran in English in Canada in 
the early 2000s.  Joe Canadian’s ‘rant’ (which 
was especially well received at sporting events in 
Canada) stressed that he had a “prime minister, 
not a president”; that he spoke “English and 
French, not American”; and that he believed in 
“diversity, not assimilation”.

Notwithstanding the ongoing debate over 
whether attitudes are different between 
Canada and the United States, Canada was 
the first country to introduce an official policy 
of multiculturalism, which was followed by 
the 1982 entrenchment of multiculturalism 
in the Canadian constitution. Although 
multiculturalism policy has been subject to 
criticisms from a number of angles and has shifted 
in response to some of these criticisms, it has 
long been upheld by its defenders in and outside 
government as conducive to fostering inclusion, 
avoiding tension and creating national unity. 
Given these factors, it is perhaps not surprising 
that in 2007 the Canadian Broadcasting 
Corporation (a crown corporation of the 
Canadian government) aired a new television 
comedy entitled Little Mosque on the Prairie. 
The show finds humour in the interactions, the 
differences, and the many points in common 
between Muslims and non-Muslims living in a 
fictional small Canadian town.

Immigration flows

In contrast to the guest worker schemas adopted 
by many European countries in the years 
following World War Two, the primary legislation 
governing immigration in both Canada and the 

United States has based admission on the right 
to live permanently in the country and to acquire 
citizenship. Put differently, although both 
Canada and the United States have made use 
of temporary labour, particularly in the area of 
agriculture, such programs have been small. The 
difference in this tradition shows up in the fact 
that the term ‘migrant’, which is used in many 
European countries, has next to no policy or 
popular purchase in either Canada or the United 
States, since the term of choice is ‘immigrant’. 
Additionally, while large-scale labour importation 
in European countries declined significantly in 
certain periods (particularly after 1973/74), for 
both Canada and the United States the quest 
for workers has remained relatively steady in 
the post-war period. The 2000 US census shows 
that 11.1% of US citizens are foreign born, and 
the 2001 Canadian census shows that a sizeable 
18.4% of Canadian citizens are foreign-born 
(Boyd, 200�, p. 1).

Historically, both Canada and the United States 
gave entry and settlement preference to British-
origin Protestants. However, since 19�5 in 
the case of the United States and 19�7 in the 
case of Canada, these explicit discriminatory 
barriers have been removed. In both countries 
immigration legislation developed a new em-
phasis on attracting immigrants with skills. This 
feature was especially strong in Canada, which 
in 19�7 introduced a point system (still in effect 
today) that numerically assesses independent 
applicants (those who are not seeking entry 
on the basis of family membership or refugee 
status) on education, training and knowledge 
of the official languages of English and French. 
As a result, many immigrants to both countries 
have gone directly into professional jobs without 
having to first play a more subservient role in 
the economy.

Additionally, while in many European countries 
migrants came from former overseas colonies 
(accounting for the large numbers of Algerians 
in France and Surinamese in the Netherlands), 
in the case of Canada and the United States the 
source countries for immigrants have reflected 
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somewhat different patterns. Mexico was the 
lead immigration country for the United States 
in 2004, followed by India, the Philippines, 
China and Vietnam (OECD, 200�, p. 225). For 
Canada, China was the lead country in 2004, 
followed by India, the Philippines, Pakistan and 
the United States (OECD, 200�, p. 173).

The United States, like many countries of Europe, 
has focused heavily on illegal immigration flows 
since the 1980s, a feature that is in part tied to its 
geographical proximity to Mexico, a major source 
country for both legal and illegal immigration. 
In the case of the United States, concern over 
illegal flows remains strong today, provoking 
passionate responses (as seen in the large protests 
of 200� against proposed legislation raising the 
penalties for illegal immigration and treating 
illegal immigrants and those who aided them 
as felons). In contrast to both the United States 
and Europe, Canada has not been preoccupied 
with illegal immigration flows, a feature that 
may stem largely from its geographic distance 
from any source country. Indeed, whereas there 
is a long tradition of attempting to estimate the 
numbers of illegal immigrants in the United 
States (currently numbering about 10 million), 
in the case of Canada there is no solid research 
on this topic (Boyd, 200�, p. �).

Perhaps as a result of the fact that illegal 
immigration in Canada is a relative non-issue, 
immigration itself has not been as divisive 
an issue within or between political parties 
in Canada as it has in the United States, and 
particularly in many countries of Europe. 
Another relatively distinct feature of immigration 
in Canada (a federal state) is that immigration is 
constitutionally defined as a concurrent area of 
federal and provincial jurisdiction. As a result, 
the province of Quebec, home to a majority 
of French speakers, has been able to assert its 
powers in the sphere of immigration. These 
efforts culminated in the 1991 Canada-Quebec 
Accord, which gives Quebec sole responsibility 

for selecting all immigrants and refugees abroad 
who are destined for Quebec. Like the federal 
government, Quebec uses a point system of 
selection, but favours immigrants who are French-
speaking. Actual admission to Canada remains a 
competency of the federal government.

Integration policies

Policies addressing integration cover a wide 
range of spheres, from the economic to the 
social to the political, designed to ensure 
that both newcomers and the host society 
make accommodations. There is now much 
comparative work addressing the relative success 
of various approaches in all these spheres as a 
result of the international Metropolis project, 
which brings together academics, policymakers 
and NGOs. Metropolis has been supported by a 
number of countries (including Canada and the 
United States) as well as by the EU Commission. 
Such research is critically important to a full 
consideration of the similarities, differences and 
best practices of countries in Europe and North 
America.2

A couple of points stand out, however, in 
addressing certain aspects of integration. Canada 
and the United States share a jus soli citizenship 
tradition, and both countries allow for the 
possibility of dual citizenship (although it is not 
encouraged in the United States). As suggested, 
the relative ease with which immigrants can 
acquire citizenship itself and the fact that both 
Canada and the United States view immigrants as 
permanent makes for some distinction between 
these two countries and what has transpired in 
many countries of post-war Europe.

Additionally, some recent work addressing the 
question of political integration specifically 
suggests that there may be some important 
differences between Canada and the United 
States. Irene Bloemraad (200�) finds that 
the same immigrant groups (Portuguese and 
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Vietnamese) are much more likely to acquire 
citizenship, get elected to political office and be 
involved in community organising in Canada 
than in the United States. She attributes this 
to the Canadian federal government’s relatively 
generous support for settlement services, as well 
as to official multiculturalism. This then suggests 
that not only planning for permanent settlement 
but also supporting this settlement through 
government programs is important for ensuring 
positive outcomes.

Regional context

A final difference that should be explored relates 
to the regional dimension of Europe and North 
America. Although the 1994 North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between 
Canada, the United States and Mexico has 
led to the growing integration of the national 
economies of the three member countries, and 
correspondingly to more attention to both 
multilateral and bilateral (US-Canada and US-
Mexico) mechanisms governing the flows of 
people, there is a marked difference from the 
European Union. The European Union accords 
the right of mobility and residence to all EU 
citizens (with newer EU Member States being 
phased in), while the NAFTA arrangement 
simply allows for the expedited temporary entry 
of business people and professionals. Moreover, 
in its first decade of operation, not only was 
access to the American labour market through 
NAFTA enjoyed more by Canadian nationals 
than Mexican ones (because Mexicans were 
required to get visas and because the United 
States put a cap on NAFTA flows; see Gabriel 
& MacDonald, 2004, p. 78), but the border 
between Mexico and the United States was 
fortified.

In short, while Mexico and Canada have 
embarked on signing bilateral ‘smart border’ 
accords with the United States since 2001 
to ensure continued access to the American 
market, there is nothing approaching a ‘North 
American citizenship’. North America is instead 
characterised by the paradoxical erasure of 

borders (for trade) and reinforcement of borders 
(in relation to people).

conclusion

Despite evident similarities and differences 
within and between North America and Europe, 
the above analysis suggests that realistic policy 
responses require at a minimum that the reality 
of ongoing immigration be recognised and that 
there be long-term planning in keeping with 
liberal democratic principles supporting human 
rights, individual rights and inclusion. In this 
regard, the evolving European Union, with its 
emphasis on granting mobility and other rights 
to EU citizens, offers a distinct regional response 
that finds no parallel in North America—or 
anywhere else in the world. On the other hand, the 
North American tradition of viewing immigrants 
as permanent, of extending them citizenship, and 
of defining them as part of the nation (reinforced 
in Canada with a policy of multiculturalism and 
settlement service programs) offers another set 
of practices responding to liberal democratic 
norms. These different approaches provide 
citizens and policymakers of both continents 
with an opportunity to learn from each other’s 
experiences, and hopefully thereby improve on 
current practices and policies.

Yasmeen Abu-Laban is an Associate Professor in the 
Department of Political Science at the University of 
Alberta (Canada).
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At last year’s Festival 
di Sanremo, Italy’s 
most important annual 
music event, one of 
the contestants who 
captivated the hearts 

of Italians was Elsa Lila, a young Albanian girl 
living in Italy for the past 10 years. Her success 
at the Festival is a measure of the integration of 
Albanian migrants into European societies and 
their contribution in bringing together cultures, 
people and countries. 

In 1990, Albania emerged out of communism 
as a country looking for light after almost 50 
years of extreme isolation from the entire world, 
a country where religion, western thought and 
philosophy, foreign culture, literature, music 
and western products were strictly forbidden 
and almost unknown. 

Since the first days after the collapse of the 
communism, waves of migrants have flowed 
out of the country, mainly towards Western 
Europe and in particular to Greece and Italy. 
Leaving behind the most totalitarian country in 
Europe, they were forced to migrate mainly due 
to poverty, but were also driven by the urge for 
freedom, knowledge and education. 

Now, 17 years later, almost one million Albanians 
live and work abroad, more than 90% of them 
in Western Europe. This is  25–30%  of Albania’s 
population, or approximately 35% of its labour 
force.

Such a migration flow is unparalleled in every 
regard by that of any other European country. 
Also unique has been the role of Albanian 
migration in the country’s development and its 
integration into the rest of Europe.

Albanian migrants have indeed been a valuable 
force in helping Albania develop as an economy 
and a democracy and, most importantly, in 
bridging the divide between Albania and other 
European countries that was created over more 
than 50 years of communist rule.

Due to their generally young age, hard work 
and in particular their investment in education, 
Albanian migrants quickly overcame the image 
problem that every migrant group initially faces, 
and soon integrated into the new-found Euro-
pean societies. 

Today Albanian migrants in all European 
countries, from Norway to Greece, are diligent 
workers, entrepreneurs, intellectuals, entertainers 
and more. Albanian migrants have excelled in 
business, art, culture, sports and other areas, 
and have won the respect of their peers and the 
public. The first violins of La Scala in Milan, 
the Munich Philharmonic Orchestra and the 
Opera of Paris are Albanians. Many Albanians 
today are professors and academics in the most 
important universities and research centres 
throughout Europe. Albanian workers, engineers 
and specialists were the most important working 
force in building the venues and facilities for 
the Olympic Games in Athens, a contribution 
that was acknowledged and valued by Greek 
authorities. In particular, in Greece and Italy, 
where the concentration of Albanian migrants 
is the greatest, they have become an important 
contributing factor to society.

Such achievements have improved the image 
and knowledge of Albania throughout Europe, 
helping the country become known to the 
peoples of Europe.
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But Albanian migrants have also shown a concrete 
sense of solidarity with their country and their 
families. Their remittances have been a major 
source of income for thousands of Albanian 
families and the entire economy. Without such 
support, which counts for approximately 10–15% 
of the country’s GDP every year, our economic 
domestic progress would not have been possible.
Albanian migrants in Europe have at the same 
time been a very strong source of Europeanism 
for Albanians. If Albania is the most pro-EU 
country in Europe, this is also a credit to our 
emigrants. They have been the ones promoting 
European culture, values and attitudes to their 
families and their countrymen. 

This contribution has increased dramatically in 
the past years, due to the fact that many mi-
grants are returning to Albania after years of 
work and education in Europe. Many of them 
are investing the savings and skills gained abroad 
in economic activities, very often together with 
European businessmen. Others who are West-
ern-educated are being reintegrated into public 
administration, civil society and private sector 
management positions. In such positions they 
are instilling  European approaches and values 
throughout Albanian society, acting as real am-
bassadors for our European integration. 

Conscious of their valuable contribution, the 
Albanian Government, in cooperation with 
other European governments and international 
organisations, is developing special policies 
and programmes to incentivise investments in 
Albania by Albanian emigrants. At the same 
time, a major Brain Gain Programme1 is already 
in place and is assisting hundreds of western-
educated Albanians to be involved in the public 
sector. In addition, this programme has also 
enlisted the support of many Albanians who 
work in academic and research positions in 
Europe, involving them in policy discussions for 
the country’s major programmes.

We are optimistic that in the coming years 
Albanian migrants in Europe will become an even 
stronger force, not only for the development of 
the country, but also for our efforts at European 
integration. To this end, the Government will 
continue to give all its support to emigrants for 
their integration into European societies and 
their eventual return to Albania.

Sali Berisha is the Prime Minister of Albania.
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In comparison to other 
policy areas, migration 
and residence have 
only recently begun 
to acquire a Euro-
pean dimension. Thus, 

recent years have seen significant changes in 
the direction of stronger European regulation, 
accompanied by a transfer of competencies from 
the national to the European level and shifts in 
the modes of European policy-making. What 
began as intergovernmental cooperation among 
Member States has become a form of ‘intensive 
transgovernmentalism’, with further moves 
toward the traditional Community method as 
powers have increasingly been transferred from 
the national to the EU level (Lavenex & Wallace, 
2005).

In parallel with these developments at the 
European level, over the last two decades all 
the European countries with significant levels 
of immigration have overhauled their national 
immigration policies. Thus, Germany revamped 
its asylum policy in 1992 and introduced its 
first-ever comprehensive immigration act in 
January 2005. In the United Kingdom, four 
major immigration acts have been produced 
since 1999. Likewise, the Spanish ‘Alien Law’ 
has undergone three major reforms in recent 
years; the government of Poland introduced key 
legislation in 2001 and 2003; and work is in 
progress in Turkey on a new ‘Law of Settlement’ 
to replace the existing act, which dates back to 
1934.

Immigration experts have devised different 
models to explain the varieties of national 
immigration policies (for a recent review, see 
Hollifield, 2000). However, comparatively little

is known about the extent of the impact that 
international and European influences, in 
particular, have had on these national reforms. 
What role does and can the EU play in the 
increasingly multilevel approach to regulating 
migration? If there is a European influence, 
what is the nature of that influence: are national 
immigration policies moving toward a similar, 
shared model, or does the Europeanisation of 
national policies lead to greater divergence? 
Studies of the process of policy Europeanisation 
in other areas have shown that it varies greatly 
from one country to another. Do these findings 
hold true for immigration policies as well, and, 
if so, how can these differences in the European 
impact be explained? 

Furthermore, past discussions of the theory of 
European integration of immigration policies 
have concluded that national political constraints 
provided a major rationale for policymakers to 
‘escape to Europe’. How does the establishment 
of a harmonised policy at the European level go 
on to affect the domestic politics of immigration? 
The research available to date is contradictory on 
these questions, mainly because there is “little 
systematic empirical research on how European 
developments ‘hit home’ at the national level” 
(Vink, 2005, p. 4).

In order to shed light on these questions, we have 
undertaken a systematic comparative analysis 
of the Europeanisation of national policies and 
politics of immigration (Faist & Ette, 2007). 
The study looks at  core Member States of the 
European Union, such as Germany, the United 
Kingdom, Sweden, Spain and Greece, and also 
analyses the impact of the EU on New Member 
States such as Poland, and potential future 
accession states, such as Turkey and Albania.
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The history of European integration of 
immigration policies

European integration of national immigration 
policies has progressed in four periods. The first, 
from 1957 to 198�, was characterised by minimal 
involvement in national immigration policies. 
Immigration policies fell under national control, 
and initiatives by the European Commission 
toward closer EU cooperation within the 
traditional community method of decision-
making were regularly declined. During this 
period, however, significant cooperation on these 
questions took place outside the EU’s traditional 
structures. Examples include the Trevi group, 
which was established by European Member 
States during the 1970s to cooperate on internal 
security measures, and, crucially, the 1985 
Schengen Agreement concerning cooperation on 
the mutual abolition of internal border controls 
and the development of compensating internal 
security measures. 

These intergovernmental forms of cooperation 
helped to shape cooperation during the second 
period, from 198� until 1993. That period was 
characterised by informal intergovernmentalism, 
in which representatives from the Member 
States engaged in a process of closer cooperation. 
Examples are the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on Immigration, established in 198�, and 
the group of coordinators that prepared the 
Palma Programme, dealing with the security 
implications of the free-movement measures in 
the Union’s Single European Act. 

The third period, from 1993 until 1999, was 
shaped by the Maastricht Treaty and its structure 
of formal intergovernmental cooperation. The 
three-pillar structure of the EU made integrated 
immigration policies under the EU a reality, and 
recognised immigration issues as being of com-
mon interest. The decision-making structures in 
the third pillar, however, ensured that cooperation 
remained strictly intergovernmental.

The current period, beginning in the late 
1990s, has been characterised by increasing 

communitarisation, marked by the Treaty of 
Amsterdam. The Treaty brought immigration 
policies into the Community pillar by creating 
a new Title IV, and incorporated the Schengen 
Agreement into the acquis communautaire. 
Determined to increase the degree of integration, 
the European Council summit in Tampere in 
1999 set out a five-year action programme on 
the central measures of a common European 
immigration policy. Five years later, in June 2004, 
the Commission published its final assessment 
of the original Tampere programme, stating that 
“substantial progress has been made in most 
areas of justice and home affairs.” Because of the 
intergovernmental decision-making procedures 
based on unanimity in the Council of Ministers, 
however, “it was not always possible to reach 
agreement at the European level for the adoption 
of certain sensitive measures relating to policies 
which remain at the core of national sovereignty” 
(Commission of the European Communities, 
2004, p. 3–4). 

Major obstacles relating to the decision-making 
structures and the scope of integration were 
overcome in December 2004, when the Council 
decided that, beginning on 1 January 2005, 
decision-making on EU immigration policies 
(with the exception of legal immigration) would 
become subject to qualified majority voting 
(QMV) and the co-decision procedure with the 
European Parliament (EP), thus providing for 
serious supranationalisation of this policy area. 
Finally, attempts by migrants to enter the EU 
illegally through the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta 
and Melilla in autumn 2005 lent urgency to the 
desire for further integration, by showing the 
weaknesses of a migration policy that focuses 
primarily on migration control while neglecting 
the root causes of migration (Boswell, 2003).

Defining Europeanisation

For our comparative analysis, we broadly defined 
Europeanisation as the impact that the European 
Union has on its Member States. More specifi-
cally, we followed the work of Bulmer and Radael-
li (2004, p. 4), who defined Europeanisation 
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as consisting of “processes of a) construction, 
b) diffusion and c) institutionalisation of 
formal and informal rules, procedures, policy 
paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and 
shared beliefs and norms which are first defined 
and consolidated in the EU policy process and 
then incorporated in the logic of domestic 
(national and sub-national) discourse, political 
structures and public policies.”

This definition provides us with a broad 
framework for understanding multi-level 
governance interactions in Europe, and makes 
it clear that Europeanisation is a two-way 
process—bottom-up and top-down—between 
the Member States and the EU. It acknowledges 
that any comprehensive explanation of Member 
State responses to the EU requires an analysis of 
how the two processes interact (see, for example, 
Börzel, 2005). For purposes of clarity, we 
limited our research to the top-down process of 
Member State adaptation to the EU, as opposed 
to European integration, understood as the 
bottom-up process of Member States projecting 
influence. We therefore followed the usual three-
step approach. The process of Europeanisation 
starts with the development of a governmental 
system and particular policies at the European 
level. These political structures and European 
policies then create pressure for domestic policies 
and policy-making processes to be adapted. The 
third stage, or endpoint, of this process consists 
of national policies and politics being adapted to 
EU-level developments.

Extent and modes of Europeanisation

Following on from this definition, we formulated 
two substantive research questions for our 
comparative work. The first was to determine 
the extent of Europeanisation, and the second, 
to improve our understanding of why and how 
Europeanisation occurs in national policies and 
politics of immigration. For the first question, 
we followed the typology developed by Radaelli 
(2003), who differentiates between four types of 
change: inertia, absorption, transformation and 
retrenchment. Inertia describes a situation of lack 

of change. Absorption refers to a situation where 
domestic policies or politics adapt to European 
requirements without real modification of the 
essential national structures of policies or politics. 
Transformation occurs if there is a change in the 
fundamental logic of the domestic policy or 
political behaviour. Finally, retrenchment means 
that the situation in a Member State becomes 
less ‘European’ than it had been. 

The second research question concerns how 
the European impact is felt, and what the 
differences are in the European impact among 
the different countries under consideration. 
Theoretical attempts to account for varying 
patterns of Europeanisation focus mainly on 
the ‘quality of fit’ between policies and politics 
at the European and the domestic level (for an 
overview, see Mastenbroek, 2005 and Risse, 
2001). By contrast, our analysis follows the work 
done by Scharpf (1999), differentiating between 
two fundamental modes of Europeanisation to 
account for the differences in the EU’s impact 
on the national policies of Member States and 
other countries. The two modes—prescriptive 
and discursive Europeanisation—are different 
“types of interaction” (Scharpf, 1999) or 
“steering modes” (Knill & Lenschow, 2005) that 
characterise ideal-type patterns of governance in 
the multi-level European immigration policy. 
They differ according to the degree of coercive 
pressure the EU can exert on a particular state to 
change its policies. 

The first mode—prescriptive Europeanisation—
is concerned with national re-regulation in 
cases where the EU provides institutional 
models for domestic compliance. Prescriptive 
Europeanisation is a form of coercive governance, 
defined as legally binding European legislation 
that leaves little or no discretion to the national 
implementer. Member States are obligated to 
ensure that these supranational policies are 
put into practice. In this mode the EU exerts 
considerable coercive pressure on a Member 
State. In contrast, the second mode—discursive 
Europeanisation—largely dispenses with 
coercion. There is no legally binding prescription 
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of institutional models for domestic compliance; 
rather, these models offer non-binding sugge-
stions to guide national policy-makers in the 
search for regulatory solutions to certain policy 
problems. In such a situation, the EU serves 
mainly as an arena for the exchange of political 
ideas and promotes information exchange in 
transnational networks. The best-known example 
is the open method of coordination.

‘Old’ versus ‘new’ Member states: different 
national experiences with Europe

With regard to the impact of the EU on national 
policies and on the politics of immigration, 
two main findings will be discussed here. The 
first concerns differences between countries in 
the extent of the European impact on national 
immigration policies, which form a continuum 
ranging from inertia or minor changes in 
domestic policies, to transformative and 
comprehensive changes at the other end of the 
spectrum. The six Member States in our study 
can be situated along this continuum, the most 
extreme positions being those of the UK, with 
only minor alterations, and Poland, with major 
changes to its policy. In between are Germany 
and Sweden, which are closer to the British 
pole, and Greece and Spain, which are closer 
to the experience of Poland. Furthermore, the 
analysis shows a reciprocal relationship between 
the mode and the extent of Europeanisation: 
discursive modes of interaction lead to greater 
national policy change in the case of traditional 
Member States, while prescriptive modes result 
in a greater extent of Europeanisation in the case 
of new Member States.

Of the countries analysed, the UK shows the least 
EU influence on the original British approach 
to immigration control, although the situation 
has evolved over time. Overall, the influence 
of European policy approaches on Britain’s 
immigration and asylum policy was greater 
during the 1990s, prior to the Amsterdam 
Treaty. Examples from the early 1990s include 
the changes to British asylum policy that came 
about as a result of European initiatives that 

led to the Dublin Convention and the London 
resolutions. In contrast, the years after 1999 
have seen minimal national policy changes 
resulting from EU initiatives. The sole exception 
is policies on human trafficking and smuggling, 
for which the UK adopted the European policy 
framework, in the absence of an existing British 
policy on the matter. 

In the case of all other European policies, the 
British government responded to European 
requirements by introducing minor changes 
only, or by opting out. The British case provides 
a prime example of the usefulness of the modes 
of Europeanisation in explaining the European 
impact on national immigration policies. The 
relationship between the extent and mode 
of Europeanisation is even more obvious in 
the case of Germany. Germany is often seen 
as the ‘poster child’ of European integration, 
actively participating in the process of European 
integration in general and showing particular 
interest in a common European immigration 
policy. In line with this image, European 
activities during the 1990s profoundly altered 
Germany’s immigration policy. In particular, the 
fundamental revamping of Germany’s asylum 
policy with the change in its basic law can be 
directly attributed to European involvement. 
The Amsterdam Treaty, however, marks a 
turning point for Germany’s involvement in 
the common European immigration policy, as 
Germany changed “from a vanguard to a laggard” 
(Hellmann et al., 2005). In contrast to the earlier 
period, European developments after 1999 have 
not, overall, significantly affected Germany’s 
immigration policy. Neither are any major policy 
changes expected to come out of the new draft 
bill, announced by the German government in 
January 200�, which will incorporate several 
European directives. 

At the other end of the spectrum is Poland, a 
relatively new Member State that joined the 
EU in the course of the eastern enlargement 
in 2004. Generally, those countries that 
joined the club recently have experienced 
the most comprehensive Europeanisation of 
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their domestic immigration policy. Again, the 
mode of Europeanisation seems an important 
predictor for the extent of policy change caused 
by the EU. Unlike the situation in the traditional 
Member States, however, the impact of the EU is 
greatest where Europeanisation is prescriptive in 
nature. However, the EU influence on Poland’s 
immigration policy was already being felt even 
before coercive measures were in place, during 
the period when, following the collapse of the 
Eastern bloc, there was a need to establish an 
immigration policy. That influence, which was 
already considerable in the early 1990s, grew 
much stronger after 1997 when negotiations 
on EU accession were launched. In the early 
1990s, it made itself felt in the establishment of 
an asylum system, as Poland joined the Geneva 
Convention on refugees and the European 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms. Those developments 
were finally given expression in the 1997 Alien 
Act, which introduced a range of measures that 
had been discussed on the European level at 
that time, including, for example, temporary 
residence permits, carrier sanctions and the safe 
third-country concept. 

The European impact actually intensified after 
1997, and the amendments to the Alien Act 
in 2001 and 2003 transposed many European 
proposals into Polish immigration policy. 
‘Governance by conditionality,’ a particular form 
of prescriptive Europeanisation, has characterised 
the interaction between the EU and Poland 
during the accession negotiations. As a highly 
motivated candidate for EU membership, Poland 
willingly accepted the requirements concerning 
its immigration policy. 

The assessment of the extent of the 
Europeanisation of immigration policies in 
countries such as Turkey and Albania shows 
differences as well. The situation in both 
countries can be likened to that in Poland 
between 1997 and 2004—highly coercive and 
prescriptive modes of Europeanisation governed 
by conditionality. Both Turkey and Albania 
have a keen interest in joining the EU, and they 

are likely to accept European demands when it 
comes to changing their immigration policy. 

Overall, the impact of the EU on non-member 
countries such as Turkey and Albania is weaker 
than it is on Poland, for example, as the EU 
cannot exert as much pressure on those countries 
to comply with European policies. Furthermore, 
the incentives to comply are reduced because the 
rewards for compliance are more modest and 
less certain than was the case with Poland, where 
there was a stronger prospect of EU accession. 
In consequence, Europeanisation is far less 
encompassing and focuses only on those aspects 
of a country’s immigration policy that serve 
European interests in immigration control.

A second finding concerns the variations in the 
European impact on the politics—as opposed to 
the policies—of immigration. As we have seen, 
the Europeanisation of national immigration 
policies has had far-reaching consequences 
for some countries. By contrast, the European 
influence on the national politics of immigration 
is far weaker and follows a largely different logic. 
Whereas the extent of the Europeanisation of 
the policies of immigration is best explained 
by the mode of Europeanisation, with regard 
to the politics of immigration it is the degree of 
compatibility between national and European 
structures of policy-making that plays a stronger 
role. This finding can be explained by two factors 
that account for the difference. 

The first factor focuses on the general 
characteristics of immigration policies with 
regard to the importance of different actors in the 
policy-making and decision-making processes 
and the general findings of the impact of the 
EU on national politics. Despite recent debates 
about the importance of interest groups and the 
judiciary in immigration policy-making (see, for 
example, Freeman, 200�; or Guiraudon, 2000), 
immigration politics and other policy areas in 
justice and home affairs are generally regarded 
as elite-dominated and are seen as a policy sector 
in which the executive has a strong prerogative, 
at the expense of the legislatures, political parties 
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and interest groups (Hammar, 1985; Statham & 
Geddes, 200�). In recent years, the dominance 
of the executive has increased still further. The 
tightness of the migration–security nexus, the 
continuing securitisation of immigration and 
the mingling of external and internal security 
with immigration issues have strengthened the 
grasp of the executive in this policy area (Faist, 
T .2005). These developments in the politics 
of immigration confirm the findings of studies 
of the EU’s overall impact on national po-
litics, which indicate that the European impact 
on national politics tends to strengthen the 
executive at the expense of the legislature (see, 
for example, Andersen & Burns, 199�). This 
trend can therefore be expected to continue, and 
indeed to strengthen; fundamental changes are 
unlikely. 

The second explanation for the comparatively 
weak impact of the EU on national politics 
is based on country-specific institutional 
arrangements that are clearly visible in politics 
but not so obvious in the policy dimension. 
National institutional frameworks for politics 
are much harder to Europeanise than the more 
contingent regulatory approaches in the policy 
dimension (see, for example, Maurer, Mitag & 
Wessels, 2003). In line with these expectations, 
the findings of all our individual country studies 
indicate that the extent of Europeanisation 
with regard to politics is small compared to 
the policy dimension, and that in general there 
has been little impact on the national politics 
of immigration. A prime example is Sweden, 
which has a traditionally strong parliament with 
considerable influence in shaping policy. Here, 
the Europeanisation of policy-making processes 
has clearly strengthened the executive, and on 
European issues the parliamentary committees 
have had difficulty making their influence 
felt in the government. Similar problems are 
reported for the process of transposition. The 
implementation of EU directives in Swedish 
law is generally prepared by expert commissions 
and working groups in the ministries rather than 
in parliament, which contributes to a further 
weakening of this institution. 

Another example supporting the same trend 
is provided by the Spanish situation. In this 
country, with its traditionally strong executive, 
the European influence actually serves to 
reinforce the classic features of the Spanish 
political system. With the EU ‘pushing’ and the 
government ‘pulling’ for a more restrictive policy, 
the parliamentary opposition and interest groups 
have had great difficulty imposing themselves.

Despite these findings, which illustrate the 
reinforcement of traditional national patterns 
of policy-making, there are a number of cases 
where the EU provides for new configurations 
in the national politics of immigration. The UK, 
for example, is traditionally seen as a country 
where a strong executive and weak judicial 
control have made a very stringent immigration 
control regime possible. Overall, the politics of 
immigration in the UK have not been changed 
by Britain’s participation in the developing 
European immigration policy. Nevertheless, the 
British adoption of the European Convention 
on Human Rights (ECHR) could in the long 
term significantly alter these established ways of 
doing things. Indeed, the analysis provides initial 
evidence for such a development. 

The most striking results, however, are again to be 
seen in the new Member States such as Poland, 
and potential future members such as Turkey and 
Albania. In the case of Poland, the institutional 
framework of immigration policy-making has 
not changed in substance for more than 15 
years. There is a clear executive dominance over 
immigration policy-making, with parliament 
and interest groups largely excluded from the 
process. Europeanisation has hardly changed this 
institutional framework, and there is a proposal 
to establish a central government organ to deal 
with migration policy. What has happened 
instead is that the beliefs and discourse of the 
elite, and of politicians in Poland, have been 
Europeanised to a large extent. The perception 
of uncontrolled immigration as a threat, and a 
‘fortress Europe’ approach, have been effectively 
transplanted to Polish soil, notwithstanding the 
small numbers of immigrants in Poland.
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Overall, analysis of the Europeanisation of 
national policies and politics of immigration 
shows that the EU has become an important 
player, whose role is necessary to explain 
national political reactions to immigration 
and the dynamics of multi-level governance 
of migration in Europe. In addition, the EU 
has become a successful venue for long-time 
European Member States to exercise influence 
on their neighbours’ policies and politics.
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and the sociology of development in the Faculty of 
Sociology at Bielefeld University. He is the Director 
of the Center on Migration, Citizenship and 
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Migration is a wide-
spread and irrepressible 
phenomenon affecting 
virtually every country 
in the world. The 
number of migrants 

has increased rapidly in modern times, from 7� 
million in 19�0, to 175 million in 2000 and 
to almost 200 million in 2005. International 
migrants, which include 9.2 million refugees, 
now account for 3% of the world’s population. 
A number of factors have influenced migration 
in recent decades: population growth, market 
globalisation, environmental degradation, 
advances in communication technology, ease 
of transportation, political, economic and 
social conditions, regional conflicts and natural 
disasters.

Immigration has helped make Canada what it is 
today, building and transforming the population 
and contributing to the development of our 
economy, our society and our culture. Canada 
has one of the highest per capita rates of 
permanent immigration in the world—roughly 
0.7% in recent years—and has welcomed 3.5 
million immigrants in the last 15 years alone. 
In fact, about 18% of Canada’s population is 
foreign-born and another 30% is descended 
from earlier generations of non-British, non-
French immigrants. Canada’s cultural diversity 
represents a tremendous strength, weaving a web 
of global ties that enriches our social fabric and 
enhances our economic prosperity.

Canada is one of only a few countries with a 
managed immigration programme that aims to 
have newcomers ultimately become full citizens. 
According to Statistics Canada, 84% of the per-
manent residents in Canada in 2001 who were 
eligible had acquired Canadian citizenship. In 
2005–0�, there were 222,170 permanent resi-

dents who became Canadian citizens. Obtaining 
citizenship is a key step in the integration proc-
ess for newcomers because it means that they can 
participate fully in Canadian life. In a world of 
widespread migration and expanding global ties, 
however, multiple connections and identities in-
creasingly raise questions about the meaning of 
citizenship and how to foster a shared national 
identity and sense of belonging.

While Canada has had great success in 
maximising the benefits of immigration, an ever-
changing world continues to present new issues 
and challenges associated with an evolving global 
economy, demographic patterns and geopolitical 
trends.

Demographic and labour market context 

The United Nations projects that between 2000 
and 2050, the world’s population will grow by 
2.� billion people, but that almost all of that 
growth will be in developing and least-developed 
countries. Industrialised countries such as 
Canada will continue to be faced with an ageing 
population and ultimately with demographic 
decline. Even countries with booming developing 
economies, such as China, may eventually face a 
decline in population growth. These opposing 
trends in global demographics will significantly 
influence migration flows and the competition 
for migrants of choice. More and more countries 
are gearing their immigration programmes 
towards skilled migrants.

According to Statistics Canada, sometime 
between 2025 and 2030 the number of births 
in Canada will equal the number of deaths. If 
Canada’s population is to continue to grow, 
immigration will be the source of this growth 
in the absence of a change in fertility and/or 
mortality rates. These demographic factors are 
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also slowing Canada’s labour force growth. Since 
labour force growth and productivity gains are 
the key components to ensuring a rising standard 
of living, any slowdown in labour force growth 
must be offset by stronger productivity gains in 
the future if the recent increase in the standard 
of living is to be sustained.

Immigration by itself cannot meet Canada’s 
current and future labour market needs, but 
it is an important part of an overall solution. 
Immigration currently accounts for more than 
70% of net growth in the labour force, and it is 
projected to account for 100% of that growth 
within the next decade because the number 
of Canadians leaving school and entering the 
labour force will only be sufficient to offset 
the number retiring. At current immigration 
levels, however, domestic sources of labour force 
growth will remain dominant, producing an 
estimated number of new entrants per year five 
times greater than entrants from immigration.

While immigration is not the only driver of 
labour force growth, it is a key source of skilled 
labour for Canada, as well as an increasingly 
important mechanism for addressing labour 
shortages. No generalised labour market 
shortages are predicted for the next few decades, 
but shortages of skilled workers are already 
occurring in particular occupations, sectors, 
industries and regions. It is therefore important 
that Canada make the most of everybody’s skills. 
The Government of Canada has proposed to 
work with provincial and territorial partners to 
put in place a fair process for foreign credential 
assessment. 

More and more, businesses view skilled labour 
shortages as a serious, long-term problem that 
will hamper Canada’s economic growth and 
competitiveness. It is therefore important that 
the country have an immigration strategy that 
addresses pressing labour market and employer 
needs in the short term, while helping to build 
an adaptable and competitive labour force over 
the long term. Doing so hinges on our ability to 
attract and retain immigrants through proactive 

recruitment and through effective integration 
and family reunification programmes.

Safety and security in a global context 

Global interconnectedness brings shared risks. 
The ease of travel means that virtually all problems 
can quickly become global. Epidemics such as 
SARS and avian influenza can rapidly affect the 
entire world if they are not managed effectively. 
Political conflict and civil strife in some parts 
of the world can have widespread ramifications 
and will continue to shape geopolitical relations 
and undermine our sense of security. The 
global context, especially since the events of 11 
September 2001, has heightened concerns about 
security and migration. A key challenge for 
Canada is to strike a balance between protecting 
the health, safety and security of Canadians and 
facilitating the entry of migrants who have the 
potential to contribute to our economic, social 
and cultural life. Citizenship and Immigration 
Canada (CIC) continues to work with its 
partners to fulfil its role in identifying applicants 
who could pose security, safety or health risks to 
Canada in order to ensure that the benefits of 
a more responsive immigration system are not 
undermined.

Moving forward 

The international environment will increasingly 
challenge Canada’s ability to meet its future 
economic, social and cultural needs through 
immigration. Though unprecedented numbers 
of people are on the move as a result of local 
and world events, competition for talent will 
intensify with the declining population growth 
in developed regions and the emergence of 
developing countries as economic powers. 
Canada has succeeded in attracting and 
integrating immigrants. The challenge, however, 
will be to remain globally competitive and to 
enhance our contribution to humanitarian efforts 
to help the world’s most vulnerable people. To 
help the country meet this challenge, CIC and 
its partners must have the appropriate policies, 
programmes and tools for success. For CIC, this 
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will require making progress on its three key 
priorities, particularly on the implementation of 
an integrated policy framework.

Departmental priorities

Three priorities will guide the Department of 
CIC’s work in 2007–08. These priorities, first 
committed to in 200�–07, are discussed below:

1. Implementing an integrated policy 
framework;

2. Improving client service;
3. Building the work force of the future.

Priority 1: 

Implementing an integrated policy framework 

While Canada’s immigration system provides a 
strong foundation upon which to build, action 
is needed to ensure that it is well positioned 
to meet new and emerging challenges that are 
closely interconnected. In moving forward, CIC 
is taking an increasingly horizontal approach 
to developing policies and programmes that 
will make Canada an attractive destination for 
migrants. Efforts will involve measures that 
improve how we target and select immigrants 
and support their integration and pursuit of 
active citizenship, while striving to meet our 
humanitarian goals and manage risks and 
pressures on the immigration system itself. An 
integrated approach to addressing challenges 
that cuts across the immigration, integration, 
refugee and citizenship programmes is crucial to 
achieving results in departmental priorities.

Selecting migrants and maximising the benefits of 
immigration 

One of Canada’s challenges is to maximise the 
contribution of immigration to its economic, 
social and cultural development. Selecting 
entrants on the basis of having sufficient 
education, experience and language proficiency 
to successfully adapt in a changing labour market 
enables newcomers to take advantage of economic 

opportunities and contribute their talent and 
creativity to build strong, diverse and innovative 
communities that enhance Canada’s position in 
the world. At the same time, employers cannot 
afford to overlook eligible workers. Budget 
200� allocated CAN$18 million to address the 
assessment of foreign credentials. CIC continues 
to look for more effective ways to tap into the 
skills of qualified foreign-trained workers. 

While this approach helps to sustain Canada’s 
labour force and its competitive advantage over 
the longer term, there are immediate concerns 
about labour shortages in specific occupations, 
sectors and industries. CIC has already made 
improvements to existing mechanisms, such as 
the Temporary Foreign Worker (TFW) Program, 
and will continue to explore other measures to 
better meet specific labour market needs over 
both the short and long term. 

At the same time, current settlement patterns 
result in an unequal distribution of the benefits 
of immigration across the country. While less 
than �5% of the Canadian population lives 
in metropolitan areas, more than 90% of 
newcomers settle in those areas. In fact, three 
quarters of all newcomers settle in Canada’s 
three largest urban areas—Toronto, Montreal 
and Vancouver. Rural and smaller urban areas 
are having difficulty attracting and retaining 
immigrants who would help meet their labour 
market and population requirements. CIC will 
have to work more closely with provinces and 
territories to make the immigration system more 
responsive to community needs across Canada. 
One way to do this is through the Provincial 
Nominee Program.

Successful integration of newcomers 

Another challenge for Canada is to improve 
economic and social outcomes for immigrants. 
Recent immigrants are not succeeding as well as 
immigrants in the past. Over the last two decades, 
the overall initial earnings of new immigrants 
relative to average Canadian earnings have 
deteriorated, despite higher levels of education. 
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Recent immigrants take longer to catch up with 
native-born Canadians with respect to labour 
market outcomes. Immigrants need to be able 
to leverage their skills in order to put them to 
productive use in the labour market and to reap 
economic rewards commensurate with their skill 
levels. It will also be important to ensure that 
newcomers have the family and social support 
they need to succeed and to fully contribute to 
the social and cultural fabric of Canada. 

The 200� budget provided additional funding 
of CAN$307 million over two years for 
settlement services in provinces and territories 
outside Quebec.1 The new funding is to ensure 
that newcomers have the support they need, 
particularly during their early years in Canada. 
CIC will also continue to work with Human 
Resources and Social Development Canada 
(HRSDC), the provinces and territories and 
professional associations towards the creation of 
the Foreign Credentials Referral Office. Other 
innovative approaches will also be developed to 
facilitate integration, such as starting the process 
overseas or targeting the selection of people who 
have the experience needed to integrate quickly 
into the Canadian labour market and society.

Citizenship is often considered to be the 
ultimate measure of newcomer integration 
and full participation in the economic, social 
and cultural life of the country. In fact, the 
vast majority of immigrants to Canada (84%) 
eventually become citizens. It is important to 
ensure that the process of acquiring citizenship 
is responsive to the modern-day realities of a 
world characterised by increasing international 
mobility. It is just as important to promote an 
understanding of a broader notion of citizenship 
that encompasses a shared national identity, a 
sense of belonging, loyalty and attachment to 
Canada, and an understanding of rights and 
obligations.

Our continued success as a country will depend 

on how we harness our strength as a culturally 
diverse society and on pursuing citizenship as 
a two-way process that entails both equality of 
opportunity and respect for the law. Canada’s 
model of citizenship must be well positioned 
to enhance its social fabric and build stronger 
communities across the country.

Protecting the most vulnerable 

A disproportionate number of the world’s refugees 
live in camps or unsafe urban conditions for 
long periods before a solution is found through 
a return to their country of origin, settlement 
within the region or resettlement abroad. Other 
refugees find ways to get to countries where 
they can apply for asylum, although globally the 
number of asylum applications in industrialised 
countries, including Canada, has decreased by 
almost half since it peaked in 2001. Within this 
context, both the domestic and international 
components of Canada’s refugee protection 
programmes must be examined in order to ensure 
that we continue to target those most in need of 
protection and find more durable solutions for a 
greater number of refugees. Partnerships both at 
home and abroad will have to be strengthened 
in order for Canada to continue to contribute to 
international solutions for refugees, particularly 
those in protracted refugee situations.

Managing pressures and risks effectively

A key pressure on the immigration system 
is the sheer volume of applications relative 
to Canada’s annual admission targets. As a 
consequence, an inventory of applications 
representing approximately 800,000 individuals 
has accumulated. In addition, intake of new 
applications in some categories (for example, 
federal skilled workers and parents and 
grandparents) has for several years exceeded 
planned target ranges. This means lengthy 
waiting times that frustrate applicants. It may 
also lead to missed opportunities as skilled 
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applicants choose other countries, undermining 
Canada’s efforts to position itself as a destination 
of choice. Another consideration relates to the 
fact that we do not control when immigrants 
will arrive in Canada once they have been 
accepted. This causes year-to-year fluctuations in 
arrivals that have to be managed. For example, 
newcomers used their visas faster in 2005 than 
in 2004, raising the number of people admitted 
last year beyond the planned range. In addition, 
the average time between visa issuance and 
immigrant arrival in Canada declined by close 
to 30 days in 2005, which meant that CIC 
processed 13 months’ worth of admissions in 12 
months. We need to have the tools and policy 
measures to manage our system more efficiently 
if we are to continue to attract migrants who will 
contribute to Canada’s prosperity.

Another source of pressure on the immigration 
system is the growing volume of applicants under 
the TFW Program. While CIC is equipped to 
deliver on its annual immigration targets, it must 
manage applications under the TFW category 
within its existing resources. This could lead to 
an erosion of the capacity of CIC to deliver on 
its planned admission targets, given that TFW 
applications take priority over the processing 
of permanent resident visas. These pressures 
highlight the need to find the right balance 
between temporary and permanent streams of 
migration.

Equally important is the need to plan effectively. 
The current approach to planning annual 
immigration-level targets is limited to a one-
year time frame. A longer-term approach will 
allow more time to plan and build operational 
capacity, provide enough flexibility to respond 
to changing priorities and conditions, allow 
for broader and deeper collaboration with 
partners during the planning process, provide an 
opportunity to gain key stakeholder perspectives 
and build a strong evidence base for setting 
appropriate levels of immigration that will meet 
the economic and social needs of communities 
across the country.

Risk management is essential to sustaining 
Canada’s immigration programmes and ensuring 
public confidence in the immigration system. 
Canada strives to strike a balance between 
facilitating entry and screening applicants so as 
to ensure both continued programme integrity 
and the benefits of immigration. With support 
from security partners, CIC is responsible 
for making the final decisions on the entry of 
immigrants and temporary residents to make 
certain that entrants to Canada do not pose a 
danger to public safety and security. Similarly, 
CIC works with its health partners to manage 
the risks to public health within the context of 
increasing global mobility.

The integrated policy framework will provide a 
strategic roadmap to ensure that all immigration 
programmes and policies are working together 
to meet all these challenges and serve Canada’s 
interests. It also involves laying out a path to 
provide the sustainable investments needed to 
achieve strategic outcomes. This will involve 
strengthening the infrastructure for partnership 
and coordination within the Department. 
Collaboration and dialogue with other 
government departments will take place at 
multiple levels in order to achieve a broad-based 
understanding of pressures, challenges and policy 
directions with respect to immigration. CIC 
will also work more closely with the provinces, 
territories and other key players such as 
communities, employers and non-governmental 
organisations.

Priority 2:

Improving client service 

The decision to immigrate to Canada or to apply 
for citizenship is an important life decision. 
Both clients and CIC are better served when 
this decision is based on realistic, authoritative 
and timely information about the opportunities, 
challenges and difficulties involved in 
immigrating, working and living in Canada, and 
the privileges and responsibilities of Canadian 
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citizenship. Clients and the Department also 
benefit when immigration and citizenship 
application processing is simple, predictable and 
transparent.

While Canada’s immigration system provides 
a strong foundation upon which to build, 
there are challenges in the areas of application 
management and client service. Responding to 
these challenges will involve enhancing services 
to clients while maintaining the integrity of 
the system, improving public perception of the 
system, and ensuring that Canada remains an 
attractive destination for skilled immigrants. 
The increasing number of applications, for both 
temporary and permanent residents, shows that 
Canada continues to be a destination of choice. 

However, a high volume of permanent resident 
applications in the 1999–2001 period and 
a continued inflow at levels higher than 
government objectives—particularly for 
the federal skilled workers and parents and 
grandparents categories—have contributed 
to creating a large inventory of applications. 
Similarly, there has been an increasing volume 
of temporary resident applications (which are 
not constrained by target levels), eroding the 
Department’s processing capacity and resources. 
Rising inventories and lengthy waiting times 
have put significant pressures on the delivery of 
the immigration programme and present real 
challenges for timely processing and efficient 
management of client expectations.

Working with partners, CIC has launched a 
service modernisation initiative that seeks to 
reduce processing times in a number of areas, 
make better use of the Internet and online 
services, simplify application kits and processes 
and provide better information on the Internet 
through CIC’s call centre and through service 
delivery partners. Significant progress has been 
made in the pursuit of continuous improvement, 
and CIC is committed to providing quality 
information and services in anticipation of and in 
response to the evolving needs and expectations 
of clients.

As an example, TFW units were established in 
Vancouver and Calgary on 1 September 200�. 
The TFW units will provide advice to employers 
who plan to hire temporary foreign workers 
who are exempted from the labour market 
confirmation process. The units will also pre-
screen supporting documents from employers 
to streamline the application process of such 
workers.

In this context, a service improvement 
framework has been developed. It focuses on 
better addressing client needs and on providing 
enhanced accessibility worldwide by:

•	 conducting client surveys and focus groups to 
better understand limitations and to ensure 
that services offered address them;

•	 clearly communicating CIC’s commitment to 
client service, supported by service principles 
and standards that are meaningful, transparent 
and fair to CIC clients;

•	 developing a comprehensive human resources 
and change management strategy to foster a 
corporate culture focused on client service, 
innovation and performance;

•	 developing a future model for service delivery 
that is integrated, responsive and accessible 
around the world;

•	 streamlining business processes related 
to front-counter and behind-the-counter 
operations, with the support of innovative 
partnering strategies to ensure that clients 
have access to more integrated and seamless 
services; 

•	 designing and implementing an electronic 
service environment, supported by a 
redesigned CIC website, that provides clients 
with user-friendly information and self-service 
tools for submitting or updating applications 
and for monitoring their case status online; 
and 

•	 strengthening CIC governance for service 
improvement initiatives through rigorous 
project prioritisation and management. 

Service improvements must be introduced 
gradually and provide both short-term solutions 
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and medium-term transformations. Sequencing 
of changes will be based on client feedback, 
project feasibility and cost, as well as on 
operational requirements to ensure a smooth 
transition and continuity in service delivery. An 
overarching communication and engagement 
strategy will ensure a common understanding of 
the expected results and will help build consensus 
for the modernisation of service delivery.

Priority 3 

Building the work force of the future 

CIC employees are instrumental in building 
Canadian society, and their diversity is a key 
strength for Canada. The Department will use 
this opportunity to increase its representation of 
the four designated groups2 and to promote and 
support diversity in the workplace. CIC needs 
to recruit employees who have the competencies 
required to implement new policy and 
programme directions and to serve clients in the 
future. It needs to retain existing employees and 
help them develop the competencies they will 
need in the future. CIC must ensure that all of 
its employees are equipped to continuously learn 
and develop in order to respond to the evolving 
environment and priorities. Building a work 
force that will enable CIC to fulfil its strategic 
objectives is a key departmental priority.

The Department began a process of employee 
consultation during the last year and will build 
on this process as it moves forward on its current 
departmental priorities. The three priorities are 
closely linked, and none of them can be carried 
out in isolation.

A review of the Department’s management 
agenda and competencies has guided senior 
officials in charting the course for developing 
its future workforce, building on the skills and 
competencies of CIC’s existing employees, 
and adding new employees who bring needed 
abilities and energy.

CIC has set up a Work Force Renewal Office 
(WRO), which is working in close partnership 
with the Human Resources Branch to develop 
strategies to renew CIC’s workforce through 
training and succession planning and by 
recruiting new employees who have the needed 
competencies and skill sets.

The WRO has been mandated to:

•	 discover demographic and competency-
related challenges facing CIC;

•	 develop strategies for facing these challenges;
•	 develop and implement a single, integrated 

change strategy for delivery in 2010; and
•	 position CIC as an attractive employer today 

and in the future. 

Through solid human resources planning, CIC 
will design ongoing, sustainable strategies to 
build a diverse workforce that meets Canadians’ 
expectations and that can implement new policy 
and programme directions. CIC will develop 
strategies to address engagement, recruitment, 
retention, learning and development, diversity 
and succession planning needs. These strategies 
will respond to demographic shifts in its 
workforce, while fostering a learning culture that 
will make CIC an attractive employer for people 
who have the competencies needed for the future. 
CIC will achieve these goals, in part, through the 
new delegations accorded to management and 
the enhanced flexibility provided in the Public 
Service Modernization Act.

For 2007–08, CIC has identified the following 
priorities: 

•	 Implement an integrated Performance 
Management Program and Succession 
Planning Program and an updated Learning 
Program for its executive (EX) population.

•	 Leverage government-wide development 
programmes (e.g., Accelerated Executive 
Development Program, Career Assignment 
Program, Management Trainee Program);

•	 Develop and implement a strategic and 
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creative approach to official language training 
to ensure that CIC will be seen as a diverse 
and attractive employer; 

•	 Develop a new Competency-based 
Management Framework that will ensure CIC 
identifies the knowledge, skills and abilities 
necessary to meet its future challenges; and 

•	 Implement the Employment Equity and 
Diversity Program. In particular a governance 
structure for employment equity and 
diversity will be implemented, work will be 
undertaken to launch a demographic survey 
and a new diversity-training programme will 
be developed.

CIC’s first Human Resources Strategy is based on 
strong leadership and excellence. Management, 
the WRO and Human Resources will work in 
partnership to build and sustain a competent 
and innovative workforce and an inclusive, 
productive and respectful workplace ready to 
take on the challenges of the 21st century. 

Diane Finley is the Minister of Citizenship and 
Immigration of Canada.
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Throughout history, 
migration has been 
constant but its nature 
has varied. In the past, 
Europe was a place 
people left, but now 

it is a major destination for immigrants. It is 
therefore fitting that immigration has become 
one of the important priorities for the European 
Union. Immigration is a multifaceted issue, 
and in a world of high-speed transportation 
and technology, traditional borders are often 
rendered meaningless. That is why our approach 
to immigration must be comprehensive and 
coordinated. Since taking office in November 
2004, I have worked hard to secure the place 
of immigration issues on the European Union’s 
political agenda and in its conscience in order to 
develop a carefully devised immigration policy. 

On the basis of the 1999 meeting of the European 
Council in Tampere,1 the European Union has 
developed a common migration policy around 
four main pillars:

1. legal immigration and integration of third-
country nationals;

2. combating illegal immigration;
3. a common European asylum system;
4. cooperation with countries of origin and 

transit.

In this article I will deal briefly with each of 
these four pillars, outlining what we have done 
and what challenges still lie ahead. We have 
made progress in formulating a comprehensive 
strategy; we must now put it into action.

We have secured the necessary finances to 
support migration work. The European 
Commission, endorsed by the Parliament, has 
allocated almost 4 billion euros to migration 
issues in its financial programme for 2007–13.2 

Moreover, at its meeting in December 200�, the 
European Council underlined its determination 
to continue developing a common and 
comprehensive policy on migration. The 
Council endorsed the European Commission’s 
communication “The Global Approach to 
Migration one year on: Towards a comprehensive 
European migration policy”3 and set a very 
ambitious agenda for the future. Viewing all 
aspects of this challenge is essential. 

The European Commission has established the 
Commissioners Group on Migration Issues, 
which I have the privilege of coordinating. This 
brings together all areas relevant to migration 
issues, including Justice and Home Affairs 
policies, development, employment, education 
and training, regional policies, economic 
issues, external relations and the European 
Neighbourhood policy. All of these are key 
factors in a comprehensive migration policy 
based on the four pillars. 

Legal immigration and integration of third-
country nationals

A total of 2.2 million permits are granted each 
year to third-country nationals, allowing them to 
reside in the European Union for employment, 
family reasons or study.  We must manage legal 
immigration more efficiently in the interests of 
Member States and our citizens. In an increasingly 

1 See the conclusions of the European Council meeting in Tampere (Finland) 15–1� October 1999. 
2 Part of the Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows framework programme. This programme consists of four independent but closely 

linked financial instruments: the External Borders Fund, the Integration Fund, the Return Fund and European Refugee Fund. European 
Parliament approved these on 14 December 200�.  Green Paper on an EU approach to managing economic migration, COM(2004) 811 
final, 11.1.2005.

3 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, The global approach to migration one year on: Towards 
a comprehensive European migration policy, COM(200�)735 final.
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interdependent world there is an increase in the 
flows of capital, services, information and, most 
importantly, people. Europe must maximise 
the benefits of these changes and better manage 
their different aspects. The European Union 
must secure the workers that it needs, admitting 
those who are needed to fill gaps in the labour 
market while ensuring fair treatment and a 
comprehensive set of rights to legal resident 
nationals of non-EU countries. 

We must ensure that Europe becomes a magnet 
for highly skilled immigrants, and at the same 
time attract high-calibre students into European 
universities. China, India and Australia are 
currently the international destinations for the 
best-qualified professionals. We must work 
hard to make the European Union an attractive 
destination for such people. Within the Union 
we have made great progress in facilitating the 
free movement of people, and the Schengen 
acquis has helped to further this process. 

We must also look beyond the European Union. 
Fostering legal immigration is vital as there is 
much to gain from increasing exchanges, trade 
and investment and, significantly, reducing 
barriers between countries. Later this year, I 
will propose a directive on the conditions of 
admission to the European Union for highly 
skilled workers, including the possibility of 
an EU Blue Card. At present a highly skilled 
person from India who works in a company in 
Germany cannot subsequently move to work 
in Belgium, for example, without encountering 
mountains of red tape. My Blue Card proposals 
would facilitate such movement while respecting 
national competences in terms of volumes of 
admission. Obviously, the Blue Card proposal 
will be useful only if Member States agree to a 
common definition of highly skilled workers. 

In November 200� the Commission put forward 
the idea of ‘mobility packages’, whose purpose 
is to organise more effectively various forms of 

legal movement between the European Union 
and third countries. Once certain conditions 
have been met—such as cooperation on illegal 
migration and effective mechanisms for the 
readmission of illegal migrants—the European 
Union and interested African countries could 
agree on these packages, facilitating the 
movement of people and improving access to 
the labour markets of EU Member States. Job 
centres in Africa could provide information 
about opportunities in Europe and promote 
the re-integration of those who voluntarily 
return to their country of origin. However it 
is essential that we avoid a ‘brain drain’ from 
Africa. That is why development policies that 
create opportunities in home countries and 
reduce the desire to emigrate are also a key part 
of immigration policy. I will return to this point 
later. 

It is essential that people coming to work legally 
in the European Union are able to integrate into 
society, in areas such as housing or the local 
economy. This is essential for the well-being of 
immigrants, but also for them to feel welcome to 
contribute skills and knowledge to the economic 
growth of the Union. The Integration Fund, 
which runs from 2007 to 2013, is targeted at 
new immigrants and provides 825 million euros 
to Member States. It supports a wide array of 
activities including language, history and cultural 
programmes.

In September 2005, I put forward the Common 
Agenda for Integration,4 which reinforced the 
critical role of integration in a common EU 
policy on immigration. In October 200�, I 
launched a new initiative entitled “Integrating 
Cities” with a conference hosted by the Mayor 
of Rotterdam, which initiated an examination of 
European policies and local practice. Successful 
immigration cannot occur without integration. 
Only with integration will we break down the 
barriers of distrust in society and reap the full 
benefits of immigration. 
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combating illegal immigration

At the same time as managing legal immigration, 
we must resolutely counter illegal immigration. 
Europe is an attractive destination for many. 
Unfortunately, this includes those seeking 
criminal or dishonest financial gains. There 
is a clear link between illegal immigration 
and organised crime, human trafficking and 
terrorism. These latter activities are often 
interdependent. For example, human trafficking 
is just one part of organised crime: high profits 
from labour and sexual exploitation are subject 
to money laundering and enable traffickers 
to engage in other criminal activities. It is 
important that we work together to tackle this, 
and our approach must be as comprehensive and 
sophisticated as that of the criminals, covering 
readmission return policy, the fight against 
illegal employment, and management of the 
Union’s external borders. In November 200�, 
the Commission published Reinforcing the 
Management of the European Union’s Southern 
Maritime Borders,5 which identified operational 
measures to provide the necessary means to 
prevent and manage migration crisis situations.

Within the European Union we have created 
an area of free movement for our citizens. This 
enhanced freedom of movement goes hand in 
hand with improved security of the Union’s 
common external borders, which comprise 
� 000 km on land and 85,000 km of coastline.  
To protect this boundary we have been taking 
many practical measures, especially in relation 
to illegal immigration into southern Member 
States. Indeed, the pressure of illegal immigration 
on Member States in the Mediterranean and 
Atlantic region has reached an unprecedented 
high. 

We must, and have already begun to, take 
immediate and decisive action at both national 
and European levels. Law enforcement agencies 
of Member Sates are working together to protect 

their external borders and undertake joint 
operations in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic 
under the coordination of Frontex (European 
Agency for the Management of Operational 
Cooperation at the External Borders). Moreover, 
police from different countries cooperate on a 
daily basis, ensuring that relevant information 
crosses EU borders faster than the terrorists.
 
The External Borders Fund was begun in January 
2007. It will provide an estimated 1 820 million 
euros for the period 2007–13 to upgrade, among 
other things, infrastructure such as border 
crossing points and video surveillance along the 
European Union’s external borders. No state can 
successfully tackle illegal immigration alone, 
which is why Member States must cooperate if 
this problem is to be overcome. Frontex plays 
a crucial role, but responsibility for control and 
surveillance lies with the Member States. 

Cooperation is essential and must be forthcoming 
from Member States. There is much to do if 
we are to prevent illegal immigration and the 
exploitation and criminal activity that it brings 
to the European Union. We must ensure that we 
have a correct modus operandi for intercepting 
vessels we suspect are carrying illegal immigrants 
towards European shores. The different 
approaches currently taken by Member States can 
lead to confusing situations if joint operations 
do not have a common understanding of how 
and when to intercept. 

We must clarify the situation to remove this 
operational problem. We also need to establish a 
permanent coastal patrol network for the southern 
maritime external borders. This will make it 
possible for Member States to pool their civilian 
and military assets and exchange strategic and 
tactical information in real time. This should be 
established and managed by Frontex and Member 
States as soon as possible. I would like to see the 
creation of an operational command centre to 
coordinate the Mediterranean coastal patrol 
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network. For the longer term, the establishment 
of a fully fledged European coast guard requires 
careful consideration and close cooperation at 
both European and national levels. Once we 
have gained experience from running the coastal 
patrol network, we can consider the feasibility of 
turning it into a European coast guard. 

Technology also has a role to play. We should 
create a common European Surveillance System 
for Borders (EUROSUR). In its first stage, this 
surveillance system should focus on synergies 
created by linking existing national systems. 
In the second stage, it could gradually replace 
national surveillance systems along land and sea 
borders as a cost-efficient solution to a shared 
problem. 

Yet illegal immigration is complex and not just 
motivated by criminal activity. We must never 
forget that when we talk about immigration, 
we are often talking about people who will risk 
everything, even their lives, to reach Europe. In 
recent years we have witnessed the increasing 
phenomenon of African migrants—many of 
them young people—crossing the sea packed 
into small, overcrowded fishing boats. Spanish 
immigration officials estimate that � 000 African 
migrants have died or gone missing at sea trying 
to reach the Canary Islands. Malta, mainland 
Spain and Italy’s Lampedusa Island are also 
destinations for these boats containing desperate 
people, all of whom have their own reasons for 
risking everything to reach European shores.

Faced with this situation, which involves such 
tragic loss of life, we have had to move quickly 
and anticipate what actions to take this year in 
order to prevent a repeat of these awful scenes. 
We have significantly increased Frontex’s budget 
for 2007, allocating 34 million euros, compared 
to 19 million euros in 200�. To prevent such 
a deplorable loss of life in the future, I have 
urged Member States to provide the equipment, 
helicopters, boats and aeroplanes that Frontex 

needs. Member States must pool their assets 
to ensure equipment is available, even at short 
notice, to another Member State requesting 
assistance. Illegal immigration does not stop at 
traditional borders, nor must we. Frontex will 
only be a strong as the support it receives from 
Member States. 

Immigration cannot be handled by a single 
group or even by all the EU Member States 
working individually. We must look towards the 
migrants’ countries of origin and those they are 
passing through en route to the European Union. 
We are therefore working with these countries of 
origin and transit. The Commission has adopted 
a package of measures and made money available 
for jointly agreed activities; for example, to help 
Mauritania in its efforts to contain the flow of 
illegal migrants to the Canary Islands.

We should also give more thought to the 
underlying causes of immigration, rather than 
focusing exclusively on dealing with it directly. 
Development policy plays a crucial role here. 
We must also develop a structured approach 
and reinforce the importance of migration in 
the European Union’s external policies. The 
Commission is making serious efforts to make 
migration an integral part of its development 
policy, especially engaging with African 
countries. To that end, I attended a successful 
EU–Pan African Conference on migration with 
the African Union in Tripoli last November.�

However, people will still come to Europe if they 
believe there are better financial and life prospects 
for their families. Yet, all too often, financial 
prospects are a smokescreen covering the harsh 
reality of exploitation. I mentioned above the 
need to tackle human traffickers. A key part of 
this is to make sure that potential victims are 
educated about exploitation and other dangers 
while still in their home country. They must 
be made to understand that the image they are 
presented with—perhaps of a rich and glamorous 
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lifestyle— is very far removed from the reality of 
forced sexual or labour exploitation. Similarly, 
many illegal immigrants are attracted by the 
promise of making money, which they will then 
often send back to their home country. 

We must tackle the people who are willing to 
employ illegal immigrants. These employers 
are driven solely by their own profit and greed. 
We are currently considering a legislative 
instrument, to be presented by June 2007, 
which will harmonise administrative sanctions 
against employers of illegal residents. The cockle 
pickers washed out to sea in 2004 while working 
illegally for a gangmaster in Morecambe Bay, 
UK, are an illustration of the ultimate and tragic 
price of illegal employment. 

Much progress has been made with the 
implementation of the European Commission’s 
“Global Approach”. However, the problem of 
illegal immigration to Europe will not be solved 
overnight. The scale of the problem is immense. 
We must take long-term action to address the 
root causes of migration and harness the positive 
links between migration and development. A 
long-term, genuine commitment from all sides 
is required. 

A common European asylum system

We must appreciate and achieve the delicate 
balance, sending a robust signal that illegal 
immigration is not tolerated by the European 
Union, while at the same time ensuring that 
people in need of international protection are 
not rejected at the Union’s borders. Guaranteeing 
respect for fundamental human rights is of 
the utmost importance. Some 300,000 people 
apply for asylum or subsidiary protection in the 
European Union every year. At the same time, 
migration flows to the Union are mixed: the 
desperate-looking boatloads of African migrants, 
to which I referred earlier, can comprise both 
illegal immigrants with no particular protection 
needs and people in need of international 
protection. Therefore, the need to strengthen 
our external border controls must be balanced 

with the requirements of international law on 
the protection of refugees. 

Until the year 2013, the European Refugee 
Fund will provide around 700 million euros to 
support Member States in receiving refugees and 
displaced people. Consistent, fair and effective 
asylum procedures must be applied. 

We must also consider the creation of a team of 
asylum experts from Member States. These could 
be deployed at short notice to help national 
authorities, for example, by providing expertise 
on the final screening of asylum applications, on 
countries of origin or helping with translation. 
Pooling resources is essential in order to rapidly 
and cost-effectively identify people who need 
international protection and separate them from 
the mass. Our approach to immigration must 
therefore be comprehensive and sophisticated 
enough to identify such people. 

cooperation with countries of origin and 
transit 

If we want immigration to work for everyone, 
we must work closely with non-EU countries. I 
have already mentioned this in relation to illegal 
immigration, but it is also true for legal immi-
gration. We must therefore take a comprehen-
sive approach with those countries to manage 
migration, combat illegal migration and return 
illegal immigrants in a dignified manner. We 
have worked in coordination with immigration 
liaison officers in Africa and have established di-
alogue with key African countries of origin and 
transit. We are providing support to countries 
such as Morocco, Senegal, Mauritania and Mali 
in their efforts to manage migration, with other 
countries to follow. 

My colleague Louis Michel, Commissioner 
for Development and Humanitarian Aid, was 
recently in Mali for talks to set up the European 
Union’s first job centre for African migrants. 
This could match potential migrants with jobs 
in sectors like agriculture, building or cleaning. 
Some Member States have already pledged 
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to advertise seasonal vacancies in the Mali job 
centre. This centre will also provide advice to 
those who voluntarily return to their country of 
origin. 

Such cooperation is linked to the idea of circular 
migration. We in the European Union, together 
with non-EU countries, must explore options for 
temporary or seasonal work. We must be aware 
of the potential for a ‘brain drain’ from Africa 
to Europe. That is why circular migration is key. 
Circular migration would promote a continuous 
exchange of knowledge and expertise between 
Africa and Europe. It is also important to note 
that circular migration is about various levels 
of labour. Africa cannot make progress as long 
as it is haemorrhaging skilled workers. There-
fore, rather than encouraging qualified doctors 
to leave the continent permanently for Europe, 
we must create opportunities for them to work 
here and build up their knowledge, skills and 
even wealth. This will help them establish them-
selves and then return to their home country and 
spread the learning there. 

We must also consider returning those who have 
overstayed their welcome or who should not be 
here in the first place. The Return Fund, which 
will become available in January 2008, provides 
�7� million euros for the period 2008–13. This 
emphasises voluntary return and provides fund-
ing to help Member States counsel unsuccessful 
applicants. It is essential to deal with people in a 
humane way at what is often a distressing time. 
The Return Fund also includes measures such as 
joint flights to other Member States to tackle the 
problem of the 500,000 people illegally staying 
in the European Union every year. The Com-
mission stands by Member States on this issue 
politically, diplomatically and financially. 

In conclusion, the four pillars of a common 
migration policy—legal immigration and 
integration of legally resident third-country 
nationals; combating illegal immigration; 

a common European asylum system; and 
cooperation with countries of origin and 
transit—are all interconnected. They show 
that in order to achieve results we must be 
comprehensive, coordinated and coherent. This 
approach underpins the communication on the 
Global Approach. 

Migration is one of the most visible challenges 
of globalisation. We must respond swiftly and 
effectively. No single Member State can effecti-
vely cope alone with immigration. Measures 
taken in one country will affect others, especially 
after Schengen. Different policy areas that have 
an impact on migration need to be integrated into 
one overall policy. We must take a comprehensive 
approach and not view anything in isolation, 
so that immigration to Europe will benefit the 
home countries, the immigrants themselves, the 
European Union and its citizens. 

Franco Frattini is the Vice-President of the 
European Commission, responsible for Freedom, 
Security and Justice.
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Malta’s perspective on 
migration is rooted in 
its geography and in 
its history. Malta is a 
frontier island state on 
the European Union’s 

southern border, situated at the crossroads of 
very different economies: that of the European 
Union to the north and those of the Arab states 
and sub-Saharan African countries to the south. 
The often difficult political and/or economic 
conditions in the latter prompt a number 
of individuals there to fall victim to ruthless 
criminal organisations that engage in human 
trafficking in a desperate effort to seek a better 
future. Malta receives a significant number of 
these aspiring immigrants every year, particularly 
during the milder months.

Malta has historically close relations with 
the  North  African  countries  that  serve  as 
a gateway to the sea. Being a member of the 
Commonwealth, it also has close relations, based 
on regular political and economic exchanges, 
with some of the countries of origin of the 
immigrants, and with some of their regional 
neighbours. These realities feature prominently 
in Malta’s consideration of short-, medium- 
and long-term initiatives to address this 
transcontinental migratory flow.

In recent years, Malta has made a concerted 
effort to introduce this issue onto the European 
agenda and to convey the message that the sheer 
rate of the arrivals on our shores is unsustainable 
both in terms of the administrative capacity of 
countries of destination, as well as in terms of 
the trauma the immigrants themselves undergo 
in the process. Malta has insisted on effective 
burden sharing among the Member States as an 
equitable way to address this influx. However, 

burden sharing must be understood as forming 
only a part, albeit a key part, of the general 
strategy that Malta considers necessary if the 
various challenges posed by illegal immigration 
to Europe are to be addressed adequately. Other 
challenges related to economic risk and political 
trust need to be tackled by other policies.

short term: crisis management

The term ‘crisis’ does not quite capture the 
ghastly reality of irregular migration in the 
Mediterranean. Some facts and comparisons 
may help bring the problem being faced into 
perspective. 

In the summer of 200�, many Europeans were 
horrified that Europe could not do more than it 
did to prevent or limit the killing and destruction 
in Lebanon during the violence that took place 
between Israel and Hezbollah. It is therefore quite 
shocking when statistics show that more people 
drowned trying to cross illegally from Africa to 
Europe than were killed in Lebanon last summer. 
And it is all the more sobering to learn that the 
number of dead aspiring immigrants claimed by 
the Mediterranean could well have been higher. 
In Malta’s experience, the vast majority of the 
irregular immigrants who reach our shores are 
saved from distress only as a result of Maltese 
rescue operations.

The sheer magnitude of this human tragedy 
should itself be enough to spur Europe into 
devising a common strategy, based on an ap-
propriate sharing of responsibilities, to address 
irregular immigration. It is overwhelmingly the 
European continent’s affluence and opportuni-
ties that constitute the main attractions for these 
immigrants. Many of those who arrive in Malta 
explicitly state that their goal was to reach main-
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land Europe.The current pressure on countries 
like Malta, Greece, Spain and Italy is immense. 
While any enduring solution will naturally need 
to embrace long-term measures, it should be 
emphasised that there is a critical need for re-
sponsible short-term management of the prob-
lem, which involves, in particular, resources for 
effective patrolling as a pre-emptive measure 
and more burden sharing to deal with the con-
sequences.

The enormity of the problem being faced 
by Malta in particular can best be illustrated 
through the following statistics and numerical 
facts:

•	 Considering the size of the country, 
one illegal migrant arriving in Malta is 
proportionately equivalent to 953 arriving 
in Italy, 1,129 in Germany or 1,749 in 
France. This means that the 1,780 irregular 
immigrants who arrived in Malta by boat 
in 200� alone would be analogous to some 
3,113,220 arriving in France.

•	 The number of illegal immigrants arriving 
per year amounts to half of Malta's annual 
birth rate.

•	 Although in 200� the landings in Lampedusa 
and the Canary Islands were extraordinary, 
the problem in Malta is more acute because 
migrants have no possibility of being moved 
to some national mainland. Those arriving 
in Lampedusa are moved to mainland Italy; 
those arriving in the Canary Islands eventually 
move to mainland Spain. But those arriving 
in Malta are restricted to a small island and 
face difficult conditions in closed and open 
centres. Malta is caught between not being 
able to return immigrants immediately to 
their country of origin—on the basis of the 
principle of non-refoulement—and not being 
able to send them to other EU countries. 

I should add that some Member States, as 
well as the United States, are helping Malta by 
resettling some persons who have been granted 
protection in Malta. Others are helping by 
sharing expertise. Even so, the sheer number 

of arrivals is placing great pressures on Malta 
which are not only financial and administrative. 
There is a security dimension that needs to be 
addressed. Furthermore, there is the risk of a 
growing resentment within Maltese society 
against what some demagogues are calling a 
creeping invasion. 

Several steps forward were taken last year by 
the European Union. The European Parliament 
recognised the urgent attention necessitated by 
this phenomenon. Four new EU funds were 
made available, with a built-in emergency 
clause to enable funds to be disbursed rapidly 
in certain circumstances. The Commission 
published new proposals to coordinate efforts 
better. The EPP-ED group in the European 
Parliement supported a substantial increase in 
the budget of the border patrol agency, Frontex, 
which initiated patrols in the Mediterranean, 
albeit on a limited scale. Malta hopes that 
last year’s experience, which has served to 
transmit an important political message, can 
be consolidated in the coming crucial months 
in a spirit of solidarity. In this vein, Malta is 
encouraged to note that various EU partners 
have indicated that they intend to put increased 
resources at Frontex’s disposal.

Medium term: building inclusive networks 
of development

Conditions may turn out to be slightly more fa-
vourable this year. Libya, an important transit 
country, has recently declared that it intends to 
increase its efforts to patrol its own borders. For 
its part, the EU should intensify its efforts to 
assist Libya in policing its southern desert bor-
ders, especially through facilitating the procure-
ment of the appropriate equipment.

Significantly, Libya has hosted an EU-African 
Union ministerial conference on immigration. 
Although one might have wished for a more far-
reaching outcome, the holding of the event itself 
was a landmark occasion which confirmed that 
a medium-term strategy to address migration 
must also address development issues in Africa in 
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order to generate those economic opportunities 
and a better distribution of human resources that 
would help stem the flow of  migration from the 
African continent.

Such engagement may be facilitated if 
it is coordinated with the efforts of the 
Commonwealth, given that it has several 
African members, to remedy the scourge of 
underdevelopment and to eradicate poverty in 
Africa. In such coordination, a useful role can be 
played by the three Member States—the United 
Kingdom, Cyprus and Malta—which are all 
members of the Commonwealth.

Malta is currently Chair-in-Office of the 
Commonwealth and it has striven, in conjunc-
tion with the Commonwealth Secretariat, to 
promote an agenda for African development 
along three lines.

First, ways of rationalising migration into 
Europe have been explored. The sheer numbers 
of migrants arriving in Europe is significant in 
itself, but significant too is the fact that this 
migration is unplanned. Part of the pity and 
the horror of the current immigration patterns 
is due to the  poor distribution of human 
resources: it is a pity that although Europe does 
need some immigration to compensate for its 
shrinking national workforces, the immigrants 
that do arrive are not generally equipped with 
the skills that would respond to the European 
economy’s needs; it is a shame that the creative 
potential of particularly skilled persons cannot 
be fully realised within the economy that has 
hosted them. 

Some economists argue that countries like the 
United States, Canada and Australia have a 
better record with the economic and cultural 
integration of migrants than the EU because they 
have a planned migration policy. This possibility 
should certainly be given careful political 
consideration. In the meantime, an intermediate 
solution to be explored would be the reaching of 
informal arrangements with the governments of 
the countries of origin.

Second, the economic capacity of the region 
must itself be developed, of course. The UN has 
established its Millennium Development Goals. 
The G8 has made debt relief a main plank of its 
contribution to the elimination of poverty. The 
World Summit on the Information Society has 
emphasised the provision of low-cost technology. 
The Commonwealth is striving to promote 
networking in all its forms, with a special 
emphasis on eliminating the digital divide.

The focus has been on material infrastructure 
as well as on the enabling conditions of human 
and humane communication. Among the areas 
selected for promotion and research, there 
are e-medicine, orphan diseases, as well as the 
development of appropriate Information and 
communications technology with the aim of 
maximising accessibility and connectivity.

Such targets are obviously of major import for 
the economic security of the continent. They 
would be reached more easily if pursued with 
other multinational organisations that shared 
similar goals.

Third, the flourishing of African economies 
presupposes functioning governance and 
democracy. Some of the Commonwealth 
initiatives    focus    on    various   aspects    of 
e-democracy. But there is also basic work that 
needs to be done in building local government 
and services. The EU may play a role here, just 
as it has successfully elsewhere, through special 
funding programmes.

In southeast Asia, in countries like Cambodia, 
the EU has funded programmes that involve 
the transfer of expertise and experience from 
European local council officials to their Asian 
counterparts in areas such as the setting up 
and running of one-stop shops. There is no 
such programme for Africa but perhaps it 
should begin to be seriously considered. Such 
a programme would yield two major benefits: 
first, the building up of a capacity for local 
governance in Africa; secondly, European local 
government officials would get to know better, 
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at first hand, the background of those migrating 
to their countries. Since immigrants in Europe 
often make use of services administered by local 
governments, a more intimate knowledge of the 
countries of origin could help local officials to 
address tensions that sometimes arise. It would 
not be surprising if better knowledge would help 
officials communicate more effectively, not only 
with immigrants but also with Europeans who 
raise questions about immigration.

Long term: multicultural policies

In the long term, migration flows may be bet-
ter planned for and catered to; their suddenness 
and massiveness may be tempered by policies 
addressing the eradication of poverty; but mass 
transcontinental and transcultural migration will 
still occur. Ours is a world in which it is not only 
natural resources that are globalised: human re-
sources are as well. Another way of putting it is 
this: it is not only states, markets and firms that 
are globalised, individuals are increasingly so as 
well. And such individuals do not necessarily 
belong to a global elite or to the ranks of the 
world’s footloose poor; a global middle class is in 
evident formation.

The ‘globalisation of individuals’ need not involve 
migration; ICT enables the better global distri-
bution of human resources without the need for 
physical displacement. Nor, of course, does it en-
tail only the shift of the human resources of the 
South to the North; the economic development 
of the South entails the reverse movement, too. 
However, in all these cases a capacity and skill 
for intercultural communication and exchange is 
of utmost importance. Even in the most unlikely 
scenario of a contemporary society that is cultur-
ally homogeneous, that capacity and skill would 
still be salient if that society’s economic actors 
are to gain access to international markets.

In a world of globalised natural resources and 
markets, there is an obvious need for policies 
that coordinate and facilitate flows of money 
and goods; and such policies, even rival policies, 
have been developed. Similarly, in a world of 

globalised individuals, there is a need for poli-
cies that coordinate and facilitate intercultural 
communication and exchange. Such policies are 
needed because without them the benefits of cul-
tural diversity may be overshadowed by increas-
ing difficulties, within the polity, of recognising 
the common good.

These policies could be called ‘multicultural’, as 
long as the term is not misunderstood or associ-
ated exclusively with one variant. Various kinds 
of multicultural policies have been implemented 
in Europe, with varying degrees of success. In 
some cases, such policies have been accused of 
creating cultural ‘ghettos’ or a cultural ‘Balkani-
sation’ of Europe. A critical assessment of this 
or that policy is not my aim here; the point is 
rather that just as we can argue about the pru-
dence of particular fiscal policies without calling 
into question the need for a fiscal policy of some 
kind, so too we can argue about the good sense 
of this or that multicultural policy without ques-
tioning whether one is needed at all.

The development of sound multicultural policies 
is still in the early stages. Policies developed for 
immigrant societies—like the United States or 
Australia—may well be quite inadequate for Eu-
ropean societies. Some policies implemented in 
Europe sometimes give the impression of being 
focused almost entirely on welfare and hospital-
ity, and appear to inhibit mutual cultural ex-
change or discussion of shared core values. But 
to note this is simply to note that there is a la-
cuna that may be filled, and to which the politi-
cal family associated with the European People’s 
Party (EPP) may fruitfully contribute.

There are at least four features that a multicul-
tural policy associated with the EPP should be 
expected to have. It would broaden the under-
standing of hospitality by drawing on the Chris-
tian and Kantian traditions, both of which think 
of hospitality as a civic virtue. Second, both tra-
ditions do not shrink from exploring core values 
that ought to be shared: multiculturalism as a 
form of ‘cosmopolitanism’, so to speak, and not 
‘ghettoism’. Third, the focus on culture would 
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not be exclusively on maintaining or even cel-
ebrating diversity; it would also focus on ex-
change. School curricula would focus not just 
on respect and tolerance of difference, but also 
on the skills required for intercultural exchange, 
borrowing and adaptation—skills that, by the 
way, were always a hallmark of the golden peri-
ods of European cultural history.

Fourth, cultural diversity would also be linked 
to wealth creation. The European directive on 
diversity in the workplace makes a clear link 
between inclusiveness and economic success for 
firms; some large leading European firms have 
been practising multicultural education with 
considerable success for several decades now. 
Developing that experience, and extending it to 
other areas, is a task crying out for the contribu-
tion of the EPP, which takes pride in its tradi-
tion of combining wealth creation with social 
solidarity.

A policy with these elements would represent 
that characteristic EPP concern for placing per-
sons at the heart of policy, the goal of which is 
to empower persons and not to constrain them 
or inhibit their self-expression. The linkage to 
wealth creation would help social and economic 
integration. It would facilitate entrepreneurship, 
not just of the economic kind, but also of the 
cultural and political types. It would empower 
civil society to respect and celebrate cultural di-
versity, and to engage respectfully in those kinds 
of discussion and debate that help articulate a 
shared understanding of the common good. In 
increasingly culturally diverse societies, created 
to a significant degree by immigration, there is 
a clear need for such policies. And the political 
party that provides them would establish itself as 
the party that represents the interests of, among 
others, a global middle class.

conclusion

The Maltese perspective on immigration is not 
an inward-looking one. When Malta draws at-
tention to the short-term crisis created by mas-
sive migratory flows for countries of destination, 

its arguments naturally focus on the needs of 
such countries and the responsibilities of part-
ners who are not directly affected. But capacity 
building and planning have to look beyond the 
short term. In the medium term, planning needs 
to address questions of economic and political 
risk, particularly in the countries of origin. In 
the long term, planning needs to address issues 
of political trust that may arise in culturally di-
verse polities.

Any Maltese perspective on immigration, 
however, needs to look not just into the long-term 
future, but also more broadly at the rest of the 
world. Europe is not, of course, the only magnet 
attracting massive flows of migrants; nor is Malta 
the only small state that is a recipient country. 
In discussion with fellow heads of government 
across the Commonwealth, for instance, I have 
been struck by the similarity of immigration-
related problems and challenges that cut across 
world regions and cultural geography. And 
from this perspective, a European response to 
immigration that is at once common, robust, 
humane, just and imaginative would be another 
model of solidarity and wealth creation that the 
EU could offer to a globalised and globalising 
world.

Lawrence Gonzi is the Prime Minister of 
Malta.
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There can be little 
doubt that the 
successful integration 
of immigrants and their 
descendants constitutes 
one of today’s  pressing 

and elusive political challenges for the Member 
States of the European Union (EU). Throughout 
the EU, scarcely a week goes by without some 
new twist to this quest–be it the first national 
Integrationsgipfel in Germany in June 200�, 
the latest anti-terrorist operation in the United 
Kingdom, a new cartoon that causes offence or 
the most recent instalment in the pan-European 
debate about Muslim women and headscarves.

Yet while the debate over integration has recently 
gathered pace and grown in intensity, it is by no 
means new. Similar issues have at various times 
occupied governments and commentators across 
the EU for the best part of 30 years. What has 
changed, however, is the focus of the debate. 
Increasingly, it is becoming clear that over these 
30-or-so years, immigrants and non-nationals 
in many EU countries have developed some 
striking deficits in their socio-economic profile 
when compared to the population as a whole. 
Broadly speaking, they have lower educational 
outcomes, live in worse and more expensive 
housing, earn lower wages for the same work 
and have lower language skills (especially those 
who are not in the labour market) than the 
indigenous population. 

Most of these factors are of course interrelated. 
But perhaps the most telling indicator of all is 
the fact that the unemployment rate among 
immigrants and non-nationals is generally at 
least twice as high as that for nationals and the 
native-born population. At the dawn of a new 
millennium, many EU Member States therefore 
find themselves in a similar situation, namely 

that a substantial (and growing) proportion 
of their population is, to put it bluntly, socio-
economically marginalised.
 
While this development by itself is cause for 
concern and affects immigrants as a whole, the 
problem is given added urgency by the recent 
emergence of Islamic terrorism on European 
soil. The fact that several of the perpetrators of 
the 9/11 atrocities had lived in Germany and 
that the 2004 attacks in Madrid and the 2005 
suicide bombings in London were carried out by 
(apparently) well-integrated Muslims has, rightly 
or wrongly, turned the spotlight on the sizeable 
Muslim minorities now living in Europe. Even 
though the overwhelming majority of Muslims 
in Europe rejected these acts, the fear is that 
poor integration outcomes could be one factor 
in the radicalisation of potential supporters of 
terrorism. The spectre of terrorism has, therefore, 
raised the stakes considerably.

To be sure, such challenges are common 
throughout the EU: France, Germany, the 
UK, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Sweden and 
the Netherlands are all established countries of 
immigration, while Italy, Ireland and especially 
Spain are rapidly emerging as such. But of all the 
countries grappling with these issues, Germany 
is arguably the most important. First, it has by far 
the largest non-national population in absolute 
terms in the EU–some �.7 million persons in 
2005, accounting for more than 8% of the total 
population. Indeed, a 2005 census found that 
almost 20% of the German population now 
has some form of migrant background. Second, 
and perhaps more importantly, Germany is also 
home to the largest number of ‘Third Country 
Nationals’ in the EU–around one-third of the 
total. This group includes Germany’s single largest 
non-national group, the 1.8 million resident 
Turkish nationals, and is the one most directly 
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and explicitly affected by the legal framework 
on immigration and residence, which no longer 
applies in large parts to citizens of other EU 
Member States. Third, Germany’s non-nationals 
are very well settled. More than 20% were born 
in Germany. More than half have lived in the 
country for longer than 10 years, and more than 
one-third have residence periods of longer than 
20 years. The average residence period has been 
rising consistently since unification and now 
stands at almost 17 years. 

Integration and citizenship

In addition to the challenges of integration, the 
question of access to citizenship, both at birth 
and via naturalisation, remains a secondary issue 
across the EU. Once again, the German case is 
instructive: not only does Germany have the 
largest non-national population in the EU, but 
it has also consistently had some of the lowest 
naturalisation figures relative to the non-national 
population in the EU. 

Up until the introduction of the new citizenship 
law in 2000, a key factor in Germany was the 
exclusive reliance on ius sanguinis for citizenship 
ascription at birth. However, under the new law, 
a conditional form of ius soli was introduced. 
While this is clearly a major step forwards, its 
effect is circumscribed in two key ways. First, 
because of the conditions attached it applies only 
to approximately half of all children born to non-
national parents in Germany. Second, because of 
the nature of the political compromise regarding 
dual nationality when the new law was formu-
lated in 1999, any German citizenship gained 
via ius soli is a priori temporary, and will be lost if 
the beneficiary does not achieve release from his/
her other citizenship by the age of 23. In terms 
of actual naturalisations, the 2000 citizenship 
law did lead to an initial surge, but this has since 
tailed off, and the numbers in 2005 are lower 
than they were in 1999 immediately before the 
new law was introduced. Tellingly, the fact that 
average residence periods are rising indicates that 
more and more foreigners living in Germany 
who fulfil at least the residential requirement 

still choose not to apply for naturalisation. The 
importance of this particular problem should 
not be underestimated. As the situation in other 
EU Member States shows, the acquisition of 
citizenship itself is by no means a panacea for 
deficits in integration. That said, nationality 
does provide absolute security of residence and 
unrestricted access to public service employment, 
as well as full voting rights. In that sense, the 
acquisition of citizenship undoubtedly serves 
an integrative function, not least because voting 
rights mean that political parties have a direct 
incentive to take migrant concerns seriously. 
By contrast, the long-term disenfranchisement 
of large numbers of voters inevitably creates 
potential legitimacy problems, especially in 
urban areas—a point not lost on the then CDU/
CSU–FDP federal government in West Germany 
as early as 1984, when it explicitly identified this 
issue as a challenge for the future.

Integration is therefore a vexed issue and fuel 
for endless hours of political debate. In recent 
years, an increasingly popular assertion in this 
debate has been that the deficits outlined above 
can be put down to a lack of effort on the part 
of immigrants. Yet I would argue that the terms 
of reference for this debate across Europe are 
increasingly beside the point. By this, I am 
referring specifically to the macro-political 
debate, which may or may not shape actual 
policies, but which certainly does influence 
the general political climate within which 
immigrants and non-nationals live in a country. 
I am explicitly excluding the very wide variety 
of initiatives and projects which are undertaken 
mainly at the local level, independently of the 
terms of the national debate, and which often 
achieve excellent results. I am also excluding the 
increasing number of immigrant entrepreneurs, 
who have established their businesses often 
without help and against the odds.

Instead, what I am arguing is that integration 
as the overall paradigm for the inclusion of 
immigrants and non-nationals has failed. 
In place of integration, we increasingly see 
marginalisation. This failure of integration is 
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due to a number of reasons, which have to do 
both with the nature of the concept and the way 
it has been interpreted in Germany and other 
countries. In order to illustrate this, it is useful 
to conceive of ‘integration’ as one model of 
‘inclusion’. In this context, integration, which 
put simply refers to a situation whereby both 
immigrants and the indigenous population 
adapt to each other’s cultural identities while 
agreeing upon a common base of political 
values, represents the midpoint of a continuum 
between ‘assimilation’ and ‘multiculturalism’. 
Of these, the former requires immigrants to 
adapt completely to the indigenous population’s 
values and norms, while the latter provides for 
the equal recognition and status of all cultures, 
whether indigenous or immigrant.

Integration or assimilation?

The key problem with the political discussion 
over integration in the EU over the past 30 
years is that it has essentially been about 
assimilation, not integration. Of course, the 
term assimilation has rarely been used, especially 
in Germany, where the term was tainted by its 
perceived historical connotations with National 
Socialism. But whether one examines the debate 
over Germany’s ‘guiding culture’ (Leitkultur) of 
2000, the recent focus on ‘Britishness’ in the UK 
or the reorientation of inclusion policy in the 
Netherlands, the emphasis has invariably been 
on the immigrant’s duty to adapt to existing 
and established norms. Indeed, politicians 
from across the political spectrum are talking 
increasingly about the perceived ‘unwillingness’ 
or even ‘inability’ of immigrants to integrate. 
Tellingly, the then German Interior Minister 
Otto Schily, in an interview with the Süddeutsche 
Zeitung on 27 June 2002, declared that ‘the best 
form of integration is assimilation’.

But there is more to this question than political 
leaders confusing integration with assimilation. 
Increasingly, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion 
that the model of integration, which seems the 
obvious ‘common sense’ solution to immigrant 
inclusion because it focuses on the need for both 

immigrants and the indigenous population to 
‘give and take’, is itself inherently flawed. 

Ultimately, successful integration relies on a very 
clear delineation between that which is tolerated 
and that which is not. Yet such a delineation 
is almost impossible to give, as it requires an 
answer to the question, ‘What is an immigrant 
supposed to integrate into, and when is the 
process completed?’ This question requires a 
clear, coherent and broadly legimitated definition 
of our own societies, which in turn presupposes 
a degree of homogeneity that complex nation-
states such as the UK or Germany—not to 
mention immigrants themselves, who are 
generally also highly diverse—simply do not 
possess. Yet the failure to establish such a 
definition, which has in fact characterised most 
European countries, creates the risk that every 
new flashpoint issue that arises will be politicised 
along anti-immigrant or even xenophobic lines. 
The various responses to headscarves in European 
countries are a perfect example of this—purely 
reactive and usually negative.

There is a further problem with the demands of 
integration. In the final analysis, any demands 
that are placed on immigrants to adapt to 
prevailing identities, however these might be 
defined, raise the spectre of hypocrisy. A classic 
example of this is naturalisation tests, which 
have long been used in the United States and 
which are now being introduced in a range of 
EU Member States. In Germany, there were 
initially two models at the state level. On the 
one hand, the version originally proposed by 
Baden-Württemberg aimed to try and establish, 
using methods so crude as to be ridiculous, the 
degree to which applicants for naturalisation 
accepted Germany’s overall constitutional order 
and values. On the other hand, the state of Hesse 
developed its own test to establish whether 
applicants had enough general knowledge about 
Germany to enable them to become citizens. 

The risk of double standards is of course plain 
to see. Not all German nationals will agree that 
homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle choice, 
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which was one of the questions originally put to 
applicants in the Baden-Württemberg test; not 
all German nationals will be able to name three 
mountain ranges (Mittelgebirge) in Germany, as 
Hesse’s test originally asked, or indeed know that 
this is a geologic rather than a geographic term. 

The double standards over access to German 
citizenship become even more glaring in light 
of the fact that ethnic German immigrants 
(Spätaussiedler), who strikingly display the 
same kinds of socio-economic deficits in their 
integration that are in evidence among ‘normal’ 
immigrants, are not subjected to this kind of 
test—they receive their passport by right. Yet 
the most crass example of double standards in 
Germany lies in the treatment of headscarves. 
Laws passed by several Länder forbid female 
Muslim teachers (nota bene, not pupils) from 
wearing a headscarf, yet explicitly permit 
Christian and Jewish religious symbols (such 
as crucifixes and skullcaps, respectively) in the 
classroom—despite the fact that Germany is 
formally a secular state. Contrast the situation 
in France: by banning all religious symbols 
from state schools, the relevant law of 2004 is 
entirely consistent with the republican principle 
of laicité. Crucially, this consistency creates an 
entirely different basis from which to respond 
to the angry reactions of many Muslims, who 
viewed the law as an attack on their cultural 
identity. 

Ultimately, by focusing on an idealized notion of 
harmonious cohabitation, and by brushing over 
the inevitable double standards that it creates, 
integration has revealed itself to be something of 
a naive notion. But what of the alternatives?

In many ways, assimilation as a macro-political 
paradigm for inclusion is the most clear-cut and 
convenient notion. It requires immigrants to 
give up their entire identity and take on that of 
the host society and was the prevailing paradigm 
of inclusion in France for many years. And, 
needless to say, the notion of ‘When in Rome, 
do as the Romans do’ has a seductive common-
sense appeal to it. In recent years, more direct 

assimilatory elements have found their way into 
the integration policies of various countries 
—witness the explicit requirement of formal 
language skills for permanent residence, or the 
introduction of integration classes in countries 
such as Austria and the Netherlands.

But in reality, the notion is not as simple as it 
seems. For one thing, the problem of double 
standards arises in an even more extreme form 
than it does under integration. For instance, 
under the French republican ideal, discrimination 
by state agencies is literally inconceivable. Yet 
in practice the fraught relationship between 
immigrants, even those with French citizenship, 
and the authorities, especially the police, is well-
documented. 

Assimilation as a principle for inclusion brings 
with it a host of other problems as well, many 
of which also characterise integration, albeit 
in a lesser form. Again, the problem remains 
of defining what immigrants should assimilate 
into; as with integration, there is unlikely to 
be any obvious societal consensus over what 
that should be (although French republicanism 
constitutes a clear, albeit sui generis, exception 
to this). Another key problem is that by not 
making any concessions to immigrant identities, 
alienation can easily ensue, with the kind of 
results witnessed in the Paris banlieus in 2005.

But the real problem comes with the sensitive 
issue of compulsion: how can immigrants be 
required to adopt certain cultural patterns and, 
crucially, what realistic sanctions are available— 
Enforced assimilation, as for instance practised 
with the Ruhrpolen in imperial Germany, is 
no longer politically or ethically sustainable. 
Instead, as the Dutch experience with their 
integration programmes has shown, effective 
sanctions such as fines or benefit reductions are 
extremely difficult to gradate or impose in such 
a way as to withstand judicial scrutiny. Perhaps 
the biggest difficulty is that the ultimate sanction 
for failure to assimilate or integrate, namely 
expulsion, has so far not been available to 
governments, and for very good reason—quite 
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apart from all serious moral concerns, how does 
one establish beyond reasonable (judicial) doubt 
that someone has refused to integrate despite the 
available opportunities?

In reality and in practically all European 
countries, a considerable grey zone exists with 
respect to the residence status of immigrants. 
Although they may not have voting rights, and 
although they may still be subject to immigration 
controls, non-nationals do enjoy most of the 
rights of liberal citizenship. 

Most social rights of citizenship, principally 
health care and pensions, are generally available 
to all residents of European countries, regardless 
of their nationality. If immigrants choose not 
to conform to prevailing cultural norms or 
identities (irrespective of whether the host 
society’s expectation is for assimilation or 
integration), there is very little in the way of 
pressure that society and governments can exert. 
Theoretically, should they wish to do so, it is 
perfectly feasible for individual non-nationals 
(or even naturalised immigrants!) to live in 
countries such as Germany without making any 
significant effort to assimilate even partially into 
German society. But what possible method of 
compulsion can be found which is politically, 
morally and legally tenable?

Multiculturalism as a model of inclusion?

Maybe the answer to this conundrum lies in 
looking to the model of inclusion at the other 
end of the spectrum: multiculturalism. In theory, 
by recognising immigrant identities, formal 
multiculturalism aims to avoid the tensions, 
inherent in both assimilation and integration, 
between the indigenous population’s expectation, 
however limited or extensive, that its immigrant 
population will adapt, and its almost total 
inability to enforce this expectation. 

But multiculturalism has a poor reputation in 
Europe, where it is usually seen as a hopelessly 
utopian vision of racial and cultural harmony, 
often associated with the political left of the 1980s 

and early 1990s. Critics of multiculturalism 
frequently point to the United States as an 
example of a deeply segregated society, not just 
between African-Americans and Hispanics, but 
also between different white immigrant groups 
(e.g., Irish and Italians). 

Yet this misses the point: while the United States 
is arguably ethnically and culturally diverse, 
even pluralistic, it is emphatically not a formally 
multicultural country; neither is the United 
Kingdom, despite its self-perception as such 
in British popular culture. Multiculturalism 
considers all cultural self-definitions as 
equal. More than that, in its truest sense, 
multiculturalism not only tolerates cultural 
differences but also celebrates them. And in 
formally multicultural societies such as Canada 
and Australia, this assumption of parity between 
identities underpins government policy.

Of course, multiculturalism is not without 
its problems. It tends to promote group over 
individual identities and it makes most sense 
in those countries without a clear, dominant 
cultural group, such as the classic countries of 
immigration like Canada and Australia. By 
contrast, in most western European countries a 
dominant cultural identity (however ‘fuzzy’ this 
may be in reality) can be identified more easily. 
In consequence, where formal multiculturalism 
has been at least partially attempted in Europe, 
in Sweden and the Netherlands, the results have 
not generally been encouraging. 

conclusion

To sum up, this essay has argued that integration 
as a method of inclusion is by no means the ideal 
option—rather, it is a laborious process whereby 
the boundaries of what both the immigrant and 
the indigenous population need to tolerate are 
constantly redefined. In that sense, integration 
as a macro-paradigm for inclusion requires not 
only enormous societal effort, but also political 
energy. In practice, it may be difficult to rely on 
this, given the range of other equally important 
topics vying for political attention throughout 
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Europe. Indeed, given that assimilation is, 
frankly, impossible to achieve in the absence 
of any real sanctions, formal multiculturalism, 
for all its problems, appears to be the only real 
alternative. Clearly, this too would require an 
enormous political and societal effort amounting 
to a wholesale redefinition of what large sections 
of national populations consider to be, for 
instance, ‘German’ or ‘British’ or ‘Danish’. But 
in the long term, this may well be less of an 
effort than would be required to navigate the 
treacherous channels of integration.

Interestingly enough, Europe’s persistent 
immigration flows over the course of a 
generation have already changed population 
structures to a hitherto unrecognised extent. 
For instance, figures from Germany in 2005 
showed that approximately 10.4 million people 
had some personal experience of migration. On 
the assumption that almost all of these will have 
been born abroad, the foreign-born population 
in Germany, at almost 13% exceeds that of the 
UK (8.3% in 2001) and even of the United 
States (11.7% in 2003). Indeed, it is not all that 
far behind Canadian levels (18.4% in 2001). If 
these trends continue (and the need for at least 
some immigration in light of low fertility rates 
and increasing life expectancy is difficult to 
deny), formal multiculturalism may yet become 
a necessity simply for demographic reasons.

In conclusion, there are arguably only two 
developments that could yet redeem integration 
as a model for inclusion in Europe. The first 
is economic. Inasmuch as countries such as 
Germany have suffered from sluggish growth, 
this has inevitably hit its immigrant communities 
disproportionately hard. A period of sustained 
economic growth would go a long way to 
resolving both the substantive and symbolic 
aspects of Europe’s integration dilemmas.
 
The second development is the gradual 
introduction of anti-discrimination legislation 
across the EU, prompted by the two EU 
Equality Directives passed in 2000. Their 
impact will potentially be significant, since in 
many countries such laws represent the first 

practical legal remedy against the often low-
level, but nonetheless ubiquitous discrimination 
many immigrants experience on a daily basis. 
Of course, the effectiveness of any anti-
discrimination legislation depends ultimately 
on how it is implemented—and that remains an 
open question in many countries.

Simon Green is Deputy Director of the Institute for 
German Studies in the European Research Institute, 
of University of Birmingham. 
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Few issues provoke 
more intense emoti-
ons on either side of 
the Atlantic than that 
of immigration. How 
many people from 

other countries are in our midst? Are they here 
legally or in an extra-legal status? How many 
should be admitted each year and how do we 
control their entry and exit? Do they become 
‘proper’ Europeans or Americans, or do they 
not assimilate into our societies? Are jobs of 
Americans and Europeans being taken by these 
new arrivals?

These questions are debated in newspapers, 
cafés and policy forums with a degree of 
emotion and intensity that demands answers 
from policy makers. Yet the debate takes place 
in an environment of unprecedented, sustained 
prosperity in Europe and the United States, 
which by all rights should mitigate economic 
arguments against immigration. That it has not, 
leaves us with the fundamental question of why 
this debate conjures up such strong feelings and 
what policy makers can do about it.

Fear of immigration on both sides of the Atlantic 
is not just about loss of jobs. It is about losing 
cultural identity, about language being degraded, 
about threats to security. What is different about 
the debate in the United States is that it proceeds 
from a long history of immigration. The United 
States is a nation of immigrants. Its shores 
have been washed over by successive waves of 
English, Irish, Italian and German immigrants 
in the nineteenth century, followed by waves of 
Chinese railroad construction workers, Mexican 
farm labourers, Vietnamese refugees and Central 
American service industry workers.

To be sure, the achievements of immigrants 

are real, often astonishing. Since World War 
II, 70% of Nobel laureates in physics who have 
come from non-English-speaking countries 
have either studied, taught or carried out their 
research in the United States or Britain. Two 
of the great authors of the twentieth century—
Joseph Conrad and Samuel Beckett—penned 
their work as immigrants, but used the language 
of their adopted countries.

components of the immigration debate 

However, one of the risks of the immigration 
debate is a natural tendency of both opponents 
and proponents of liberalised immigration to 
focus on exceptional cases like these. Proponents 
talk about the individual success stories that 
might be replicated over and over if only policy 
makers would  develop better policies. Conversely, 
opponents focus on the worst-case scenario—
the tale, usually unproven, of terrorists lurking 
in the midst of immigrant populations, or the 
neighbour next door whose job was taken by an 
illegal immigrant earning sub-minimum wages. 
Compelling as these individual stories are, the 
immigration debate will be propelled more by 
broad ideas than by individual biographies.

The first of these ideas is human rights. It is 
remarkable to consider how our attitudes about 
human rights, especially in the years since 
World War II, have altered our perceptions of 
immigrants. At the beginning of the last century, 
the U.S. Supreme Court could still describe 
immigration from Asia as ‘foreign aggression and 
encroachment’. The public debate in the first half 
of the last century was littered with statements 
explicitly catering to racist, xenophobic and 
nativist sentiments that would be unthinkable 
today.

What brought about the change? In a word—
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shame. World War II and the Holocaust put an 
end to eugenicist fantasies in most of the Western 
world. The memory of how the United States 
and most of Europe stood idly by in the face of 
mounting and then incontrovertible evidence of 
the extermination of Jews by the Nazi regime will 
not be forgotten for many generations, if ever.

Sadly, genocide is not a phenomenon of the 
distant past. There was Cambodia three decades 
ago, Bosnia and Rwanda after that, and most 
recently the ongoing horror of the Darfur region 
in Sudan to remind us that the human condition 
may not have improved much. But what has 
changed is the immediacy and visual impact 
modern media bring to such events when they 
occur. 

Consequently, the concept of human rights 
has changed the tone of the debate in much of 
the world. No longer does the U.S. Congress 
deliberate—as it once did—whether certain 
nationalities, regions or political groups should 
be excluded from the immigrant pool. Now we 
speak in terms of skill levels, language ability, 
costs to public programmes like welfare and 
health care, and the impact of immigrants on 
jobs and employment.

The current debate—what will work econo-
mically or what is right juridically—can drive 
the policy in either direction, and not just in 
the United States. Only 40 years ago, you could 
walk the streets of Sydney, Australia, and not 
see a non-European except for the occasional 
aboriginal person. The cosmopolitan, ethnically 
diverse city we know today was nowhere in 
sight. But it emerged rapidly, and it did so out 
of economic necessity, bolstered by an informed 
sense of human rights.

Hence, the debate in Europe and the United 
States today, as in Australia, is less about which 
nationalities or regions should be included or 
excluded in any immigration formula. Issues 
like race, culture and religion may be there, but 
they are spoken of usually below the surface or 
with substitute code words and rarely addressed 

openly in politically correct company. The 
individuals or groups on the fringe who focus on 
these aspects of immigration do not shape the 
debate or make the law.

The results of America’s 200� midterm elections 
would seem to confirm this. In race after race for 
Congress, candidates, mostly Republican, who 
made anti-immigration a centrepiece of their 
campaign were not successful. While it may 
energise a certain constituency in some districts, 
it is not a broad enough argument to carry the 
day with the larger voting public.

This outcome should surprise no one. Polls 
consistently show that 75% of American voters 
support an immigration policy that combines 
added border security with a guest worker 
program and even includes provisions that allow 
undocumented persons now in the country to 
legalise their status—in other words, amnesty. 
And yet this last issue is supposed to be the ‘third 
rail’ of immigration politics—the topic sure to 
cause instant political death if spoken of in an 
approving manner.

There is another side to the debate as well. 
Just as there is a small minority that opposes 
immigration on racial or cultural grounds, 
there is a fringe element on the other side of 
the political spectrum. This group does see 
the compassionate, human-rights side of the 
immigration equation—but that is all it sees. 
This group would open doors to those who seek 
refugee status—the suffering people of Darfur or 
Haiti, for example. But they would deny entry 
to those immigrants seeking to enter the country 
to take the jobs that are necessary to keep our 
economies humming.

This is economic isolationism with a kind face. 
It is pro-immigrant—but only up to a point. 
It says we want immigrants who come for 
humanitarian reasons, but not those who seek to 
better their—or, paradoxically, our—economic 
circumstances. When the two extremes of the 
immigration debate join forces, the likelihood 
of enacting legislation for a sensible immigration 
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reform becomes dim. At the same time, the 
negative consequences for the economy grow 
larger. This applies to both the United States and 
Europe.

But facts can be stubborn things, and in the 
end they are likely to propel the immigration 
argument to a different conclusion, at least 
in America. According to the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, the expected demand in the 
fastest-growing low-skilled jobs will require an 
additional 4.9 million workers by 2012. Who 
is going to fill those positions if the nation is 
growing older and better educated?

Immigration and U.s. Labour supply

Just consider: the share of American adults who 
do not finish secondary school has plummeted 
from 50% in 19�0 to less than 15% today. The 
result is that graduates are seeking jobs that 
demand a higher level of skills, while other jobs 
with lesser skill requirements go begging. If not 
for the inflow of immigrant labour into the 
United States in the 1990s, the country would 
have experienced a shortfall of over half a million 
persons in 13 job categories combined. Clearly, a 
steady supply of immigrant labour is required to 
replenish our work force, just as we have required 
since the first immigrants from Europe landed 
on the shores of America 300 years ago.

The facts arguing for immigration are supported 
by anecdotal evidence as well as by numbers. 
The owner of an American landscaping business 
was recently interviewed on television, where 
she described her vain search for workers to fill a 
$34-an-hour job in landscape construction. That 
is not low-paying work by any definition. Yet 
there were no takers for the work. The employer 
simply could not interest any American to do the 
hard labour required in landscape construction. 
That is the story of a single employer, but when 
you multiply it by the millions of similar small 
businesses across the United States, you begin to 
see the signs of a looming economic crisis.

Even more striking is the developing agricultural 

crisis in the United States. In California, pear 
growers in 200� lost nearly 80% of their most 
abundant crop in 45 years because they could 
not find workers to pick the fruit. These aren’t 
low-paying jobs either; a picker can earn up to 
$150 a day in this job. When you multiply this 
one crop by the many other labour-intensive 
fruit and vegetable crops, and this one state by 
the dozen or more states with heavy emphasis 
on such specialised crops, the magnitude of 
the problem becomes more apparent. Foreign 
workers are essential if these industries are going 
to survive. As one pear grower in California’s 
central valley said, “American parents don’t raise 
their children to be farm workers.” Much the 
same can be said for European parents.

At the same time, politicians approach immigrant 
populations quite differently in Europe and the 
United States. While politicians on both sides 
of the Atlantic seek the votes of immigrants, in 
America there is more a sense of assimilation 
into the political mainstream.

There are a number of reasons for this, but chief 
among them is the very nature of America’s 
founding. There were pilgrims who sought 
religious freedom, Catholics persecuted in 
Germany who settled in Maryland, convicts 
who populated Georgia. Later came the waves 
of Irish seeking to escape the potato famine, 
Chinese who came to build railroads in the 
West, and in the twentieth century, Jews 
seeking refuge from persecution in Europe and 
Vietnamese escaping a communist government 
in their country. America’s founders understood 
this was part of the nature of our society. In 
1783, George Washington wrote, “The bosom of 
America is open to receive not only the opulent 
and respectable stranger, but the oppressed and 
persecuted of all nations and religions, whom we 
shall welcome to participation of all our rights 
and privileges, if by decency and propriety of 
conduct they appear to merit the enjoyment.”

For George Washington and political leaders 
who followed, “participation of all rights and 
privileges” meant bringing immigrants into the 
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political fold, which they did, often with great 
determination and single-mindedness. Tammany 
Hall built its fabled New York political operation 
with the thousands of Irish who flooded the city 
before and after the American Civil War. Miami 
is not called ‘Little Havana’ today without reason, 
and no Florida politician dares to embrace 
reconciliation with Castro’s Cuba, given the 
influence of the immigrant population.

And so it goes, region by region, immigrant 
group by immigrant group. The bottom line is 
that immigrants speak with a political voice and 
elected officials listen.

conclusion

America was founded on a common belief 
in democracy, freedom and the rights of all 
people. European nations embraced those same 
principles, but largely in the context of historic 
nationhood, as collective rights of society rather 
than the  rights of the individual. European 
countries still struggle today with the assimilation 
of large groups of people in their midst who 
are not, by nature, European. Increasingly, the 
United States faces the same challenges. We can 
each learn much from each other’s experiences.

While the challenges of immigration and 
assimilation of populations are great, the benefits 
clearly outweigh the costs. Too often we talk 
about winners and losers from immigration. In 
truth, there can be winners and winners. Whether 
we are motivated by economic considerations or 
compassion, we should not hesitate to trumpet 
the good news about immigration. We can’t be 
shouted down by people who fear the cultural 
dilution of our population or by those who 
fear the economic competition they bring to 
our shores. It is a topic fraught with emotional 
content, and one that requires a thoughtful 
dialogue that proceeds from reason and from 
fact.

Jim Kolbe served 22 years as a Republican 
Congressman from Arizona.  As a Member of 
the House of Representatives, Kolbe sponsored a 
comprehensive and bipartisan immigration reform 
bill. Kolbe is currently Senior Transatlantic Fellow 
at the German Marshall Fund.
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One of the commit–
ments made to the 
citizens of the European 
Union in the Treaty 
of Amsterdam was the 
implementation of the 

free movement of people. Among other things 
this meant abolishing the border controls 
between Member States. 

In this new environment it was inevitable 
that Europe would develop its approach to 
security accordingly. What we can observe is 
the development from clearly distinguished 
external and internal security issues to a merger 
of the two. It is reasonable to expect that further 
merging will take place and that in the end 
there will be only one approach dealing with all 
security aspects in the future, no matter whether 
the threats are internal or external. 

The EU has three kinds of tools at its disposal. 
The first mechanism with which to strengthen 
the security of the EU is without doubt the 
political level. And indeed, there were strong 
signals on the need to develop a European 
security framework. Commitments to strengthen 
the cooperation between law enforcement 
bodies across Europe in order to provide for the 
security of the integrated internal space have 
been clearly made. The understandings reached 
at the political level were then reflected in legal 
acts such as the Amsterdam Treaty. In addition, 
clear political guidelines were established in the 
Conclusions of the European Council meetings 
in Tampere in 1999, Laeken in 2001, Seville in 
2002 and Thessaloniki in 2003. Based on this 
framework, operational measures could be taken 
to strengthen security by, among other means,  
day-to-day cooperation among the Schengen 
associated countries.

Since November 2004, when the Hague 
Programme was accepted by the European 
Council, the goal of enhanced security has 
taken the form of creating the area of Freedom, 
Security and Justice through strengthening 
cooperation between Member States, Schengen 
associated countries and other partners. While 
respect for fundamental freedoms and rights 
must be guaranteed, a new approach needs to 
be formulated in order to effectively tackle all 
possible threats.

Within the context of these developments, it 
is clear that more attention has to be paid to 
the security of the external border as a crucial 
part of protecting the area of Freedom, Security 
and Justice. There is a variety of significant 
potential threats: international terrorism, the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
regional conflicts, organised crime, trafficking 
in and smuggling of human beings, pandemics 
and economic crimes. There is always a very 
clear border-related aspect to each one of 
these threats. And all this is happening in the 
context of growing globalisation and increasing 
inequality in various parts of the world.

Because of these changing circumstances, border 
management needed to develop accordingly. 
This is now taking place in two directions. First, 
as in other security areas, there is the movement 
from a system of border control that is strongly 
nationally focused to a system of operational 
cooperation. 

Thus a specialised body to complement national 
border security systems has been created in 
the form of the European Agency for the 
Management of Operational Cooperation at the 
External Borders of the Member States of the 
European Union (Frontex).1 It was established 
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in view of the particular necessity to integrate 
the national border-security systems of the 
Member States against all the various threats to 
the external border of the European Union.

The second direction was towards a broader 
understanding of what the management of the 
external borders involves. As described in the 
Conclusions of the Justice and Home Affairs 
Council of December 200�, the European 
model of Integrated Border Management 
consists not only of border controls but also of 
other important elements. Effective protection 
of the border does not start at the border and 
does not end there. 

Apart from border control—that is, checks 
and surveillance, as defined in the Schengen 
Border Code, including relevant risk analysis 
and crime intelligence—the system also includes 
detection and investigation of cross-border 
crime in coordination with all competent law 
enforcement authorities. One further component 
is the four-tier access control model (measures in 
third countries, cooperation with neighbouring 
countries, border control, and control measures 
within the area of free movement, including 
return). Other indispensable elements of the 
model include inter-agency cooperation for 
border management (border guards, customs, 
police, national security and other relevant 
authorities) and international cooperation, as well 
as coordination and coherence of the activities 
of Member States and member institutions and 
other bodies of the Community and the Union.

Frontex mandate and mission

The mandate of Frontex is the coordination of 
intelligence-driven operational cooperation at 
the EU level to strengthen security at external 
borders.

The mission of Frontex is to strengthen the 
freedom and the security of the citizens of the 
EU by complementing the national border 
management systems of the Member States. 
Frontex is able to do this because of the fact 

that it is a trustworthy operational European 
coordinator and contributor, fully respected and 
supported by the Member States and external 
partners. Frontex actively promotes cooperation 
among border-related law enforcement bodies 
responsible for internal security at the EU level. 
Frontex operational activities are intelligence 
driven. In addition, Frontex is a key player in 
the implementation of the EU Integrated Border 
Management concept.

While the responsibility for the control and 
surveillance of external borders lies with the 
Member States, Frontex facilitates the application 
of existing and future Community measures 
relating to the management of external borders 
by ensuring the coordination of the actions of 
Member States in the implementation of those 
measures.

This means that while individual Member States 
take their own national measures in the area of 
border management, Frontex ensures that these 
measures are complemented by measures at the 
EU level.

Legal basis and status

Frontex was established by Council Regulation 
(EC) 2007/2004 as a community body having 
legal personality as well as operational and 
budgetary autonomy. It is governed by its 
Management Board, which consists of the 
operational heads of the national border guard 
services of all EU Member States and Schengen 
associated countries and two representatives of the 
European Commission. This Board is entrusted 
with the necessary powers to establish the budget, 
verify its implementation, adopt the appropriate 
financial rules, establish transparent working 
procedures for decision making by the Agency 
and appoint the Executive Director and his/her 
Deputy. The fact that the Executive Director is 
independent in the performance of his/her duties, 
in line with Article 25 of Regulation 2007/2004, 
provides for the necessary operational autonomy 
of Frontex mentioned above.
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As for the structure of Frontex, the Executive 
Director heads an organisation divided into units 
according to the individual tasks of the Agency; 
thus there is a Risk Analysis Unit, an Operations, 
Training, Research and Development Unit, 
a Finance and Procurement Unit and the 
Administration Unit.

As far as the budget of Frontex is concerned, 
the greatest part of the revenues of Frontex 
comes from the subsidy from the Community 
included in the general budget of the EU 
(Commission section). Additional revenues 
come from contributions from the countries 
associated with the implementation, application 
and development of the Schengen acquis; from 
fees for services provided; and any additional 
voluntary contributions made by the Member 
States. The expenditures of Frontex include 
expenses for staff, administration, infrastructure 
and operations. It is an important internal 
principle of Frontex that a minimum of 50% 
of the Agency’s budget is spent on operational 
activities.

Frontex tasks

At the top of the list of Frontex tasks is 
the coordination of the intelligence-driven 
operational cooperation between Member 
States in the management of external borders. 
The Agency also provides assistance to Member 
States in the training of national border guards 
and the establishment of common training 
standards, and carries out risk analyses. Another 
task is following up on the research relevant to 
the control of external borders. Finally, Frontex 
also assists the Member States in circumstances 
requiring increased technical and operational 
assistance at external borders and provides 
Member States with the necessary support in 
organising joint repatriation operations.

Frontex operations

In order to explain how Frontex operations 
are conducted, we need to start with the so-
called operational circle. As a general rule, joint 

operations are initiated by Frontex on the basis 
of needs identified in a risk analysis. In general, 
there are two types of risk analyses: periodical 
and tailored. Periodical risk analyses, carried out 
annually, cover the whole area, that is, the whole 
length of the external border of the Member 
States of the EU in a given period, while 
tailored risk analyses concentrate on a particular 
phenomenon at the external border, for example, 
a specific flow of illegal migration targeting one 
or more Member States.

However, it is also possible for a Member State 
to request support in circumstances requiring 
increased technical and operational assistance 
at external borders (Article 8 of Regulation 
2007/2004). A risk analysis is carried out here 
as well. The next step is drafting an operational 
initiative by Frontex based on the risk analysis 
and after consultation with the Member State(s) 
whose territory is affected by the particular phe-
nomenon to be addressed. It is very important 
to stress at this point that Frontex is a coordina-
tor and contributor. This means that the Agency 
does not have its own technical or human re-
sources to be deployed in the actual course of 
operations. Therefore, as the next step of the op-
erational circle, Frontex approaches other Mem-
ber States with a request that they participate in 
the operation by offering their resources. The 
offers received are evaluated within the context 
of the needs of that particular operation and a 
decision on the use of concrete assets is taken. 
Only then is the operational plan finalised with 
all the actors involved.

Since we are talking here about joint operations 
coordinated by Frontex, there are several 
aspects worth underlining. Frontex is indeed a 
coordinator; more to the point, it is a coordinator 
of joint operations. This means that a prerequisite 
of our activities in this regard is the willingness 
of the Member States to cooperate and share the 
burden of illegal migration. This burden sharing 
can take different forms, be it the sharing of 
expertise, experts or technical capabilities.
Examples of two kinds of joint operations can be 
given. First, there are operations in which sharing 
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of expertise is required to tackle a particular flow 
of illegal migration. During the first years of 
operation, Frontex used this model, for example, 
in Malta and the Canary Islands. As part of these 
operations, experts from several Member States 
were deployed to support the authorities of Malta 
and of Spain in interviewing illegal migrants that 
had arrived in their territory by sea. The purpose 
of these interviews was to establish the migrants’ 
country of origin to enable their return, while 
guaranteeing access to international protection 
to those in need of it. Another goal was to gain 
information regarding how and to what extent 
illegal border crossings are organised. Indeed, it 
was possible to arrest several organisers, thanks 
to the information gathered by the experts. 

Expertise sharing is also an important aspect of 
joint operations, the core of which is strengthened 
control over a particular part of the border with 
concentration on a particular phenomenon, 
conducted jointly by the border guard officers of 
several Member States. 

Apart from increased effectiveness, another 
crucial aspect of such operations is the fact 
that border guard officers work together on a 
particular issue and are able to share experience 
on the spot within their daily work. Such joint 
operations not only have been conducted at the 
land border but are also of great importance at 
the air border. An example is a joint operation 
conducted at several major European airports 
in November 200� and in February–March 
2007. The targets of this operation were South 
American nationals trying to enter the EU 
illegally via air. Experts from several Member 
States were deployed to these airports in order 
to jointly conduct checks of passengers. At the 
land border this model was used in the first-ever 
joint operation coordinated by Frontex that took 
place at the eastern land border in December 
200� and January 2007. Border guard officers 
were deployed jointly at several border crossing 
points to detect third-country nationals who 
reside, overstay or work illegally in Schengen 
countries, from where they travel towards the 
EU external land border on their way back to 

their home countries. In the second phase the 
operation concentrated on entry control. 

A second example is the deployment of the 
technical assets of several Member States to 
tackle a particular illegal migration flow. This 
model was used, for instance, to target the 
central Mediterranean migration flow towards 
Malta and Italy or the migration flow towards 
the Canary Islands. In both of these cases, 
several Member States responded to the request 
formulated by Frontex on the basis of the draft 
operational plan and offered their technical 
resources, as well as vessels and aircrafts, to be 
deployed in the operational area. 

As far as the geographical scope of Frontex joint 
operations is concerned, our focus is obviously 
on the whole length of the external border. In 
our risk analysis we have identified four main 
points of illegal migration into the EU: the route 
across the eastern land border, the route across 
the western Balkans, the southern maritime 
border and major international airports.

training

The core principle of all Frontex activities is 
that they are intelligence driven. In practice the 
basis of all Frontex activities is the risk analysis. 
This means that the risk analysis carried out by 
the Agency identifies not only a need for joint 
operations or pilot projects but also the need to 
develop and implement training tools for border 
guards or to do research and development.

The training activities conducted by Frontex 
are based on three pillars. The first pillar is the 
legal basis provided by Council Regulation 
2007/2004, Article 5, which gives Frontex 
general tasks in the field of training, as well as 
additional documents such as the Conclusions 
of Justice and Home Affairs Council Meeting 
of 27–8 April 200�, which invited Frontex to 
develop and implement specific training in the 
area of repatriation. The second pillar is direct 
cooperation with Member States. On this basis, 
Member States are involved in the development 
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of Frontex training initiatives, curricula and 
training materials. As well, temporary sub-
project leaders from the Member States are 
deployed under the lead of Frontex. Finally, 
the third pillar concerns the implementation 
of training  in the Member States through the 
transfer of common training modules to the 
national training programmes.

As far as concrete training tools are concerned, 
there is the basic level of the “Common Core 
Curriculum”. This is the first common curriculum 
to include common skills and competencies (i.e., 
common standards) for the basic training of bor-
d0er guards in the EU. Parallel to this, a mid-level 
course has been developed as advanced training. 
These two models follow the same principles 
as the Bologna and Copenhagen Processes 
on higher vocational education. Specialised 
training materials have also been created, such 
as the training module for the detection of false 
documents (including harmonisation of English 
terminology), a helicopter pilot training module, 
a training module for third countries, a training 
module on the detection of stolen vehicles and a 
training module on joint flight repatriation. As 
well, Frontex has set up a network of training 
coordinators in all Member States and is 
developing a network of Partnership Academies 
certified in specific training tasks. 

How can the EU respond?

By describing how Frontex joint operations are 
conducted and giving some examples, we have 
illustrated one tool the EU has to enhance the 
management of the external border and thus to 
strengthen security. Apart from this tool, there 
are three new initiatives to enhance this effort.

The first initiative is the proposal for a 
European Surveillance System. Based on the 
recommendations in the Presidency Conclusions 
from the European Council of 15–1� December 
2005, Frontex carried out two feasibility studies 
dealing with the institutional and technical 
possibility of the surveillance of the southern 
maritime border of the EU. Apart from 

monitoring the current situation, these studies 
proposed possible solutions for the area. From 
the point of view of organisational structure 
and the exchange of information, a network of 
national contacts connected with Frontex has 
been suggested. From the technical point of 
view, the studies present a surveillance system 
covering the southern maritime borders as well 
as the open sea. The proposed system is based 
on existing surveillance activities and their 
updating to form the European Surveillance 
System. Once in place, the system will play an 
essential role in saving lives at sea and tackling 
illegal immigration.

While there are many steps to be taken by the 
Member States on the way to the proposed 
solution, Frontex is currently starting to 
implement one part of the structure, namely 
the European Patrols Network (EPN) on the 
southern maritime borders of the EU as a 
model for cooperation on the open sea. The 
establishment of the EPN is based on the existing 
patrolling activities of Member States and would 
cover the Mediterranean Sea and a part of the 
Atlantic Ocean by planning together with the 
Member States a permanent joint operation.

The second new initiative worth mentioning here 
is the Frontex proposal for FJSTs (Frontex Joint 
Support Teams) and the draft amendment of 
Regulation 2007/2004 establishing the RABITs 
(Rapid Border Intervention Teams). Both of 
these proposals foresee the establishment of a 
pool of experts from the Member States, trained 
by Frontex, who could be deployed in joint 
operations. This pool will be composed of experts 
and expert teams skilled in individual aspects of 
border control and with specific geographically 
related knowledge. Once selected, the pool will 
enhance the carrying out of joint operations 
in the sense that the composition of teams for 
each operation will be easier. As is the case with 
the RABITs, which will be used in urgent and 
exceptional situations, a crucial feature of the 
pool will be the fact that it will enable rapid 
deployment of the teams.
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The third initiative currently emerging is the 
centralised record of technical equipment. This 
database, being created by Frontex, will record 
the equipment belonging to Member States for 
the control and surveillance of external borders, 
which they, on a voluntary basis and at the 
request of another Member State, are willing 
to put at the disposal of that Member State 
for a temporary period, as foreseen in Article 
7 of Regulation 2007/2004. When it has been 
created, the database of technical equipment 
will again enhance Frontex-coordinated joint 
operations, as it will reduce the necessity of ad 
hoc requests for technical assets.

Is there a need for a European border guard?

There are no doubts that Frontex is playing a 
key role in the development of integrated border 
management. Frontex functions cover, in fact, 
the entire scope of the concept. It is against 
this background that the debate on a European 
Border Guard, including a European Coast 
Guard, will continue. The experiences gained 
from Frontex operations should be an important 
factor in these deliberations.

Ilkka Laitinen is the Executive Director of 
Frontex.
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At the Tampere Europe-
an Council in October 
1999, the EU Heads of 
State and Government 
called for the establish-
ment of a Common Eu-

ropean Asylum System firmly rooted in a “shared 
commitment to ... human rights” and based on 
“the full and inclusive application of the Geneva 
Convention” (European Council, 1999). With 
these conclusions, the Heads of State and Gov-
ernment drew the consequences from the Ko-
sovo refugee crisis and, faced with the critique 
of a ‘fortress Europe’, recognised the need for 
a shared commitment to humanitarian values. 
They also moved beyond the original pragmatic 
credo of transgovernmental cooperation that 
“harmonization has not been regarded as an end 
in itself but as a means of reorienting policies 
where such action makes for efficiency and speed 
of intervention” (The Ministers Responsible for 
Immigration, 1991, p. 3).

The integration of European refugee policies has 
been marked by the deep tensions that emerged 
within two dimensions of a complex issue: state 
sovereignty versus supranational governance, 
and internal security versus human rights. This 
article shows that these two dimensions are intri-
cately linked, since refugee protection in liberal 
democracies is a ‘republican’ notion that touches 
the core of state sovereignty and is derived from 
universal human rights. Its integration into a 
common European framework has implications 
for domestic (constitutional principles) and in-
ternational (refugee regime) normative contexts, 
and it is the combination of this substantive di-
mension with the vertical organisation of com-
petencies that determines the EU’s institutional 
capacity to establish a Common European Asy-
lum System. 

Taking an institutionalist perspective on these 
endeavours, this article shows that the realisa-
tion of a Common European Asylum System 
is constrained by the legacies of transgovern-
mental modes of cooperation and the absence 
of a shared, supportive policy frame. Thus, the 
degree to which a common European refugee 
policy is likely to be realised depends not only 
on institutional reforms, in the sense of a reaffir-
mation of the ‘Community method’, but also on 
the Union’s ability to develop a ‘community of 
values’ and the degree to which new normative 
frameworks, such as the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights, become a point of reference for political 
actors and the courts.

The framing of asylum cooperation

The post-war system of refugee protection was 
based on two elements that were clearly distin-
guished: the codification of general principles 
and norms at the international level, and the 
individual commitment of sovereign states to 
grant protection at the national level. All EU 
Member States codified the right of asylum in 
domestic laws. The policy frame embedded in 
the Geneva Convention (GC) on the Status of 
Refugees, the 19�7 New York Protocol together 
with other key international treaties, is based on 
the notion of asylum as a redress for violations of 
human rights. It incorporates the principles of 
international solidarity and cooperation and the 
norm of non-refoulement, which prohibits the 
sending back of persons in need of protection 
(Art. 33 GC; Art. 3 ECHR [European Conven-
tion on Human Rights]).
 
In contrast to the human rights context domi-
nant in the constitutive phase of the post-war 
refugee regime, the emergence of transgovern-
mental cooperation among EU Member States 
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was the result of three developments: the po-
liticisation of asylum within influential Member 
States; the failure to address the dissatisfaction 
emerging within international organisations 
such as the UNHCR and the Council of Eu-
rope; and the subsequent linkage of these do-
mestic concerns with the planned abolition of 
internal border controls within the EU. As a 
consequence, cooperation in asylum and other 
matters—referred to as Justice and Home Affairs 
(JHA) and including immigration and a range of 
criminal activities—was framed in terms of for-
mulating ‘compensatory’ measures to safeguard 
internal security in a border-free Europe. 

This securitarian approach (Huysmans, 2000; 
Kostakopoulou, 2000) was reinforced at the end 
of the 1980s when the growing number of refu-
gees and asylum seekers was increasingly per-
ceived as a threat to the national stability of the 
individual Member States and to security within 
Europe in general. At the same time, the collapse 
of communism neutralised the Cold War ideol-
ogy that had functioned as a powerful normative 
backbone of the post-war refugee regime (Loe-
scher, 1993). Notwithstanding these external 
developments, most parts of the second Schen-
gen Agreement of 1990, which established the 
key components of today’s refugee policy, had 
already been established by 1988; that is, well 
before the general perception that there existed a 
‘global refugee crisis’.

Intergovernmental venue shopping and its 
limits

Standard accounts of the evolution of European 
asylum and immigration policies thus converge 
in the observation that Europeanisation has 
hitherto consisted less in constraining the 
sovereignty exercised by Member States over 
non-EU immigrants than in boosting their 
means of control over undesired aliens. Two 
institutional factors are largely responsible 
for this outcome: the autonomy-generating 
effects of intergovernmental settings and the 
absence of countervailing human rights norms. 
In organisational terms, policy-making at 

the intergovernmental level, which prevailed 
until the end of 2005, favoured in particular 
ministers of the interior, whose actions at the 
intergovernmental level were shielded from 
scrutiny in the pluralistic domestic arena. 

Furthermore, the shared responsibility for 
initiative in the Commission, the minimum 
involvement of the European Parliament and the 
lack of competence of the European Court of 
Justice (ECJ) limited the impact of supranational 
actors. Their potential role was further weakened 
by the normative environment of JHA 
negotiations. The absence of a humanitarian 
mandate in the EU and the lack of human 
rights norms in the Treaties limited the scope 
for supranational activism in favour of the rights 
of aliens. This is in contrast with, for example, 
the parallel negotiations in the Council of 
Europe, where heterogeneous membership and a 
humanitarian mandate impeded the adoption of 
restrictive policies similar to those developed in 
the EU (Lavenex, 2001, pp. 7�ff.). The autono-
my-generating effects of European cooperation 
have thus consisted in strengthening those 
sections of domestic bureaucracies concerned 
with the control aspects of migration policy and 
shielding them from the countervailing impact 
of human rights norms.

With the shift of asylum and immigration 
cooperation from the intergovernmental third to 
the supranational first pillar of the EU, scholars 
have begun to reflect on the prospects for and 
limits of fortress Europe (Favell & Hansen 
2002; Lavenex 200�). Drawing a parallel to 
other areas of European integration, one may 
assume that the autonomy-generating effects of 
Europeanisation are a transitory phenomenon 
and will soon be overtaken by the supranational 
dynamics predicted by historical institutionalists 
or neofunctionalists. A social-constructivist 
perspective too would suggest that the creation 
and perpetuation of a ‘fortress Europe’ would 
contradict the fundamental principles of liberal 
democracies. Ultimately, this would engender the 
desire to ‘upload’ the corresponding individual 
rights to the supranational level. How far has 
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the introduction of supranational decision-
making procedures engendered a re-balancing 
of the relationship between the securitarian 
and the human rights approaches in asylum 
cooperation?

towards a common European asylum policy?

The reforms of the institutional framework for 
cooperation in asylum and immigration mat-
ters in the Amsterdam Treaty were a reaction to 
the growing criticisms of cooperation under the 
Third Pillar of Maastricht. The European Com-
mission (1995) and the Parliament (1995), but 
also the Council (1995) converged in their criti-
cisms of the secrecy and exclusivity of intergov-
ernmental cooperation; the use of informal and 
non-binding instruments in a cumbersome or-
ganisational structure, which had created a lack 
of transparency and undermined accountability; 
and inefficient problem solving and cooperation 
à la carte. 

Apart from measures relating to temporary pro-
tection and admission conditions for asylum 
seekers, the most important steps towards a 
Common European Asylum System contained 
in the Amsterdam programme were the 2004 
Refugee Status Directive and the 2005 Asylum 
Procedures Directive. The following discussion 
looks at the balance between human rights and 
the restrictive elements in these instruments, and 
contrasts JHA cooperation with the debates sur-
rounding the implementation of an asylum right 
in the Charter of Fundamental Rights. 

The Refugee Status Directive translates the basic 
asylum norms contained in national constitutions 
and/or laws into European law. Overall, it 
constitutes a positive measure in human rights 
terms as some of the individual entitlements it 
contains exceed the standards hitherto existing in 
a number of Member States. This is especially 
the case with countries that have a short history 
of asylum legislation, but it is also true of some 

major asylum countries such as Germany, 
which explains why this country has for several 
years blocked the adoption of the Directive. Its 
opposition concerned mainly the inclusion of 
provisions recognising persecution by non-state 
actors (Article �). Other entitlements that exceed 
some domestic legislation are the recognition 
of child-specific and gender-specific forms of 
persecution (Article 9), and provisions aimed 
specifically at the needs of unaccompanied 
minors (Article 30).1

The impetus for this instrument came because it 
was recognised that there needed to be a certain 
degree of harmonisation in order for the core 
element of the European asylum system, the 
so-called Dublin Convention of 1990 (now 
transformed into a Regulation), to function. 
This system, which allocates responsibility for 
the examination of asylum claims to the Member 
States, functions on the principle of mutual 
recognition. Member States agree to recognise the 
outcome of an asylum determination procedure 
conducted in the responsible state and hence 
refrain from a new examination (Lavenex 2007). 
This would normally presuppose the equality 
of refugee recognition criteria; the working 
programme adopted with the Maastricht Treaty 
in 1991 had already included the harmonisation 
of refugee definition as an issue of first priority. 

A number of rulings by national courts impeded 
the application of the Dublin system of 
responsibility allocation on the basis  of differing 
interpretations of the refugee definition (see 
Danish Refugee Council, 2001). This confirmed 
the need for common minimum standards, thus 
putting concrete pressure on the negotiating 
ministers of the JHA. Yet, notwithstanding the 
implementation date of 10 October 200�, the 
reactions of Member States to the Iraqi refugee 
crisis have once again demonstrated the enduring 
potential for divergent national responses despite 
common minimum standards: whereas on average 
recognition rates for Iraqi refugees in EU countries 
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are around 10%, in Sweden, it is currently 80%—
due mainly to a different interpretation of the 
criterion of internal refugee options.

The second main tool of harmonisation, the 
Asylum Procedures Directive, aims to set 
common minimum procedural standards for the 
examination of asylum claims. The individual 
rights in question thus relate to access to 
legal assistance and a fair trial. Adopted after 
considerable delays in December 2005, the 
directive is seen by UNHCR and the European 
Parliament as being in breach of international 
refugee law and as downgrading established 
standards.2 With multiple exception clauses 
and vague formulations, the directive does 
not compromise national laws, but may invite 
downward harmonisation. In February 200�, 
the Parliament decided to challenge the directive 
before the ECJ.

How can we explain this contrast with the Refugee 
Status Directive, which was negotiated over the 
same period of time in the same setting? Like 
the harmonisation of the refugee definition, the 
convergence of asylum procedures was contained 
in the 1991 Maastricht Work Programme as a 
necessary step in the realisation of the Dublin 
Convention. However, in the eyes of a number 
of Member States, the alleged ‘regulatory gap’ 
had already been addressed in a number of 
instruments also listed in the Commission’s 
proposal for a directive: the 1995 Resolution on 
minimum guarantees to be accorded to asylum 
seekers; the 1992 London Council Resolutions 
on manifestly unfounded applications, host 
third countries and countries in which there is 
generally no serious risk of persecution; and the 
1997 Council Resolution on unaccompanied 
minors who are nationals of third countries. 

A reading of the Commission’s proposal 
also clearly reveals a defensive posture. The 

proposal emphasises in different places that 
“this measure will not require Member States 
to apply uniform procedures. Nor will it oblige 
them to adopt common concepts and practices 
which they do not wish to apply”.3 Even with 
the large degree of discretion left to the Member 
States, this first proposal had to be withdrawn, 
leading to a second proposal in 2002 that was 
even more noncommittal and formed the basis 
for the directive adopted three years later. 
Upon submitting the Commission’s second 
proposal, Commissioner Vitorino again argued 
that the Commission was not ‘obsessed’ with 
harmonisation, but that a certain degree of it 
would be necessary to ensure the efficiency of a 
common policy (Ackers, 2005, p. 12).

The Commission’s caution may be explained on 
the basis of the implications for national legal 
systems of harmonising procedural standards. 
In fact, the directive is one of first pieces of 
harmonisation of procedural laws in the EU 
and goes to the core of national legal systems. 
According to a member of the Directorate-
General for Justice and Home Affairs involved 
in the negotiations, “asylum procedures are 
embedded in general administrative law, 
national administrative traditions and specific 
constitutional arrangements. Admittedly, 
procedural law is difficult to harmonise and this 
was one of the first instruments on procedural law 
affecting national proceedings to be negotiated 
at EU level” (Ackers, 2005, p. 2). Therefore, the 
Commission’s proposal deliberatively left open a 
number of crucial elements such as the suspensive 
effect that, in the absence of Community rules 
on the right to remain pending appeals, fell 
under the subsidiarity principle. This emphasis 
on national law concurs with a lack of procedural 
guarantees in international law, apart from 
non-binding propositions in the UNHCR’s 
Handbook of 1979 on procedures and criteria 
for determining refugee status. 
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It is interesting to note that debates in the 
Convention leading to the adoption of the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights, including its 
asylum right and the norm of non-refoulement,4 

embraced a universalist human rights discourse 
quite different from the negotiations leading 
to the adoption of the asylum directives. The 
wording of the asylum article goes beyond the 
European Convention on Human Rights and the 
1951 Geneva Refugee Convention that do not as 
such set out a right to asylum. It also exceeds the 
language of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, which refers more narrowly to “the right 
to seek and enjoy … asylum from persecution” 
(Art. 14(1)). Even though the new article only 
codifies the status quo, granting asylum seekers 
the right to seek (rather than to be granted) 
asylum, its formulation is surprising if we recall 
the restriction of constitutional asylum rights in 
several Member States and recent proposals by 
the Austrian and UK Presidencies to renounce 
the Geneva Convention. 

In comparative perspective, the fact that the 
codification of fundamental rights was not 
conducted in the form of an Intergovernmental 
Conference (IGC) but was prepared by a 
Convention with a humanitarian mandate 
allowed for considerably greater input from 
pro-integrationist actors, notably national and 
European parliamentarians and civil society 
representatives. Furthermore, since Convention 
members were not bound by governmental briefs, 
government representatives generally did not 
have to go through a process of inter-ministerial 
coordination, thus marginalising the impact of 
potential opponents in interior ministries. The 
Commission enjoyed a high level of respect, 
and worked closely with NGOs and think tanks 
actively promoting liberal standards. Debates at 
the Convention on Fundamental Rights reflected 
a strong orientation in favour of the Geneva 
Convention and, to a lesser extent, other more 

general human rights treaties. The main points 
of contention were not the issue of bogus asylum 
seekers, but rather the Spanish insistence, already 
codified in the Amsterdam Protocol, to exclude 
EU citizens from the asylum right. 

conclusion: reluctant communitarisation 
versus dynamic externalisation

The review of progress made under the so-called 
Tampere programme shows that the results have 
been mixed. To be sure, immigration and asylum 
policy coordination have remained high on the 
political agenda. The bulk of common measures 
have focused on combating illegal immigration 
and fraudulent asylum claims (Guild, 2005). 
However, the first legislative steps towards a 
common EU asylum system have been made. A 
closer look at decision-making processes in the 
Council, on the other hand, shows that many of 
the issues agreed to in the last years were effectively 
already on the agenda since the work programme 
of the Maastricht Treaty of 1991 and were only 
achieved after protracted negotiations in the 
Council, forcing the Commission to re-issue 
proposals several times. In the area of asylum, 
these delays have been repeatedly criticised, since 
these two directives are central to the system of 
equitable responsibility allocation first applied 
in 1997 under the Dublin Convention and now 
under Regulation 343/2003. 

Apart from harmonisation, the question of bur-
den sharing has been a major point of contention 
in European cooperation (Thielemann, 200�). 
The newest proposals on burden sharing, which 
envisage establishing an EU-wide resettlement 
system, show to what degree internal agreement 
has become conditional on the mobilisation 
of third countries. In its Communication on 
“Improving Access to Durable Solutions”, the 
Commission explicitly links this goal to the 
enhancement of ‘the protection capacity’ of 
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4 Article II-78 Right to asylum: “The right to asylum shall be guaranteed with due respect for the rules of the Geneva Convention of 28 July 
1951 and the Protocol of 31 January 19�7 relating to the status of refugees and in accordance with the Constitution.”

 Article II-79 Protection in the event of removal, expulsion or extradition: “1. Collective expulsions are prohibited. 2. No one may be removed, 
expelled or extradited to a State where there is a serious risk that he or she would be subjected to the death penalty, torture or other inhuman 
or degrading treatment or punishment.”



third countries in the region of origin, in the 
sense of a global burden sharing (Commission, 
2004, §8). While there is some justification 
for believing that the EU has the leverage to 
improve the participation of third countries in 
the management of refugee flows, an EU-wide 
resettlement scheme will function only on the 
basis of voluntary participation and with the 
setting of targets instead of legally binding 
quotas (ibid., §§2�, 28).

Compared to the tedious decision-making pro-
cess in the matter of internal policy harmonisation 
for the admission of third-country nationals, 
the evolution of cooperation on immigration 
control, and in particular the greater involvement 
of sending and transit countries, has been 
formidable. A look at the biannual scorecard on 
the realisation of the Tampere programme shows 
that whereas the internal harmonisation agenda 
remained largely stable, the external dimension 
was extended each year to include new measures 
and countries. This expansion is also visible in 
the so-called multi-presidency programmes on 
JHA external relations that the Council has been 
adopting since 2001.

The involvement of third countries in the 
control of migration flows to Europe has 
obvious advantages for the EU Member States. 
If successful, it will reduce the burden of control 
at their immediate borders and increase the 
likelihood of curtailing unwanted inflows before 
they reach EU territory. Apart from increasing the 
number of states participating in the exercise of 
control, external policy cooperation increasingly 
also promotes the development of asylum 
systems and reception capacities in the region. 
This foreign policy strategy is especially attractive 
to liberal democratic states, which face not only 
practical, but also legal and societal constraints 
on the removal of (irregular) immigrants once 
they have reached their jurisdiction. 

As several authors have convincingly argued, the 
existence of heterogeneous (organised) interests in 
European societies, and the legal rights conferred 
on different classes of migrants and guarded by 

an independent judiciary, constrain attempts 
to reject ‘unwanted immigrants’ (Joppke, 
1998; see also Freeman, 1995; Guiraudon & 
Lahav; 2000; Castles, 2004). At the same time, 
however, cooperation with countries that neither 
observe the Geneva Convention nor have set up 
asylum systems poses new challenges from a 
human rights perspective, as the tragic events 
documented in connection with the Spanish 
exclaves of Ceuta and Melilla or in Algeria and 
Libya have shown.

To conclude: cooperation in asylum matters 
thus reveals the complex interplay of 
transgovernmen-tal cooperation, reluctant 
supranational integration and dynamic foreign 
policy cooperation, with uneasy consequences 
for human rights considerations. The 
Commission’s assessment of 2004 thus remains 
valid: “the successes that have been achieved 
are considerable”, yet the “original ambition 
was limited by institutional constraints, and 
sometimes also by a lack of sufficient political 
consensus” (Commission, 2004, p. 5). The 
institutional constraints alluded to concern 
mainly the requirement of unanimity for 
decisions in the Council and the involvement 
of the Parliament and the ECJ. While these 
constraints have been overcome with the 
agreement on the two asylum directives, new 
institutional constraints have emerged because 
of the need to conduct the external dimension 
within a comprehensive framework. What is 
more, the second obstacle identified by the 
Commission may well persist. The lack of 
political consensus is a matter of not only the 
degree of communitarisation in these sensitive 
policy fields—but also such fundamental 
questions as who constitutes a refugee, and what 
protection implies.

Sandra Lavenex is Professor of International 
Relations and Global Governance at the University 
of Lucerne in Switzerland.
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In the wake of inde-
pendence, Ukraine—a 
country previously clo-
sed to the world—found 
itself on a migration 
crossroads, experiencing 

both the opportunities and challenges that come 
with freedom of movement.

Ukraine is now a country of origin, transit and 
destination for migrants, a situation that creates 
both advantages and disadvantages for the state. 
At the same time, a negative attitude towards 
migration dominates both in Ukraine and 
abroad.

In Ukrainian public opinion, immigration is 
most often associated with illegal migrants, drugs 
and weapons, the shadow economy, criminality, 
and the proliferation of diseases dangerous and 
atypical for Ukraine, as well as with ethnic 
tensions. The emigration of Ukrainians abroad 
is associated with ‘brain drain’, slave labour and 
human trafficking.

At the same time, in the context of migration 
Europe most often perceives Ukraine as a 
country of origin for illegal workers and sex 
slaves, which creates a favourable environment 
for visa fraud and crime, and a country of transit 
for illegal migrants from Asia and Africa heading 
for the West.

But is it true that hordes of illegal migrants 
trying to reach the West are taking advantage of 
Ukraine? Is it true that millions of Ukrainians 
dream of emigrating to Western Europe, whatever 
the price may be? And finally, do migration 
processes in the country pose an unequivocal 
threat to the security of both Ukraine and its 
neighbours?

Migration patterns and their evaluation

It is worth noting that while characterizing the 
movement of population from and through 
Ukraine, blind figures and weak interpretations 
are often used. We obviously lack unbiased 
information and balanced estimates. There are a 
number of reasons why this is so. First, Ukraine 
has faced international migration without 
any prior firsthand experience of regulating 
it, without any relevant legal framework, 
authorities or specialists. Furthermore, this 
has happened at a time when migration has 
significantly intensified on a global scale. It is no 
wonder that Ukrainian public opinion, formed 
in isolation from the rest of the world, perceives 
the massive unfolding of migration processes as 
a near catastrophe. Nor does the West conceal 
its concern with the intensification of migration 
pressures from the post-Soviet territory.

The politicisation of migration issues is another 
obstacle to forming realistic approaches to the 
problem. The European Union expects Ukraine 
to increase its control capacities with regard to 
migration and borders. This is instrumental for 
further cooperation in justice and internal affairs, 
and in particular for the prospect of simplifying 
the visa regime for Ukrainians.

In Ukraine, migration issues have gradually 
transformed into “arguments” in political 
struggle. For example, labour migration is cited 
as proof that the independent state is unable to 
provide a satisfactory standard of living for its 
citizens. At the same time, the introduction of 
normal controls along the shared border with 
Russia led to accusations that special ties between 
friendly nations were being destroyed. Moreover, 
the aid provided by the European Union for 
strengthening borders and establishing a system 
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of refugee protection is interpreted as an attempt 
to transform Ukraine into a buffer zone for illegal 
immigrants  from Asia on their way to Europe.

Incomplete statistics are one reason for the lack 
of reliable data on migration. The system of 
migration accounting inherited from Soviet times 
is still based on statistical forms submitted when 
a person registers at his or her place of residence. 
This system was highly effective as long as the 
state exercised rigid control over the movement 
of citizens and any violations of the domicile 
regime (registration) were subject to punishment. 
However, in the democratic Ukraine, citizens 
enjoy freedom of movement and often fail to 
inform the appropriate authorities in due time 
about a change in residence.

The most incomplete information concerns data 
on emigration. In January 1993, the procedure 
of obtaining an obligatory permit from the 
authorities for each trip abroad was abolished in 
Ukraine. The February 1994 Law on Exit and 
Entry foresaw the unrestricted opportunity to 
leave the state and return to the country of origin. 
As a result, sometimes citizens do not officially 
document their departure from Ukraine, even 
when leaving the country permanently.  As for 
temporary trips abroad, their number can only 
be estimated from border crossing statistics 
maintained by the border service.1

It is worth mentioning that there are indeed 
statistics on employed emigrants. However, these 
statistics only account for those employed abroad 
via recruiting agencies, which have the licences 
needed for providing such services.2 If people 
look for jobs in foreign countries themselves or 
with the help of their relatives or friends, which 
is not unusual, they are not accounted for in the 
official data.

The drawbacks of the current system for collec-
ting statistics on exit and entrance were clearly 
shown by the 2001 All-Ukrainian Census. 

According to census results, the real migration 
losses of the country in the 1990s were at least 
1.7 times greater than the statistics show.3

Given all this, the information obtained from 
random surveys of households of migrants, polls 
of international passengers conducted at border 
crossing points, public opinion surveys on 
migration intentions of the population and other 
sources becomes essential. Calculating the real 
volume of migration flows and their structure 
must be based on this information, which also 
reveals motives for migration, its mechanisms 
and consequences.

Unfortunately, because of a chronic lack of 
funding for Ukrainian scientific research, 
we have failed to organise a systematic way 
to monitor migration so far. The research is 
conducted discretely, covering only small groups 
of migrants, and substantial differences in the 
methodology of various investigations makes the 
comparison of their results difficult.

On the one hand, the scarcity of actual data 
makes it necessary to study, compare and verify 
all possible sources of information. On the other 
hand, this scarcity creates great opportunities for 
rather loose assumptions. It sometimes happens 
that when unknown experts are cited, dubious 
data collected through obscure methodologies 
are put into daily use. As a result of widespread 
copying, these data are perceived as real by the 
public. The matter becomes even worse when 
the data are used by politicians, becoming 
legitimate to some extent and cited as official. 
If these estimates then enter Western media or 
publications of international organisations, they 
are further perceived as an established fact, thus 
making a closed circle  of information.

One of the most striking examples of this process 
is the recent report of the World Bank entitled 
Migration and Remittances. Eastern Europe and 
the Former Soviet Union, which was widely 
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1 According to the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine, Ukrainian citizens leaving the country crossed the border 12.43 million times in 
1998, 14.21 million times in 2000, 15.�9 million times in 2003 and 17.42 million times in 200�.

2 The official number of people employed abroad was  24 400 in 1998, 31 700 in 2000 and �1 200 in 200�.
3 According to the 1994–2000 current statistics, Ukraine had a negative migration balance totalling �00,000 people. However, the census 

showed that the real loss was 1 million.



used in Ukraine in discussions about migration 
challenges. In particular, the report states that 
there are �.9 million migrants in the country, a 
figure widely used in previous UN publications 
(Mansoor & Quikkin, 200�, p. 152). Thus 
according to this figure, Ukraine holds the 
fourth place in the world, outranked only by the 
United States, Germany and Russia. In addition, 
the report cites an estimated 1.� million illegal 
migrants in Ukraine, more than anywhere in 
Europe.

Migration and Ukraine 

Let us first try to understand what the impressive 
figure of almost 7 million immigrants in Ukraine 
means. It is well known that a migrant is a person 
living outside his or her country of origin. The 
USSR’s migration policy was aimed at providing 
a labour force for its vast territory and mixing the 
populations of different ethnic groups by means 
of their organised reallocation. This resulted 
in substantial numbers of Ukrainian citizens 
being born in other republics of the USSR or 
abroad (for example, in Soviet Army garrisons in 
Central Europe). After the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, the Ukrainian population swelled with 
the mass repatriations of people from the post-
Soviet states, including the victims of the mass 
forced resettlements typical during Soviet times. 
The positive balance of migration in 1991–93 
was over half a million people. The percentage of 
ethnic Ukrainians in the overall population of the 
country increased from 72.4% to 78.5% in the 
period from the last Soviet census in 1989 to the 
first all-Ukrainian census in 2001, mainly due 
to repatriation. The number of Crimean Tartars, 
who were deported from Crimea to Central Asia 
in 1944, increased by fivefold during this period. 
More than 200,000 people were able to return to 
their historical motherland.

Out of 48.2 million Ukrainian citizens accounted 
for during the 2001 census, 5.3 million were 
born outside Ukraine. This figure includes 3.� 
million people born in the Russian Federation, 
242,000 born in Uzbekistan (including 14�,000 
of Crimean Tatar origin) and approximately the 

same number born in Kazakhstan and Belarus. 
The number of people born outside the former 
USSR is not significant. The exception is Poland, 
with 145 100 Polish-born Ukrainian citizens. 
This is explained by the mass expulsions, in 
194�, of ethnic Ukrainians from Poland and 
ethnic Poles from Ukraine.

At the same time, the census documented a 
substantial increase in the percentage of people 
born in Ukraine (88.9% in 2001 compared to 
8�.2% in 1989). The transformation of what 
was once inter-republic migration within the 
USSR into  international movement resulted 
in a substantial decrease in its intensity. Even in 
early 1990s, a period of crisis migration triggered 
by the downfall of the single state and military 
conflicts in a number of former Soviet republics, 
the migration turnover between the newly 
independent states and Ukraine was only one 
half the average annual figure for the previous 
decade. In 200�, migration turnover between 
Ukraine and post-Soviet states was only 55,�00 
(34,300 immigrants and 21,300 emigrants), or 
one-eighth of the turnover following Ukraine’s 
independence.

If we turn to migration between Ukraine and 
other countries of the world, there is no doubt 
that the net effect has been population loss, 
even when  incomplete statistics are taken into 
account. Migration to the West was greatest in 
1990. That year, more than 90,000 citizens were 
granted exit permits. After Ukraine declared 
its independence and the democratisation 
of society removed the political, ethnic and 
religious motives for emigration, the volume 
gradually declined. The decrease in permanent 
emigration was also a result of the freedom to 
cross the border and come back home being 
granted to Ukrainians. In 200�, only 8 �00 
people emigrated to the countries outside the 
former Soviet Union.

Israel, the United States and Germany remain 
the principal countries of destination, as they 
were during the 1990s. However, the hierarchy 
of these three choices has changed. Previously, 
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most emigrants were headed for Israel and their 
emigration was ethnic in nature. At present, the 
first place according to the number of emigrants 
is occupied by the United States (29% in 200�) 
and the second place by Germany (19.5%), 
while Israel occupies only third place (1�.7%). 
Emigration to the countries of the Visegrad 
Group (11.7%) is also substantial. The majority 
of emigrants are ethnic Ukrainians.

The reverse movement, from countries outside 
the former USSR into Ukraine, is not substantial, 
and accounts for 5 000 to 9 000 people annually.4 
This movement  consists in part of re-emigration 
and in part of foreigners doing business, studying 
or working in Ukraine.5

Do these figures give grounds for comparing 
Ukraine’s scale of immigration to that of the 
United States, Germany and Russia, countries to 
which large numbers of Russian-speaking people 
were moving after 1991? The answer seems to 
be obvious.  Post-Soviet migration in the early 
1990s included a substantial share of forced 
migration� and rapid repatriation of people 
previously deported from Crimea, and created 
difficult problems with settling immigrants and 
integrating them into society, a costly process 
that was aggravated by the economic crisis.7 
By contrast, the majority of immigrants in 
Ukraine today are of a different origin (83% of 
the residents born outside Ukraine came here 
during the Soviet era, which means that they 
were internal migrants at that time). This layer 
of population does not have the same makeup 
as the mass movement from countries that are 
the main sources of global migration. Most 
immigration to Ukraine is neither the result 
of a massive influx of guest workers, nor of 
uncontrolled entry of illegal migrants.

Illegal immigration and its characteristics 

It is worth taking a closer look at the issue of illegal 
migration. The  previously mentioned World 
Bank estimate of 1.� million illegal migrants, 
together with the number of immigrants 
accounted for by the census, puts Ukraine in 
fourth place in the world and third place in 
Europe by number of immigrants. It is difficult 
to know where the figure of 1.� million comes 
from. The most plausible explanation is that a 
politician with a rather vague understanding 
of migration problems named this figure in 
2000 during the discussions of a draft law on 
immigration in the Ukrainian parliament. The 
number was promptly taken up by sensation-
seeking journalists. As we can see, it continues to 
circulate today, despite the fact that Ukrainian 
researchers have repeatedly given completely 
different estimates that are a fraction of this 
figure.

It is impossible to determine the scale of illegal 
migration, due to the inherent nature of this 
phenomenon. However, from a common-sense 
perspective, it is completely irrational that 
Ukraine should have over one and a half million 
illegal migrants, when there are only an estimated 
4 million of them in the whole European Union. 
It hardly seems plausible that the Ukrainian 
economy has such a strong demand for labour, 
and that salaries and standards of living  are so 
attractive, that foreigners are ready to undergo 
the risks and come here illegally.

After independence, illegal migration did in 
fact become a serious problem for Ukraine. This 
was caused by the fact that there was neither a 
defined and guarded border nor an appropriate 
visa system. There were 148 illegal migrants 
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4 The years 1991–93 were an exception. During this time, 100,000 immigrants came from countries outside the former USSR, due to the 
withdrawal of Soviet Army divisions from Central Europe.

5 In 200�, there were 34 800 foreign students in the country, most of them coming from China (15.4%) and Russia (15.1%). Students from 
Syria (�.�%), Iran (�.3%) and Jordan (5.�%) were also numerous. The number of foreigners officially employed in Ukraine—that is, the ones 
who had work permits—was 3 100 in 2000 and already 7 300 in 200�. Of these, 2 000 were Turkish citizens and 1 200 were Russian.

� According to one of the selective polls conducted in 1991, around 15% of immigrants from the post-Soviet states moved to Ukraine because 
of inter-ethnic tensions in their former places of residence. Thus, 200,000 out of the 1.3 million people who came to Ukraine in 1991–93 can 
regarded as forced migrants.

7 The state spent UAH 818.4 million (approximately USD 1�2 million) on capital construction in Crimea for repatriating deported Crimean 
Tartars and people of other nationalities. However, only �0% of the repatriated were provided with homes.



detained in 1991, whereas in 1999 this figure 
was 14 �00,  which is 100 times greater. 

However, we have succeeded in reversing the 
trend towards the increase of illegal migration 
by establishing control along the entire state 
border of Ukraine. Recently, the annual number 
of illegal migrants detained while attempting to 
cross the border has been between four and five 
thousand (4 789 people in 200�). Furthermore, 
the number of foreigners denied permission 
to enter Ukraine is growing.8 It is also worth 
mentioning that more than half the people 
attempting to illegally cross the Ukrainian 
borders and detained by Ukrainian border 
guards are citizens of the Commonwealth of 
Independent States.9

The development of a migration control system 
inside the country has helped reduce violations 
of the rules of residence for foreigners who have 
legally entered our country. The number of 
foreigners illegally living within the territory of 
Ukraine and detected by law enforcement bodies 
is also decreasing. Whereas several years ago this 
number exceeded 20,000 people per year, it was 
only 11,300 in 200�.

Certainly, not all illegal migrants are detected 
and detained by law enforcement bodies. 
Even countries that have long experience and 
much broader capacities to fight against this 
phenomenon have been unable to achieve 
this result. However, the difference between 
the number of detained illegal immigrants in 
Ukraine and their total number is unlikely to be 
in the order of a hundred.

There is no doubt that the problem of illegal 
migration exists in Ukraine. But this is not 

because millions of people are heading for 
Europe through its territory. Given the scarcity 
of resources, identification of illegal migrants 
presents great difficulties because they need to 
be taken care of, which requires funds. It is even 
more difficult to ensure the extremely costly 
deportation of abusers back to their home.10

Another problem is access to the asylum 
procedure. In 1993, Ukraine was one of the first 
countries on post-Soviet territory to pass refugee 
legislation. In 2002, the country joined the 
1951 UN Convention and the 19�7 Protocol 
on Refugees. Currently, there are officially 2 275 
refugees living in the country, originating from 
almost 50 countries of the world. They enjoy 
all fundamental rights, including a simplified 
naturalisation procedure. In 200� alone, 198 
refugees were granted Ukrainian citizenship. 
At the same time, the protection of refugees in 
Ukraine is in fact limited to their documentation. 
There are no special government programmes for 
the integration, training and employment of this 
category of foreigners.

There are even more unresolved problems 
connected with those asylum seekers whose 
applications for obtaining refugee status are 
under consideration or have been rejected.11  

Ukrainian legislation still does not provide for 
any subsidiary forms of protection. There are 
no places for temporary residence of asylum 
seekers in the country. They can only rely upon 
international organisations or NGOs for legal or 
social aid.

Thus, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees  
has pointed out the weakness of the refugee 
protection system in Ukraine, the high deporta-
tion risks for asylum seekers, and the widespread 
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8 The border guard prevented 2 500 potential illegal migrants from entering the country in 2003, 4 900 in 2004, 11 300 in 2005 and 18 200 
in 200�.

9 Of the illegal migrants detained at the border in 200�, 38% originated from Moldova, 7% from Georgia and 5.4% from Russia. There were 
also numerous groups of other nationalities, namely 13.2% originating from India, 8.4% from China and 7.7% from Pakistan.

10 Out of all illegal migrants detected in the territory of Ukraine by law enforcement bodies in 2001, only 7% were deported. This figure was 
12.5% in 2005 and 17.3% in 200�.

11 In 200�, 1 959 applications for obtaining refugee status were filed. The status was granted to 55 people; that is, 2.8% of the applicants.



practice of their detention  in his annual report 
(United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, 2004). Human Rights Watch was 
even more critical in its assessment of the state’s 
ability to guarantee protection for refugees. 
According to this organisation, Ukraine cannot 
be considered as a safe country for asylum seekers 
(Human Rights Watch, 2005).

For all these reasons, the issue of illegal migration 
and how to settle the problem of refugees is a 
crucial part of Ukraine-EU cooperation. In 
particular, the European Commission agreed to 
complement the treaty on readmission, signed 
on 27 October 200� within the framework of 
the tenth Ukraine-EU Summit in Helsinki, with 
a declaration on technical and financial aid for 
Ukraine, and defined this area as a priority. The 
provisions governing the readmission of third-
country citizens will come into force after a two-
year transitional period during which Ukraine is 
to create, with the help of the European Union, 
the infrastructure necessary for their acceptance 
and further return to their countries of origin.

Labour migration of Ukrainians abroad

Another frequently cited but incorrect figure  is 
that of 7 million Ukrainian workers who have 
emigrated abroad in search of jobs, mostly illegal. 
This figure was also invented by politicians. 
In actual fact, in parliamentary hearings held 
in November 2004 the Ministry of Labor and 
Social Policy announced that labour migration 
amounted to 3 million people at the most. 

According to other researchers, it must fall within 
the range of 2.3–2.7 million (ILO, 2005). This 
figure includes migrants employed abroad for a 
couple of years, seasonal workers, who comprise 
the majority of labour migrants, and frontier 
migrants. Still, it means that around 10% of 
able-bodied Ukrainians are involved in labour 
migration, which is a rather large figure.

According to information supplied by Ukrainian 
embassies, 300,000 Ukrainians have left to work 

in Poland; Italy and the Czech Republic each 
have 200,000 migrant workers from Ukraine; 
a further 150,000 are in Portugal, 100,000 in 
Spain and 35,000 in Turkey. The number of 
Ukrainians working in the Russian Federation is 
estimated at 1 million people. The main sectors of 
employment for migrant workers from Ukraine 
are construction (men), agriculture, domestic 
help (women) and manufacturing.

During the most difficult years of Ukraine’s 
transitional period, working abroad became 
a survival strategy for many families. It 
contributed to the reduction in unemployment 
levels by at least half. It became an important 
tool for poverty reduction, was instrumental 
in capital accumulation for migrants who were 
starting their own business, and became a way 
of learning how to work and do business in the 
market economy.

The sum of money accumulated each year 
by external labour migrants from Ukraine is 
estimated at USD 5–� billion. Other estimates 
show that remittances from migrants reach 
$7.2 billion, accounting for 8.5% of the GDP. 
If we accept these estimates, remittances from 
migrants are commensurate with the volume 
of foreign direct investment in Ukraine, which 
grew by $7.3 billion during 200�.

However, the consequences of labour migration 
are rather complex for Ukraine. Its negative 
aspects are primarily associated with the fact 
that Ukrainians often go to work abroad 
under tourist or private visas, without proper 
employment permits. As a result, they run the 
risk of becoming victims of unfair employers or 
even  crime. Abusive employment practices and 
human trafficking are the most vicious forms of 
worker exploitation.

Still, not all Ukrainians who work  abroad are 
doing so illegally. Many have succeeded in 
receiving positive feedback for their work and 
legalising their status. For example, Portugal had 
only 127 legal immigrants from Ukraine in 1999, 
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but this number grew to �5,500 in 2002, which is 
400 times greater.12 The legalisation of Ukrainian 
immigrants in Italy resulted in the increase of 
their number there to 117,000. Ukrainians are 
currently the fourth-largest group of foreigners, 
whereas in 2002 the number of Ukrainians 
citizens legally registered for domicile in Italy was 
only 14,800 (International Migration Outlook, 
200�, p. 280). In 2001, 7 �00 Ukrainians were 
legalised in Spain, and Ukrainians filed 20,000 
applications for legalisation in 2005 (Arango & 
Jachimowicz).

Possibilities for regulation

This experience proves that the most effective 
measure to counteract illegal migration is the 
opening of legal channels for migrants. Civilised 
cooperation in the use of the workforce is of 
vital importance for Ukraine, where the level of 
salaries still lags far behind that of Europe, in 
spite of dynamic economic growth (the average 
salary was close to USD 200 in 200�) and the 
level of unemployment, though relatively low 
(7% in 200�) remains rather high in a number 
of regions, especially in small towns and villages.
Regulated labour migration also serves the 
interests of countries that receive Ukrainian 
labour migrants. In view of the declining and 
rapidly aging population in these countries, the 
demand for foreign workers will increase. A high 
level of educational and other qualifications, 
cultural, intellectual and religious similarities 
with Europeans, and the similarity of languages 
among the Slavonic countries, are additional 
advantages Ukrainians have in this labour 
market.

Thus, there are objective grounds for increasing 
cooperation between Ukraine and the European 
countries in the area of labour migration. 
Ukraine already has a number of bilateral 
treaties on employment and social protection 
of its citizens.13 It has initiated negotiations on 
similar treaties with Italy, Spain, Greece and 
other countries. For their part, some European 

countries have already established a number of 
legal mechanisms benefiting Ukrainian workers. 
For example, Ukrainians work successfully 
in Great Britain within the framework of 
youth employment programmes. In 200�, the 
government of the Czech Republic launched a 
pilot project to encourage highly qualified workers 
to immigrate. In Poland, Ukrainians workers were 
given an opportunity for seasonal employment for 
up to three months without requiring any special 
permits. 

At the moment, agreements on seasonal, 
temporary and turnover migration of Ukrainians 
abroad appear to be most promising. This is 
completely in line with the interests of both 
Ukraine and of migrants themselves. According 
to recent polls, the majority consider their work 
abroad as temporary. At the same time, it is 
important for Ukraine to maintain its population 
level and ensure the return of migrants. It is 
worth recalling that the population of Ukraine 
decreased by almost 5 million because of 
unfavourable demographic developments. This 
trend is predicted to continue in the future and, 
along with the labour force deficit, will soon 
become a threat to further economic growth.

To conclude, I would like to add that apart 
from its entirely pragmatic aspects, international 
migration contributes to reaching more far-
reaching goals. It gives additional opportunities 
for mutual understanding among nations and 
is an essential part of the integration processes. 
The simplification of access to residence, study 
and employment for Ukrainians in European 
countries is an important argument in favour of 
the European choice, the progress of reforms and 
the establishment of European living standards 
in Ukraine. At the same time, it is one of the 
preconditions for security and stability without 
any lines of division in Europe.

Olena Malynovska is the Head of the Department 
of the National Institute of International Security 
Problems in Ukraine.
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12 See web-site of the Foreigners and Borders Service of Portugal,  http: //www.sef.pt/estatisticas.htm.
13 In 1993–9�, treaties were signed with Poland (an additional protocol on seasonal employment was added in 2005), the Czech Republic (al-

ready expired), Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia and the CIS countries—Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Moldova and Russia. In 2003, a treaty was 
signed with Portugal.
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Migration is at the very 
heart of globalisation. 
Globalising forces, inclu-
ding reduced barriers to 
the movement of goods, 
capital and services 

worldwide, inevitably have implications for 
the movement of people. With an estimated 
1.9 million people on the move worldwide, 
migrants make up 3% of the world’s population.1 
Moreover, given current demographic trends 
and tendencies, it is clear that migration is here 
to stay. It comes as no surprise that migration 
is also high on the European agenda. Europe 
as a region hosts the world’s largest migrant 
population with more than 5� million, followed 
by Asia with 50 million.2 As the European 
Union (EU) grows closer and its economies and 
societies become increasingly interconnected 
and interdependent, countries are waking up to 
the many benefits that can flow from migration 
as well as to the challenges it poses. 

Migration is a hugely complex issue in terms 
of its causes, consequences and configurations. 
What is clear, however, is that migration is at 
once a personal, national and international issue. 
Migration reflects individual life choices and 
opportunities—or a lack of them—and affects 
identities, families and cultural ties. Migration 
brings about diversity and change in countries 
of destination and can have a range of impacts, 
both positive and negative, on societies of ori-
gin. 

Migrants connect countries, cultures and com-
munities, weaving invisible transnational net-
works to accompany the often very real and 
visible flows of people and money. Few coun-

tries around the world are left untouched by the 
global stream of migrants. Instead, most are no 
longer solely countries of origin, transit or desti-
nation, but in many cases are all three at once. 

Migration is a cross-cutting issue that intersects 
with many aspects of life in home and host 
societies, be it the labour market or the social 
welfare system, in schools or neighbourhoods. 
Economic, social, political, legal and cultural 
factors are all valid considerations in dealing 
with migration. As a result, migration cannot be 
confined to a single policy domain. In addition, 
many of the challenges posed by migration, 
including the risks related to smuggling and 
trafficking, security dimensions and public 
health considerations, need to be tackled from 
different angles.

This poses a range of questions: how to deal with 
migration, now that it is becoming evident that 
migration is not an option or exception but a 
reality and fact of life for most societies? How 
to effectively manage migration? How to prevent 
the harmful effects that migration may have? 
How to harness its positive potential? 

To answer those questions, the International 
Organization for Migration (IOM) makes 
a case for a ‘whole of society approach’. The 
formation of effective partnerships between 
states and non-state actors, principally civil 
society and the private sector, can be decisive 
for the successful management of the multiple 
aspects of migration. This article will discuss the 
relevancy of partnerships in relation to some of 
the topics at the centre of the debate, including 
labour mobility, migration and development, 
and integration of migrants.
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Pathways to partnerships

It is undisputed that the management of cross-
border population flows is an intrinsic feature 
of national sovereignty. Historically, states have 
therefore dealt with migration unilaterally. 
It is becoming clear, however, that given the 
very nature of migration as a cross-border, 
international issue, cooperative and collaborative 
approaches in bilateral or multilateral frameworks 
are necessary. Formal and informal dialogue 
is a crucial element in fostering the exchange 
of information, experiences and perspectives. 
Bilateral approaches have proven to be effective 
means of addressing migration issues of particular 
concern to two states and implementing specific 
programmes; for example, in the area of labour 
migration or border management. 

Likewise, cooperation at the regional level 
represents an effective form of inter-govern-
mental partnership, especially as countries in the 
same geographic area often share similar migration 
issues. Regional partnerships include informal 
mechanisms such as Regional Consultative 
Processes (RCPs) as well as institutionalised 
forms of political and economic integration, the 
prime example of which is the EU. Indeed, the 
policy developments in the context of the EU in 
recent years indicate that migration is high on 
the European agenda.

But it is time to look beyond governments and 
ministries, as there are many other stakeholders 
who can make a valuable contribution to 
the management of migration. There are 
good arguments for engaging in broad-based 
partnerships between governments, businesses, 
civil society and other actors, and combining 
their respective strengths in devising effective 
approaches to migration. First, different 
constituencies have their own special interests 
in migration, as they are affected by and benefit 
from migration in different ways. Second, from 
these interests flows a responsibility to become 
engaged in migration management in order 
to maximise its positive results. Third, the 
involvement of different stakeholders from all 

sectors of society flows logically from a holistic 
approach to managing migration. The different 
positions occupied by various stakeholders in 
relation to migration make them well suited to 
addressing different aspects of the issue.

The private sector, for instance, has an interest 
in labour mobility, even more so in a globalised 
market where multinational linkages are not 
simply an asset but a prerequisite for doing 
business. The private sector interacts with mig-
rants through recruitment and in the workplace 
and benefits from the skills, knowledge and 
labour power that migrants bring to a country. 
Business thus serves as an ideal partner in 
identifying challenges and solutions in the 
economic and labour dimensions of migration.

Civil society organisations, including NGOs, 
diaspora associations, religious groups and others 
exist at the local, national and global level. One 
of civil society’s strengths is the immediacy of its 
contact with migrants and its experience with the 
day-to-day realities of migration. Transnational 
migrant networks are critical in influencing 
migration decisions, while other civil society 
organisations are dedicated to advocating human 
rights for migrants or building bridges between 
migrants and host societies. Partnerships between 
civil society and government can provide the 
latter with first-hand information on migration 
realities as well as a network for interacting with 
migrants.

But there is a larger objective to establishing 
partnerships for migration management—that 
of policy coherence. Policy coherence means 
bringing different stakeholders in migration 
together at the same table to share views, 
experiences and expertise. Multiple levels are 
involved—the local and municipal as much as 
the national, regional and global levels. Policy 
makers from municipalities and national 
governments, representatives of different 
ministries as well as international bodies need to 
engage in discussion with the private sector, civil 
society, migrant organisations and the media, 
to name just a few. In an issue as complex as 
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migration, many voices need to be heard to make 
for holistic, realistic and complementary policy 
and programmes. This is precisely why we refer 
not only to a ‘whole of government’ but also to a 
‘whole of society’ approach to migration. 

Partnerships can take different forms. With 
partnerships at the policy level, consultation 
and dialogue between different stakeholders 
are a way not only to make more informed 
policy decisions, but also to ensure that policies 
are understood, accepted and actualised on 
the ground. Such exchanges can be organised 
informally or become institutionalised as 
regular consultations. At another level, technical 
partnerships can involve different stakeholders 
who due to their specific position or expertise 
may be best suited to implement programmes or 
deal with certain aspects of migration.

For the IOM itself, partnerships are a well-establi-
shed and highly valued modus operandi. Most of 
IOM’s projects, some of which are described in 
this article, are implemented in partnership with 
local NGOs, businesses and other institutions. 
Interagency cooperation is sought wherever 
possible. To this end, the Global Migration 
Group (formerly the Geneva Migration 
Group) has been established as a mechanism to 
foster the communication, collaboration and 
complementarity among international agencies 
dealing with migration issues. Furthermore, 
IOM’s Business Advisory Board (BAB), founded 
in 2005 and comprised of the CEOs or high-
level representatives of 18 major corporations 
from around the world, was formed precisely 
to bring the business voices into the migration 
policy debate. Since the private sector is one of 
the major drivers of globalisation, no one can 
afford to ignore the significance of its role and 
the value of its input in handling labour mobility 
and other forms of migration.

Partnerships for labour mobility

We have already mentioned that migration 
epitomises the process of globalisation. Yet while 
goods and capital circle the globe at an ever 

faster pace, the organised movement of people is 
much less advanced. There is, so to speak, some 
unfinished business to globalisation. 

Labour migration flows constitute up to one 
third of migration influxes to EU countries. 
With ever more intense economic globalisation, 
in combination with a trend towards ageing 
populations in Europe, the proportion of foreign 
labour in the European workforce is only set to 
rise. Economies, states and societies are realising 
that regular migration is not only beneficial but 
essential for the economic well-being of Europe. 
In the context of the existing supply–demand gap 
in the European labour market, a lack of legal 
migration options not only continues to fuel 
irregular migration and drive migrants to seek 
the dubious services of smugglers and traffickers, 
it also undermines support for strong asylum 
systems and has an adverse effect on economic 
growth in Europe.

The safe and sensible management of labour 
migration is a key priority for IOM. We need to 
focus our collective efforts on creating means to 
better match labour supply with labour demand 
today and in the future. Organised labour 
migration allows governments to screen and 
select migrants for security as well as for skills. 
We need to ensure that it is not smuggling rings 
that do the matching, but that there are adequate 
and predictable governmental mechanisms to 
channel labour migration into orderly, humane 
and productive avenues, maximising the societal 
and human development potential of global 
labour mobility. Indeed, this is one of the 
paramount challenges of our day.

The private sector has a key role to play in this 
respect. Businesses are keen on a smooth exchange 
of skill, know-how and labour power to obtain the 
best possible workforce in a competitive business 
environment. The private sector wants to recruit 
and move its personnel globally, yet must often 
work through complicated, time-consuming and 
sometimes antiquated administrative structures 
to do so. 
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Businesses can therefore assist in the design and 
implementation of labour migration schemes. 
Tailoring such programmes to the private sector’s 
needs helps to make them as effective as possible, 
while businesses in turn can be committed to 
ensure that the migrants’ labour and human 
rights are respected and protected. In the 
country of origin, governments and the private 
sector can work together to define recruitment 
practices, address the challenge of brain drain 
and encourage skill circulation. 

The following examples illustrate how this could 
work at different levels. In a project between 
Colombia and Spain, IOM helps facilitate a 
temporary labour migration programme from 
Colombia to Catalonia, where the local agricul-
tural association, the Catalan Unió de Pagesos, 
takes responsibility for the migrant workers. The 
scheme is supported by a mix of stakeholders 
from the institutional side: the Colombian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Bank of the 
Republic of Colombia, the Spanish-American 
Solidarity and Cooperation Association AESCO 
(a public institution that provides psychosocial 
assistance to the migrants and their families) 
and the Colombian National Training Service 
(SENA by its Spanish acronym) are partners to 
the initiative. With Cajas de Compensación, a 
private-sector-financed compensation scheme 
that can provide complementary social services to 
migrants and their families, as well as Conexión 
Colombia, an NGO that offers productive ways 
to channel remittances, business is also making 
its contribution. 

On the other side, non-state actors are also 
valuable partners in countering some of the 
dangerous and harmful forms of migration. For 
example, in November 200� IOM Pretoria held 
an awareness week called “Blow the Whistle” 
as part of its counter-trafficking programme in 
South Africa. The idea for the awareness week 
was conceived by the South African marketing 
company Diasporafric and supported by some of 
the largest South African media companies such 
as MetroFM, the South African Broadcasting 
Company (SABC) and the Daily Sun. The power 

of the media in creating outreach, publicity 
and impact was crucial for the success of the 
campaign. 

In a similar project in the Indochina region, 
IOM collaborated with a number of different 
stakeholders in a counter-trafficking programme 
involving a video campaign shown in schools 
and other settings. In Thailand, a partnership 
was developed with Thai Youth News (TYN), 
an NGO promoting journalism among young 
people. TYN showed the video at its workshops 
for young journalists and presented news 
and information on trafficking on its regular 
broadcast spot on Thai television. In Vietnam, 
IOM engaged with the Vietnam Women’s Union 
to show the video to vulnerable communities 
along the Vietnam–Cambodia border.

Partnerships for the migration of health care 
workers

Skilled labour migration is a particularly 
contentious subject, mainly due to the substantial 
investments made by the countries of origin in 
the education and training of such workers. 
Human resource development is therefore a 
necessary complementary measure to opening 
legal channels for migration in certain sectors. 
The private sector is a particularly important 
partner in this effort. Business can offer valuable 
insights on the current and future needs of 
labour markets, monitor gaps and shortages, 
and pool resources for increased investment in 
human resource development.

The migration of health care workers presents an 
example of skilled labour migration in a sector 
crucial to any country’s social infrastructure. The 
international mobility of health care workers 
has attracted a great deal of attention for a host 
of reasons, including the critical implications 
of migration for the availability and equal 
distribution of human resources for health today 
and in the future. Additionally, as many countries 
are opting for at least partial privatisation of 
health care and the role of private recruitment 
agencies is growing, public–private partnerships 
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in this area are becoming all the more relevant. 
Europe has been experiencing shortages in this 
sector, resulting from the need for reform in 
some countries combined with demographic 
developments affecting Europe as a whole. 

A remarkable example of a cross-cutting 
partnership for human resource development 
comes from Italy and Romania. As part of 
ongoing cooperation in the health sector 
between Timis County in Romania and the 
Veneto Region in Italy, an extraordinary degree 
course for nurses from Timisoara was organised 
by the University of Padova. This special course 
was developed with the aim of empowering 
Romanian health professionals by adapting 
their skills and qualifications to the EU training 
standards. One of the challenges related to such 
a scheme is the issue of retention, or the return 
of the nurses trained within the framework of 
this programme. 

Partnerships for migration and development
 
Intimately tied up with labour mobility is the 
question of migration’s impact on development. 
The current spotlight is placed firmly on migra-
tion and development issues, be it at the UN 
High Level Dialogue on International Migration 
and Development in September 200�, as part of 
the EC Global Approach to Migration, or at 
the upcoming Global Forum on Migration and 
Development in Belgium later this year. How 
to make migration a catalyst for development? 
How to put two equally complex and wide-
ranging domains, migration and development, 
together in a positive and productive way? 

Again, a collaborative approach may provide 
part of the answer. There are plenty of 
possibilities for the private sector to become 
engaged in development-enhancing initiatives; 
for example, by facilitating remittance flows, 
creating transparent and low-cost channels 
as well as suitable financial instruments for 
the recurrent transfer of small private funds. 
Through micro-credit schemes, networks of 
diaspora banks and investment support, there is 

huge potential for private sector enterprises and 
financial institutions to become involved in the 
‘remittance market’, with ideal conditions for 
private–public partnerships. 

For example, South Africa’s Homecoming 
Revolution project aims at attracting South 
African professionals abroad back to South 
Africa. The project is driven by the governments 
of South Africa and the UK (one of the main 
countries of destination for South African 
migrants) and funded by the private sector. 
It forms part of a broader public–private 
partnership, the Joint Initiative on Priority 
Skills Acquisition that combines efforts directed 
at the return of nationals and immigration of 
foreigners.

Diasporas and civil society organisations can also 
be a powerful force for development. It is now 
well known that migrant remittances constitute 
one of the most significant sources of income for 
many countries. Such transfers can contribute 
to poverty reduction and greater well-being 
at the household and community level, often 
being invested in housing and education. But 
remittances are not the only contribution that 
diasporas can make. While financial transfers 
can produce spin-off effects, such as creating 
local employment, migrants can also start 
businesses in their home country, or offer their 
skills and knowledge, through virtual, circular 
or permanent return to the country of origin. 
Migrants’ contributions thus represent a vast, 
largely untapped reservoir of opportunities. 
Care needs to be taken, however, when engaging 
with migrants and their organisations, as the 
private and voluntary nature of remittances 
and other contributions needs to be respected. 
Tripartite partnerships can be envisaged in 
which governments and the private sector 
can enhance the positive effect of remittances 
and other diaspora investments by creating 
channels, incentives and a generally favourable 
environment for investment in local and regional 
entrepreneurship. 

One success story that illustrates this type 
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of partnership is that of GhanaCoop. The 
cooperative was founded by the Ghana Nationals 
Foundation, a migrant association in the Italian 
province of Modena. Carried out in partnership 
with Arcadia, a social cooperative, and Emil 
Banca, a credit institute, GhanaCoop imports 
fruit from Ghana to Italy. The cooperative 
receives support from the municipality of 
Modena, various ministries, the University of 
Ghana in Legon (Accra), a company of the Sea 
Freight Pineapple Exporters, and IOM, among 
others. In Ghana, GhanaCoop’s counterpart 
has partnered with rural communities and 
chieftaincies that run the fruit plantation for 
export. In return, the profits of the cooperative 
are invested in community development projects 
such as the recent installation of a solar energy 
plant or the promotion of sustainable tourism.

Another example comes from the Return of 
Qualified Afghan Nationals programme, which 
was made possible through funding from the 
European Commission and various EU Member 
States. The project facilitated the temporary 
return of Afghan nationals resident in Europe 
who wanted to put their skills to use in the social 
and economic reconstruction of Afghanistan. 
Candidates helped to fill existing vacancies in 
international and Afghan private companies and 
NGOs as well as in various public institutions, 
including ministries, schools and hospitals. 
Other participants in the programme received 
grants and training for self-employment and 
business start-ups. Not only did the programme 
successfully establish a network of various 
Afghan and international private companies and 
organisations, it also allowed almost half of the 
returnees who had established self-employment 
businesses to develop their businesses even 
further, create jobs for locals and continue their 
work in Afghanistan.
 
Partnerships for integration 

Migration is more than just the movement of 
people from one place to another. Instead, both 
people and places are changed by this process, 
as migration adds diversity to societies and 

represents a potentially life-altering decision for 
a migrant. Migrants come from a range of social, 
cultural, ethnic and linguistic backgrounds, 
and societies want to accommodate this 
diversity without compromising on their overall 
functioning, stability and cohesion. Europe’s long 
history of migration has shown that integration 
is an ongoing effort, and there is much that 
remains to be done to make migrants full and 
equal participants in European societies.

Integration takes place primarily in the 
neighbourhoods, in schools and on the street. 
The ‘grassroots’ position of NGOs and other 
organisations makes them a useful source of 
information and experience on the needs of 
migrants as well as on the challenges they face. In 
addition, civil society groups are well placed to 
carry out projects, programmes and campaigns 
to enhance the integration process. The Living in 
Harmony programme in Australia, for example, 
provides financial assistance to community 
groups for the purpose of promoting communal 
cohesion and tolerance and countering racism 
and xenophobia, with projects targeting schools, 
scout groups and sports associations. 

Migrant associations and religious communities 
function as important support networks for 
migrants in many countries. They are uniquely 
positioned to mediate between the ‘here’ and 
‘there’ of migrant reality by acting as a link 
both to the country (and identity) of origin 
and to the new host society. Engaging actively 
and constructively with these groups is critical 
in order to harness their ability to interact 
directly with migrants and provide guidance in 
a new environment. Together with the media, 
migrant associations and religious groups can 
play a crucial role in shaping attitudes towards 
diversity, dispelling mutual misconceptions and 
building bridges between migrant communities 
and the host society. 

Integration also happens at the workplace. The 
private sector can collaborate in the protection of 
the human rights of migrants, especially labour 
migrants, by observing fair labour standards. 
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Giving migrants an equal chance in recruitment 
and employment promotes migrants’ social 
standing and economic self-sufficiency. In 
addition, the better integrated a migrant feels, 
the more productive he or she is likely to be in 
the workplace. In a temporary labour migration 
agreement between Spain and Ecuador, 
some private enterprises that are partners in 
this initiative give training courses upon the 
migrant’s arrival in Spain. The Spanish group 
El Corte Inglés, for example, prepares migrants 
for their life in Spain and provides information 
about the workplace prior to the start of the 
employment contract. Finally, businesses have 
a role in sensitising host populations to the 
valuable contributions that migrants can make 
to their country of destination. 

conclusion

The options and opportunities for partnerships 
in migration are diverse and they hold great 
potential. They combine the respective strengths 
of multiple stakeholders, they provide for a 
holistic and informed perspective on the various 
facets of migration and they enable collaboration 
for effective, on-the-ground implementation. 
Moreover, the inclusion of a wide spectrum of 
actors in the process of managing migration 
sends an important message: migration is an 
issue that concerns us all. Effective partnerships 
require a basis of mutual trust as well as a genuine 
commitment on the part of all stakeholders. 
Government, municipalities, international 
organisations, business, civil society and migrants 
must join forces in striving towards win–win 
approaches to migration. It is time to summon 
all partners in creating innovative solutions to 
face up to the challenge and opportunity that 
is migration. 

Brunson McKinley is the Director General of 
International Organization for Migration.

Brunson McKinley 

Volume 5 - Spring 2007
85





The European Union is 
an expanding institution 
in a rapidly globalising 
world. Remarkably,      
however, when it comes 
to one particular aspect 

of globalisation, international migration, Europe 
has failed to react adequately and proactively. In 
this article I take a closer look at the political 
dilemmas behind this. I will do this in three 
steps. In the first section I want to outline the 
basic facts about and characteristics of recent 
international migration in Europe. In the second 
section I will analyse how national governments 
have reacted to these facts (and by their reactions 
have created new facts and developments). 
Finally, I will outline some developments that 
will possibly lead to renewal of migration and 
integration policies in the coming years.

characteristics of recent migration and 
settlement patterns in Europe

International migration has rapidly become 
a major phenomenon worldwide. While the 
number of persons living outside their country of 
birth was estimated at “more than 105 million” in 
1985 (United Nations, 1998, p. 1), this number 
had nearly doubled to approximately 200 
million 20 years later (GCIM, 2005). Figures 
for the European continent show an even steeper 
increase of resident immigrants: within a period 
of 15 years their numbers have grown from an 
estimated 23 million in 1985 (United Nations, 
1998, p. 1) to more than 5� million, or 7.7% of 
the total European population in 2000 (IOM, 
2003, p. 29). 

Such absolute numbers demonstrate that 
Europe has in fact become a continent of 

immigration. This conclusion is reinforced if we 
look at the relative importance of migration in 
the demography of Europe. Recent analyses of 
Eurostat show that since 1988 net migration has 
become a more substantial contributor to the 
population growth of the 15 original Member 
States of the EU than natural growth (i.e., births 
minus deaths). For the year 2005 this holds 
also for the EU-25. Eurostat forecasts that in 
the near future, net migration will prevent an 
absolute decrease in the EU population until 
the year 2025 (Eurostat, 2005, 200�). The UN 
(2000) already predicted such developments in 
its report ‘Replacement Migration’.

However impressive such figures for Europe may 
be, they do not reflect the differential impact of 
immigration1. Migration and settlement patterns 
of immigrants are basically uneven, both in time 
and in space. Some West European countries, such 
as Switzerland, Belgium and France, have a long 
pre-war history of immigration. Other countries 
in the western part of Europe only started to 
acquire their experience with immigration in the 
decades following the Second World War; these 
include the United Kingdom, Sweden, Germany, 
Austria, Denmark and the Netherlands. For a 
number of European countries, such as Italy, 
Spain, Portugal, Greece, Ireland, Norway and 
Finland, which were emigration countries until 
the 1980s, experience with immigration spans a 
period of about two decades. 

Still other countries, among them most of the 
12 Member States that most recently acceded 
to the EU, are experiencing emigration, transit 
migration and immigration at the same time. 
Obviously, such historical differences are 
reflected in the size and composition of their 
immigrant populations. 
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The unevenness of the immigration experience 
in scale and in time is just as noticeable within 
the countries in question. More than in the past, 
new immigrants in recent decades have tended 
to flock into urban areas. Large cities have seen 
their composition change rapidly. They have 
become the visible face of globalisation. In the 
Netherlands, for example, more than �0% of 
all immigrants and their descendants live in 
the Western conurbation. Similar observations 
can be made about large urban areas in other 
European countries (Alexander, 2007; Penninx et 
al., 2004). Within these metropolises, moreover, 
there is almost always a skewed distribution of 
these newcomers; they tend to settle in certain 
districts and wards. 

Another novel characteristic of recent migration 
lies in what is called the new geography of 
migration. The pattern of origin of migrants in 
Europe up until the 1980s could conveniently be 
grouped under three headings: a) migration due 
to a colonial background that connected certain 
European countries to their former colonies; 
b) labour migration that connected a number 
of ‘recruiting countries’ to a limited number of 
‘sending countries’; and c) refugee migration that 
was strongly dominated by refugee migration 
from East to West Europe. In terms of the 
origins of immigrants this led to geographical 
patterns of migration that encompassed Europe 
and the Mediterranean countries, plus a limited 
number of (former) colonies. That picture has 
been transformed completely nowadays. 

Immigrants currently come to Europe in 
significant numbers from all over the world: 
expatriates working for multinational companies 
and international organisations, skilled workers 
from all over the world, nurses and doctors 
from the Philippines, refugees and asylum 
seekers from African, Near Eastern and Asian 
countries, from the Balkan and former Soviet 
Union countries, students from China and 
undocumented workers from African countries, 
to single out just some of the major immigrant 
categories. This has resulted in some places 
in such heterogeneity that Vertovec (200�) 

recently coined the new term ‘super-diversity’ to 
illustrate this new phenomenon in the case of 
Metropolitan London. 

All these facts on the changing size, origin, 
destination and composition of international 
migration are part of a broader context of change: 
that of increasing globalisation in all domains. 
The financial world has been one of the first to 
do away with national barriers; agricultural and 
industrial production has increasingly developed 
new divisions of labour across borders; trade 
across borders has been eased and has increased; 
culture and knowledge have developed new 
and rapid ways of dissemination that are not 
hindered by national borders. 

These changes have had far-reaching conse-
quences for the mobility of people across borders. 
The first is that in such a globalising world 
the type of mobility of people in general has 
changed significantly: an increase in short-term 
stays, such as those for business travel, study and 
tourism, but also in longer stays, such as those 
of employees of international organisations and 
multinational enterprises, and of highly skilled 
people in general. 

One could bring these together under the 
category of the desirable travellers and migrants. 
Their mobility is facilitated, if not promoted. 
But this is not necessarily the case for others, 
who as a consequence of the same process of 
globalisation decide to look for an economically 
better and/or politically safer new destination. 
Paradoxically, for them national boundaries and 
borders and the sovereign right of states to decide 
on the admission of non-nationals have gained 
in importance. For the uninvited migrants, more 
and new barriers have increasingly been erected. 
The new notions in research-based analysis have 
thus become ‘supply versus demand-driven 
mobility and migration’ and, in policy terms, 
‘the wanted versus the unsolicited’. 

Another distinction in international mobility 
and migration has developed specifically within 
the European Union. On the one hand, the 
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EU created the fundamental right for citizens 
and residents of its Member States to move and 
settle anywhere within the EU area. On the 
other hand, EU Member States have developed 
restrictive and defensive immigration policies 
to keep out uninvited migrants. This amounts 
to the paradoxical situation of ‘free mobility’ 
for those within, and increasing roadblocks for 
those outside the EU. 

A second consequence of globalisation and the 
specific forms of migration and the movements 
it stimulates concerns changes in the forms of 
settlement. While in the past migration tended to 
be viewed predominantly as a ‘one-off movement’ 
leading to permanent resettlement (a conception 
that prevailed in classic immigration countries), 
recent migration—helped by greatly increased 
ease of transportation and communication—
has  been more fluid, resulting in international 
mobility in which more and more migrants stay 
in a number of different countries consecutively, 
alternate their residence between countries, 
and so on. This may lead to new practices of 
residence, integration and community formation. 
Researchers are exploring these new phenomena 
under the notion of transnationalism. Policy 
makers are asking the difficult question about 
what such practices mean for integration.

The reactive policies of European countries at 
the national level

The dynamics of both migration and integration 
have thus changed, resulting in the new 
characteristics listed above. In reaction, policies 
to deal with these in themselves quite different 
processes have also changed and have become 
more and more intertwined. Let us look briefly 
at each of the two areas separately and illustrate 
how they have tended to become interwoven.

With respect to migration, one initial observation 
is that European countries have defined 
themselves as non-immigration countries, in 
contrast to countries such as Canada, Australia 
and the United States. While the rhetoric about 
being a ‘nation of immigrants’ is strong in the 

latter countries, it is singularly absent in Europe. 
Such a framing of the migration question has 
been a constant factor in Europe, irrespective of 
the fact that quite a few countries have had higher 
immigration rates than the classic immigration 
countries. Measured simply by the number of 
foreign-born residents in the total population, 
Switzerland and Germany, for example, have a 
higher percentage than the United States. 

This ‘framing’ has had pervasive consequences. 
In countries of northwestern Europe, the 
‘temporary’ labour migration policies developed 
since the mid-1950s were abandoned after 
the first oil crisis of 1973. Ad hoc and lenient 
migration policies were replaced by restrictive 
policies that were justified by the simultaneous 
decrease in demand for migrants, particularly 
for lower-skilled migrants, and an increase in 
supply-driven migration falling within the policy 
categories of family reunification and formation, 
and refugee and asylum. 

The new measures of restriction and control 
resulted in a spiral of ‘innovative’ new forms of 
entrance (like smuggling and trafficking), which 
in turn led to new control-oriented requirements 
and procedures (in asylum and family migration), 
etc. New dynamics thus developed, and new 
actors were brought into play. Immigration 
was increasingly criminalised: the tougher the 
regulations, the more they led by definition to 
illegality and irregularity. International political 
terrorism has, furthermore, put migrants into 
sharp focus from a security perspective. Migration 
thus became first and foremost associated with 
problems and threats and as such it has risen to 
the top of the political agenda in many countries 
in recent times.

The notion of not being an immigration country 
has also had consequences for settlement and 
policies of integration. Northwestern European 
countries had ‘solved’ the contradiction of not 
being an immigration country while importing 
significant labour in the 1950s and 19�0s by 
defining these migrants as ‘temporary guests’. 
That meant limited facilities for accommodation 
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in anticipation of their eventual return. But here 
also the ‘fact’ that a significant portion stayed 
permanently and formed communities that 
gradually grew as a result of the right to bring 
families and spouses has contradicted perceptions 
and expectations. Some national governments, like 
Sweden in the mid-1970s and the Netherlands in 
the early 1980s, identified these tensions relatively 
early and initiated various policies of inclusion 
and integration. Most countries acknowledged 
the need to formulate ‘integration policies’ much 
later in the 1990s, often hesitantly and partially 
(Penninx, 2005). 

The idea that the integration of long-term 
residents was a necessity for stable and cohesive 
societies was initially inspired, particularly in 
the early policies of states like Sweden and 
the Netherlands, by a philosophy of equality 
and equity in a welfare state. It was not seen 
as contradicting the philosophy of not being 
a country of immigration. On the contrary, 
restrictive immigration policies were seen as a 
necessary condition for a successful integration 
policy (too much and continuous immigration 
would make integration an impossible task). 
These early integration policies were strongly 
rights based, embracing not only the socio-
economic, but also the political and cultural 
domains of life. For most European national 
governments, however, such policies went too 
far and they were content to maintain ad hoc 
adaptive measures, leaving the responsibility for 
integration in most cases to the organisations of 
civil society, such as trade unions, churches and 
welfare organisations. 

However, ‘the policy of neglect’ ultimately 
led to questions of migration and integration  
becoming hot topics in European politics in 
the 1990s. And in becoming so, it became 
clear that integration policies inevitably go far 
beyond the simple notion of providing facilities 
for newcomers to adapt to and function in the 
new society. Discussion of any integration policy 
ultimately leads to questions of how the society 
into which newcomers (should) ‘integrate’ 
essentially defines itself and whether it is able and 
willing to change. This made integration policies 

as sensitive politically as immigration itself. 

The conception of integration policies in coun-
tries in northwest Europe has moved in recent 
years from earlier notions that focused on the 
position of newcomers in society to those that 
focus primarily on the cohesion of societies as a 
whole and on commonalities that are supposed to 
be crucial for such social cohesion. The outcomes 
of these discussions on the ‘identity’ of receiving 
societies (as modern, liberal, democratic, secular, 
equal, enlightened, etc.) have consequences 
for newcomers and for what their integration 
should mean. Some observers have called the 
recent policies in countries like Denmark and 
the Netherlands ‘neo-assimilationist’.

It is at this point that the nexus between the 
two policy fields of migration and integration 
becomes stronger and, in fact, inextricable. 
To the old policy assumption that restrictive 
immigration is a necessary condition for the 
success of an integration policy, a new one has 
been added: integration policy measures are 
used to select those immigrants that are able and 
willing to integrate and deter those who are not. 
Making initial admission dependent on tests in 
the country of origin, the extension of residence 
permits dependent on success in integration 
courses, and naturalisation dependent on ever 
more elaborate requirements of integration are 
examples of measures that reflect these changes. 

The picture outlined here is strongly based on 
developments in the countries of northwest 
Europe. The experience of southern European 
states with immigration and integration has 
been much more recent. Their institutional 
framework for regulation is new and their 
practices are much less determined by a long 
history of the regulation of migration and the 
particular policies that this may entail. In certain 
respects this has led to quite different policies, 
such as more frequent regularisation. For most 
of the 10 new members of the EU the topic of 
migration and integration is relatively new and 
takes multiple forms: emigration, immigration 
and transit migration co-exists in most of these 
countries.
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Pressures for renewal?

European states are thus by and large trying 
to address international migration through a 
framework based on nation states as separate 
political communities with their own national 
citizens and territories. Migration across 
political borders is an anomaly. Migration 
policies are consequently defensive and control 
oriented rather than proactive (Martiniello, 
200�). Integration policies for immigrants are 
also reactive, if not altogether absent. These two 
approaches reinforce each other: the lack of a 
consistent, transparent immigration policy is an 
obstacle to effective integration policies. In turn, 
the lack of consistent integration policies, and 
a real or perceived lack of integration assistance 
for newcomers of increasingly diverse origin has 
given rise to predominantly negative perceptions 
of migration and immigrants—hence reinforcing  
defensive policies on immigration. Such a 
situation obtains especially in the countries of 
northwestern Europe. 

Formulated in this way, the picture is gloomy 
indeed. On a more positive note, however, I 
see two forces at work that may contribute to 
a way out of the present stalemate. The first is 
the ongoing economic and political integration 
within the European Union. The second comes 
from below: from cities and local governments. I 
will outline briefly what has happened on these 
two levels in the recent past and describe their 
potential for renewal in the future.

EU Migration and integration policies

The dilemma outlined above has been reflected 
for quite some time in the cumbersome process 
of introducing migration and integration policies 
at the EU level. EU-wide migration policy (as 
agreed to in the Amsterdam Treaty) has often 
been perceived as running counter to national 
interests, or even as a threat. What then has 
been attained so far at the EU level that can give 
reasons for optimism? 

A first important political step was the Amster-

dam Treaty of 1997, which laid the legal 
foundation for a harmonisation of asylum and 
immigration policies in the EU. It stipulated 
the following: that such a policy should be 
communitarian (the first pillar) and that the 
Council of Ministers of the EU was competent 
to set binding rules for this policy area. A 
second important step was taken at the Tampere 
Summit in 1999 that developed a political 
programme and a working plan to arrive 
gradually at a harmonised common policy. It did 
so by framing the question broadly: there was 
an openly stated recognition that Europe had 
become an immigration zone, that immigrants 
residing legally should have as far as possible the 
same rights as migrants within the EU, and that 
the integration of these immigrants should be 
the desired goal. 

Within the Tampere programme initiatives have 
been taken to arrive at binding regulations. 
According to Groenendijk and Minderhoud 
(2004, pp. 139ff) some 50 proposals for 
directives were made during the first four 
years after the Amsterdam Treaty took effect in 
May 1999. Of these 50, only 23 have become 
binding regulations. These 23 relate to borders 
and visa requirements (11), illegal immigration 
and expulsion (�), and asylum (5), but only 
one to legal migration. The topics on this list 
reflect the still-dominant preoccupation with 
the control-oriented regulation of migration at 
the EU level. 

As for integration, political consensus was 
reached only in 2003 on two directives 
(admittedly on the final drafts that had been 
‘watered down’ significantly during negotiations 
compared to the originals): one on Family 
Reunification and one on Long Residing Third-
Country-Nationals. (Integration policies are not 
Community policies, but have remained part of 
the the  ‘Third Pillar’: common initiatives can 
only be implemented by the unanimous decision 
of the Council of Ministers.) 

On balance the results are still ambiguous (see also 
van Selm & Tsolakis, 2004). On the one hand, 
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individual Member States endorse common 
action primarily if it serves to manage unsolicited 
immigration (asylum, illegal migration), but 
they are also very reluctant if common rules 
are perceived as undermining their sovereignty. 
This is even more true when it comes to the 
question of integration. Integration policies at 
the EU level have so far largely been restricted 
to negative formulations: combating exclusion, 
racism, xenophobia and discrimination.

On the other hand, the awareness has grown 
that the problems of unsolicited immigration, 
the future problems of demographic decline and 
competition for immigrants with needed skills 
can only be handled effectively by common, 
comprehensive and proactive policies within a 
common EU framework. Along such lines, the 
political declarations in the 1997 Amsterdam 
Treaty and at the 1999 Tampere Summit are 
followed up by proposed frameworks for such 
policies, such as in the EC communiqués on 
a Community Immigration Policy (European 
Commission, 2000) and the Green Paper on an 
EU approach to managing economic migration 
(COM, 2004, 811 final). As for integration, 
the communiqué on Immigration, Integration 
and Employment established a new framework 
(European Commission, 2003), followed 
in November 2004 by the Common Basic 
Principles (CBP), agreed to by the Council of 
Ministers responsible for integration.

Apart from these papers related to the framing 
and formulation of EU policies, another cause 
for modest optimism is that newer immigration 
countries in the EU, not hindered by long 
traditions of reactive national policies, are acting 
as a significant supportive force for common EU 
policies in this field. The Greek EU presidency, 
for example, bore witness to this at the 2003 
Thessaloniki Summit. Admittedly, the process is 
slow and will require at least several more years 
of debate and negotiation, but the steps already 
taken are likely to be catalysts for future new 
policies in the Member States.

Local policy initiatives

A second major force for change in national 
policies is coming from within the countries 
themselves. As research on integration at the 
local level (e.g., Penninx et al., 2004) shows, 
European cities are the places where globalisation 
becomes visible, both in its overall consequences 
and in terms of changing urban populations. 
New immigrants tend to settle in cities, and 
local politics and policies have to cope with the 
consequences. This may lead to tensions between 
the national level and the local one, culminating 
in greater pressure to adopt comprehensive 
national policies. Such pressure may take different 
forms. In countries like Switzerland, Germany 
and Austria—where national integration policies 
have been piecemeal or nonexistent—the 
pressures to formulate adequate policies and the 
demands for greater responsibilities and resources 
have come from cities. Zurich, Bern and Basel, 
for instance, took the initiative to develop local 
policies (Leitbilder) in the late 1990s, prompted 
by the absence of policies at the Swiss national 
level. Berlin, Frankfurt and Vienna had already 
taken such steps earlier in response to a similar 
lack of national policies and resources.

In countries where integration policies at the 
national level were launched rather early, such 
as the Netherlands and Sweden, the pressure 
took a different form. Dutch and Swedish 
cities were confronted with heavy pressures 
on key institutions such as the housing system 
(segregation and the decline of neighbourhoods), 
the labour market (disproportionate levels of 
unemployment, high social-benefit costs) and 
the education system (concentrations of ethnic 
minority pupils in certain areas), as well as on 
public order (racial harassment, crime, tensions 
between groups). 

These cities joined forces to demand more 
executive power and greater resources from 
their national governments to cope with these 
problems. In the Netherlands and Sweden, 
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policies targeting metropolitan areas and 
integration policies specifically targeting 
immigrants have been bundled together in recent 
years into a single framework, thus creating new, 
more wide-ranging options.

Common to all such instances is that they 
generated a critical dialogue between cities 
and national governments on issues where 
national and local policies clash. Cities will not 
always win such battles. But it is also known 
that city governments use their discretionary 
powers—avoiding national public debate when 
possible—to gain more room to manoeuvre 
in support of certain immigrants. What such 
tensions make clear is that the interests at stake 
in integration policies and their implementation 
may substantially differ, or at least be perceived 
differently, at the local and the national level.

At the city level, the confrontation with the 
day-to-day consequences of immigration 
is far more direct, and the implications of 
policies are more immediately felt, especially 
by immigrants. Any serious attempts by local 
government to cope with the problems, or—
expressed more positively—to maximise the 
opportunities inherent in immigration, are 
sure to bring pressure to bear on the national 
level. As research data indicate, a significant 
proportion of the European metropolitan areas 
and cities are increasingly aware that they need 
long-term, consistent integration policies in 
order to preserve their viability as communities 
and their liveability for all their residents. Many 
have realised that the continued absence of such 
policies is a recipe for disaster.

These observations lead me to a normative 
conclusion about the relationship between local, 
regional, national and supranational policies 
that deal with immigrant integration. In my 
view, cities should be allotted considerably more 
resources, tools and latitude to act in ways they 
deem appropriate in their local circumstances. 
National policies—and by implication EU 
immigration and integration policies—should 
set out general frameworks and guidelines. 

One of their primary aims should be to make 
tools and resources available that legitimise and 
facilitate local policies and actors in their efforts 
to achieve immigrant integration. The real work 
has to be done locally, and it must be performed 
creatively by coalitions of actors on the local 
stage. It is at the level of neighbourhoods, city 
districts and cities that this cooperation is to be 
forged. And that is where the benefits will first 
become visible.

Rinus Penninx is Professor of Ethnic Studies at the 
University of Amsterdam and served as the Director 
of the Institute for Migration and Ethnic Studies 
(IMES) at the university from 1993 to 2005. He 
has been co-chair of International Metropolis since 
1999. In April 2004 he became Coordinator of the 
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Migration, Integration and Social Cohesion in 
Europe).
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Writing this article, I 
appealed to different 
specialists who have direct 
expertise in the migration 
of labour forces from the 
Republic of Moldova. 

In this article I have incorporated data from the 
Migration Department, publications from the 
Public Politics Institute of the Republic of Moldova, 
the International Organization for Migration 
(IOM), the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
and the Program of the European Commission for 
Food Security.

Determining factors

The main factors which lead citizens of the 
Republic of Moldova to leave the country are the 
following: lack of a place to live, unemployment, 
underemployment, poverty, the inability to 
meet financial needs, the necessity to pay for the 
education of a family member as well as curiosity 
about the culture of another country.

For younger Moldovans the determining factor 
is the lack of the resources necessary to begin 
family life. The departure of Moldovan citizens 
abroad, therefore, is determined by the need to 
sustain a family. It is a desperate attempt to find 
a way out of a situation when one cannot find 
the solution in one’s own homeland. As one of 
the experts has stated: “Give the people jobs, 
give them a decent salary and they will not go 
anywhere.”

The migration of the labour force from the 
Republic of Moldova is dynamic and unstable. 
Most of migrants enter the host countries legally 
but remain illegally.

The migrating contingent

The migrants can be divided into two groups:
migrants who are currently abroad; and
migrants who are currently in the country but 
intend to leave again.

The number of Moldovan citizens who are at 
the moment working abroad is estimated at 
approximately four to six hundred thousand. In 
order to find out the real number, however, we 
need to add to this number those who are now 
in Moldova, but who have gone abroad during 
the past two years and returned home but only 
for a certain period of time.

A considerable part of the fluctuating contingent 
of migrants work in the service industries (for 
seasonal workers, the average duration of 
emigration is several months) and those who do 
not remain abroad permanently, working there 
for less than one year before coming back. The 
majority of them go to Russia (77.4%). Most 
often, seasonal migrants stay in Russia for three 
to four months; after this they return to Moldova 
before leaving again.

The number of potential migrants  is larger than 
the actual contingent of migrants, because many 
families have expressed their intention to leave. 
The majority of potential migrants wish to go 
abroad only in order to accumulate money and 
then intend to come back to Moldova (�7.3%).
At the same time, it is obvious that the number 
of people who leave will not become smaller, 
because only 13.8% of migrants, who have 
returned from abroad, indicated that they would 
not leave the country again.

•
•
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The preponderance of male workers is specific to 
the CIS (Russia, Ukraine) and some countries 
of Western Europe (Portugal, Germany). Female 
migrants dominate in such countries as Italy, 
Spain, Turkey, Greece and Cyprus. This fact is 
determined in the first place by the specifics of the 
labour market and the system of social security in 
host countries, as well as by the migration politics 
of these countries. Thus in Italy, over 50% of 
Moldovan workers are employed in the system 
of social care and housekeeping, and in Portugal 
40.�% are employed in the construction and 
repair industries. At the same time the majority 
of migrants who mentioned that they have had 
confrontations with authorities from the host 
country and with racketeers are from Russia and 
Ukraine.

The majority of migrants is comprised of the 
most active category of population: 75.3% of 
migrants are 21 to 40 years old. The average age 
of the migrants is 34.5 years. Approximately two 
thirds of the migrants are married.

Those who work abroad have two essential 
motives that lead them to return: family and the 
need to keep documents in order.

A considerable number of the migrants—
41.5%—have basic education, another 27.9% 
have post-lyceum (professional) education, 
19.�% have some higher education and 10.9% 
are without education.

The actual income of a family is appreciably 
lower in the families which do not have migrants 
compared to families with migrants. One can 
trace the direct effect of the contribution of the 
migrant to family welfare and the appreciation 
of family income. The higher the actual income 
of the family, the more significant the migrant’s 
contribution is likely to be.

Labour conditions and the remuneration of 
Moldovan migrants

Almost half of the persons who have left (45.1%) 
work in conditions that are damaging to their 
health: 38.7% worked without the required 

special equipment. Also, 39.2% happened to 
be remunerated less than promised in the initial 
agreement and 22.2% were not paid at all for the 
work performed.

According to the average wages earned by 
migrants, a woman who takes care of an old lady 
or a person with disabilities can earn from €500 
up to €1000; in the majority of cases this work is 
remunerated at €�50–750 per month. A worker 
in construction can receive a very wide range of 
remuneration, depending directly on what he is 
building. In European countries construction 
labour is remunerated at a rate of €5–7 per 
hour.

The majority of migrants sends money home 
(80.5%), while a minority sends it to other 
persons. In order to bring home the money 
earned abroad, citizens of the Republic of 
Moldova use a variety of different means:

they bring the money personally when they 
come home;
they transfer money through specially 
designed systems (banking institutions or 
special financing systems);
they send money through informal channels 
(friends, relatives, train attendants, drivers of 
mini-buses or autobuses).

Of the migrants, 71.4% send home more then 
half of money earned. Only 24.0% regularly send 
money home. Transfers through the banking 
system and express transfers are used mostly by 
migrants in Western European countries. Family 
members of migrants said that they receive 
money mostly through informal channels—
relatives, couriers, train attendants. Sometimes 
the migrants bring the money personally. For 
the migrants who work in Europe ‘illegally’, the 
impediments of money transmission through 
legal channels make it necessary to find other 
ways of transferring money that cost less than 
the more formal channels. 

Besides money, the migrants also send home 
goods. The most common of these are clothes, 
food products and household goods, but there are 

•

•
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also cases of migrants sending drugs, cosmetics, 
toys and construction materials. During the last 
12 months, 11.7% of migrants offered money 
or assets to local organisations (churches, sport 
clubs, community projects etc.).

Investment spheres of earned money

Many of those people, even before taking the 
decision to go abroad, didn’t have enormous 
financial problems. By working outside the country, 
however, they manage to earn something for daily 
living, to purchase a good car and to feel more 
independent and secure. Many things that they 
achieve could not have been realised if they had 
not gone abroad to work. Some of them are glad, 
because by working abroad they have succeeded 
in providing for their children the possibility of a 
good education and adequate medical treatment 
for children or for sick parents, or to offer their 
parents assistance in old age.

Most members of the families of emigrants consider 
that the family’s situation has improved since those 
abroad started supporting their families financially. 
The majority of families that have someone abroad 
affirmed that their socio-economic situation 
became better or much better.

Part of income obtained abroad is spent on 
current necessities—nourishment, clothes and 
services—but not all migrants succeed in meeting 
all these expenses. The biggest investments were 
in living space. Many people purchased, others 
finished constructing their homes or repaired 
the buildings. The money was also invested in 
children’s education, in medical treatment and 
generally in creating the best possible conditions 
for children. Parents and sometimes other close 
relatives of migrants also benefited financially. 
Money from overseas has served to pay for services 
connected with agricultural work.

Some people, besides meeting expenses, also 
succeeded in saving some of their income. Some 
of them have decided to establish a deposit 
account. The largest part of them can’t save, 
however, because of the many necessities that 
need to be covered. Some migrants mentioned 

that if they are planning to buy a dwelling place 
or something else useful for the long term, they 
would try to make deposits. Despite the fact that 
the current incomes of those families that have 
or had migrants are appreciably higher than in 
families without migrants, the money transfers 
from abroad do not solve the problem of poverty 
in these families because the majority of them 
have incomes that are very low in comparison 
with their needs.

Many people declare that they do not want to 
invest in the Republic of Moldova. The essential 
arguments are the uncertainty, the bureaucracy 
and the high-level corruption. Others do not 
know what their money could be invested in. 
With the salaries currently being earned in the 
Republic of Moldova, it is difficult to pay for 
current expenses, for food, clothes and other 
things.

The majority of those working abroad invest 
their money in building a new house in order to 
improve their quality of life, in repairs to their 
vehicles or in purchasing the necessary parts and 
other equipment. There are few who wish to 
start a business.

In conclusion, according to the assessment of the 
families, money earned abroad has an essential 
role in the family’s budget, covering a big share 
of their expenses.

The impact of migration and the consequences 
for the Moldovan labour market

It is necessary to mention that the state has 
in the short term a double benefit from mass 
Moldavian migration to work outside the 
country. According to data from the National 
Bank of Moldova, Moldavan citizens working 
abroad transfer annually through official 
channels about $800 million. The experts of the 
IMF have established that 53% of this money is 
sent to Moldova through official channels, but 
the other 47% is transferred unofficially, brought 
back by Moldavans on occasional visits home or 
through trusted intermediaries. Thus, the IMF 
estimates that the transfers this year will total 
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between US$1.1–1.2 billion, helping Moldova 
to avoid economic decline.

The Republic of Moldova has always been the 
European country with a relatively large rural 
population. In rural areas, workplaces in the 
non-agricultural sector that are well remunerated 
have always been few. Because most services and 
industry are located in the larger urban areas, 
emigration was the single reasonable economic 
option for the majority of rural inhabitants.

The emigration of the workforce is considered 
among the main factors that impact the 
economic, social and political evolution of the 
Republic of Moldova today. It will probably 
remain the same important problem also in the 
near future. In terms of the weight of GDP that 
comes from the incomes of citizens working 
abroad, the Republic of Moldova ranks second 
in the world (World Bank, 2005). For the time 
being, emigration is in large measure a temporary 
phenomenon. In the future there could be 
important changes. It is noticeable already in 
the new, second-generation waves of emigrants. 
This means that they will not have significant 
connections with the Republic of Moldova, they 
will seldom come back and will probably send 
less money home.

Not to be overlooked are some advantageous 
modifications to the immigration policies of 
Russia and other European countries. In this case, 
the majority of emigrants will prefer to establish 
their lives definitively in those countries where 
they can also take with them their families.

Of course, all these facts will influence the labour 
market of the country, because emigration acts 
both as a catalyst and as a constraint. About 
70% of those people who send money home 
(approximately 70–80% of emigrants) transfer 
more than half of the money earned. Being a 
major source of foreign currency, transfers are 
an essential component of economic growth—
in the balance of payments component of the 
labour market (IMF, 2005).

The transfers partially finance the commercial 
deficit and promote the rapid increase of salaries 
within the national economy, where there is 
already a marked shortage of labour. This flow of 
currency reduces the government’s dependence 
on conditional loans and offers it an independent 
reserve for its macroeconomic policies.

The transfers used for the repair or construction 
of houses generate more multiplier effects than 
any other industry, thus creating more jobs. 
Finally, it must not be overlooked that a large 
number of emigrants who spend a long period 
abroad come back with a changed outlook. They 
want to be more active and independent, they 
have created a new culture of work, they are 
willing to take the initiative and to participate in 
society so that it evolves in accordance with the 
models they have seen abroad.

But on the whole transfers, even though they 
have a good impact on the health of the budget, 
do not have long-term implications for  the 
general economy. Particularly in the rural regions 
of the Republic of Moldova, it is apparent that 
the general welfare with respect to the standard 
of living is dependent on emigrants (electrical 
appliances, furniture, an up-to-date standard 
of living). But there has been practically no 
progress in the development of the social and 
physical infrastructure of these communities, 
and where there has, the progress is not linked 
with the emigration phenomenon but owes 
more to external donors.

In the Republic of Moldova, transfers from abroad 
have stimulated the increase in local demand 
that has benefited the domestic producers. As 
a result, they are employing more people. This 
phenomenon represents a positive step for the 
economy. The imports have also increased 
because the economy is not able to satisfy such 
diverse and heavy demand. Also, if graduates 
are forced to emigrate, then the level of welfare 
does not change. Migration’s negative effect on 
the local labour market stems in principle from 
the quantitative reduction of labour available in 
the country. Also, the qualitative level of human 
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capital cannot be ignored. According to some 
surveys, Moldovan migrants are some of the most 
educated people of the country; this means that a 
significant part of the population with advanced 
professional skills that could contribute to labour 
market development actually do not contribute 
directly to this. In addition, their transfers 
produce only a quantitative economic gain, but 
not a qualitative one. Moreover, the quality of 
skills of those working abroad often deteriorates 
because the migrants work at jobs for which they 
are overqualified (most frequently, construction 
for men and household activity for women).

The largest component of migration is still 
constituted by a huge number of young people 
who are not able to find a well-paying job in the 
country. The number of young emigrants with 
higher education could increase to the point 
of no return with respect to the brain-drain 
phenomenon. The process of migration thus 
creates a whole set of serious problems, which 
are evident at the governmental and household 
level.

The fact that migration assures a constant stream 
of revenue makes the family members of migrants 
dependent on the migrants, and those who 
remain become more passive about searching 
for jobs or opening individual businesses. In 
the Republic of Moldova we can even talk 
about ‘a culture of dependency’ on migrants 
that is presently developing. At the same time, 
the micro-economic effects of migration are 
ambiguous. The material welfare of every fifth 
family in Moldova depends almost totally on the 
money earned by the migrants. The households 
that receive income from abroad quickly reach 
living standards higher than those who do not 
have such benefits. Although the immediate 
impact of money remitted by the migrants on 
eradicating poverty is considerable, one should 
not underestimate the long-term effects, because 
the phenomenon of poverty is a serious obstacle 
to human capital development. Thanks to the 
money transfers from migrants, their children 
are able to attend colleges and universities and 
to pay the fees, which guarantee them future 

involvement in various areas of the national 
economy. 

On the other hand, the migration of the labour 
force creates favourable conditions for human 
trafficking, sexual exploitation or forced labour. 
More than 70% of Moldovan migrants work 
illegally, without receiving an official salary or 
elementary social rights in the host countries. 
They do not contribute to the schemes of social 
insurance neither in the Republic of Moldova 
nor in the host countries. This situation threatens 
the future stability of the pension system in the 
Republic of Moldova.

conclusions

The economically precarious conditions in 
Moldova have caused a massive migration of 
the labour force to the Western countries. The 
massive departures to Western Europe are due 
to the higher salaries earned in comparison 
with salaries earned in Moldova. If the current 
trends within the labour market do not change, 
the question arises: what will the Moldovan 
population look like in 2050?

It is possible that we will face the situation 
where an employee will have to provide for 
about ten other persons: pensioners, children 
and students. His or her  salary, will have to 
pay for pensions, allocations, health insurance 
and education expenses. To stop the process of 
labour migration abroad from the Republic of 
Moldova it is necessary to address the national 
economy, to open small and medium enterprises 
in Moldova, in order that people are able to earn 
money here. If the necessary measures to redress 
the economy are not taken, then the situation 
will not change; on the contrary, it will get 
worse. People will find the means to leave, even 
if the restrictive measures are increased.

Iurie Rosca is Deputy Chairman of the Parliament 
of the Republic of Moldova.
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Immigration is set to be 
one of the key challenges 
of our century. Accord-
ing to United Nations 
estimates, the size of 
the migrant population 

in the world went from 100 million in 1980 to 
200 million in 2005, and it is expected to double 
again in the next 25 years. The combined effects 
of poverty, rising economic inequality, popula-
tion growth and political instability will inexora-
bly increase south-to-north migratory pressures 
in the years to come.

Migratory flows are giving rise to an indescribable 
chaos on a global scale. In the poorest countries 
of Africa, Asia and Latin America, an entire 
generation is consumed by the dream of 
emigration at any price. In Africa, 400 million 
people get by on less than one dollar per day. 
The unemployment rate among young people 
has reached �0 to 80% in some regions. There 
are 50 million children out of school. Misery, 
insecurity, wars and despair fan the collective 
passions that incite young people from numerous 
disadvantaged countries to look to exile as a 
solution.

Thus, over 40,000 young Africans took to the 
sea from the coasts of Senegal and Mauritania in 
200�. One in six perished in the attempt.

Now, there is more to this phenomenon than 
merely a spontaneous upwelling. It is nurtured  
and organised by the gangs of people smugglers 
that thrive on other people’s misery and 
hopelessness. Mafia-type associations are doing 
a booming business. The cost of a sea passage to 
Europe is between €5 000 and €10,000. To come 
up with the money, those who want to leave sell 
all their goods, give up their work, and plunge 
deep into debt. Manipulated, intimidated, 

blackmailed, and reduced to slavery, these people 
embark on a perilous and, all too often, deadly 
quest. In financial terms, the people-smuggling 
business has grown to one-third the size of the 
global drug trade, and it continues to expand 
at a dizzying rate. People-smuggling is also 
closely linked to other forms of crime, especially 
prostitution and drugs. Faced with this grim 
reality, Europe cannot afford to remain inactive.

Europe today is the most open continent in the 
world. In 2003 the European Union welcomed 
2.4 million foreigners, well above the 1.9 million 
who entered the United States. To that figure 
should be added an estimated half a million 
more, the European Commission’s estimate 
for the number of new clandestine immigrants 
every year.

In a speech before the European Parliament on 
29 January 2004, the then Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, Mr Kofi Annan, made 
the following statement:  “The message is clear.  
Migrants need Europe.  But Europe also needs 
migrants.” 

Now it is true that, for reasons of demography 
alone, Europe cannot dispense with immigration 
in the future. The shrinking population is one of 
the major threats that the continent faces today. 
With a mean fertility of 1.5 children per woman, 
current population levels cannot be sustained. 
France is a lonely exception, with a mean fertility 
close to 2 children per woman. But on current 
trends Germany, Italy, Spain and the countries 
of central and eastern Europe are in danger of 
seeing their populations drastically reduced, in 
the absence of immigration.

That said, it would be a delusion to view 
immigration as the miracle cure for all the woes 
of European society. This was the error made 
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in the widely discussed United Nations report 
on ‘replacement migration’, published by the 
UN Population Division on 21 March 2000. 
The report famously came to the conclusion 
that Europe should prepare itself to receive 
1.3 billion migrants from all over the world by 
2050, in order to ‘maintain the support ratio’ for 
retired people.

Now it is certain is that, if this argument is taken 
to mean that Europe’s borders should be flung 
wide open, this will have the effect of gravely un-
dermining the continent’s political stability, and 
creating the risk of extremist anti-immigrant ele-
ments coming to power.

The nations in Europe are thus engaged in the 
difficult search for the right balance between 
openness and managed immigration. Reforms 
abound: in the past eight years, every one of the 
Union’s members has rewritten its legislation. In 
the case of Britain and Spain, there have been no 
less than five revisions of the law. Germany, Italy 
and the Netherlands have completely revamped 
their systems. Further changes are being studied 
in the United Kingdom, in Germany, Italy 
and elsewhere. With some variations, all of the 
reforms point in the same direction: promote 
immigration that will be beneficial to the host 
country. Currently, the best trained, most talented 
migrants tend to emigrate to America, while 
the least educated go to Europe. The European 
Commission estimates that, among emigrants 
from the Middle East and North Africa having a 
university degree, 54% end up living in Canada 
or the United States; “among those who have 
not finished primary or secondary school, 87% 
are in Europe.” Immigration in France is also 
characterised by the preponderance of family-
related cases involving unqualified immigrants; 
thus, work accounts for only 5% of the total 
volume of migrants.

All of the EU Member States are today engaged 
in efforts to develop a competence or growth-
oriented immigration policy, while trying to 
manage other types of population movements 
(family reunification, refugees, clandestine im-
migration).

One of the key challenges for European policy 
reform is to map out a needs-based immigration 
policy that does not do anything to exacerbate 
the brain drain that afflicts developing countries. 
The wholesale plundering of Africa’s doctors has 
created a catastrophic health care situation for 
that continent. According to a recent report from 
the World Health Organization, with “24% of 
the global burden of disease, the region has only 
3% of the world’s health workers.” When doctors 
and nurses from Africa are enticed to move 
to the northern hemisphere, never to return, 
this worsens the plight of African populations. 
This is something that we must fight against. If 
European countries need immigration, it must 
be conceived in such a way that the interests 
of poorer countries are protected. Short-term 
immigration is a promising solution, with 
working stays that are limited to two to three 
years and followed by a return to the home 
country.

Considerable progress has been made in Brussels 
on the harmonisation of immigration legislation 
since the Treaty of Amsterdam entered into force 
in 1999; however, the dream of a single European 
policy remains elusive as long as governments 
are not prepared to renounce their prerogative 
over a domain as sensitive as this, in terms of 
domestic policy, social cohesion and long-term 
demographics. 

France cannot afford to remain passive in such 
a situation. Why should France, alone among 
all countries in the world, not have the right to 
reform and adapt itself to the realities of a world 
that is undergoing profound transformation?

The immigration crisis in France

Discussion of immigration, in France and in the 
other major countries of the European Union, 
has for too long been held hostage by two 
extreme ideologies: zero immigration and wide-
open borders.

For my part, I have always opposed the principle 
of zero immigration. Such a policy is neither 
feasible nor desirable. Trying to enforce zero 
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immigration would entail banning mixed 
marriages, closing our universities completely to 
foreign students, and denying our economy the 
foreign specialists that it needs.

Zero immigration is only conceivable under a 
despotic and totalitarian regime. It is a slogan 
born of demagoguery, one that cannot be applied 
in an open society in a modern world. Arguing 
for zero immigration amounts to a refusal to look 
reality in the face and deal with it. Outlandish 
fantasies are not the way to transform reality. 
The partisans of zero immigration, with their 
unrealistic and extreme views, are in favour of 
freezing things as they are; theirs is a backward-
looking stance.

As for the other extreme, the ideology of 
unlimited open borders, we have seen it in action. 
It underlay the policy practised in France by the 
leftist coalition that ruled from 1997 to 2002:  
mass amnesties, a wide-open refugee policy, and 
a massive increase in the volume of migration in 
six years. This ideology led to social exclusion, 
unrest and violence.

In France, there is a deep divide between, on 
the one hand, the attitude on immigration that 
dominates in the elite, the ruling class, and the 
privileged, who tend to be in favour of open 
borders without conditions, and, on the other 
hand, the attitude of the ‘silent majority’, which 
is confronted with all the difficulties of everyday 
life and is therefore much more reticent.

The policy on reuniting families provides an 
excellent illustration of this divide.

The new law of 24 July 200�—more will be 
said about it later—lays out the rules for family 
reunification; it specifies, among other things, 
that a foreigner living in France who wishes his 
or her family to join him must prove that he or 
she has the resources necessary to put them up in 
decent conditions.

This reform proposal ran into a barrage of 
criticism from citizens’ associations, political 
leaders, university professors, certain religious 

leaders, and parts of the press and other media, 
who condemned it as an attack on the rights of 
the family.

In stark contrast, a poll taken in the heat of the 
debate, on 10 May 200�, showed that 73% of 
the French were in favour of this new law. There 
is thus a gap of unprecedented proportions, 
between the attitude to immigration that 
prevails among the self-styled upper echelons of 
society and the views of the vast majority of the 
citizens.

One thing is clear: no public official worthy 
of his or her calling can go on ignoring the 
immigration situation in this country.

The debacle of 21 April 2002, when Jean-Marie 
Le Pen made it into the second round of the 
presidential elections, was the direct result of the 
widespread feeling in parts of French society that 
they had been forgotten. At issue is the future of 
France as a nation.

Our national community is united by the 
French language, the civilisation that emerged 
from Christianity and the Enlightenment, the 
notion of a shared destiny, and the “desire to live 
together,” dear to the philosopher Renan.

Throughout its history, France has been enriched 
by immigrants, who were absorbed into the 
common legacy that binds the nation. One in 
five French people has at least one grandparent 
of foreign origin. What would be France without 
this foreign contribution? So is the French 
melting pot going through a crisis, as some 
experts allege? The answer to that question is not 
a straightforward one.

The majority of the immigrants and their 
descendants have only one desire: to be a part 
of this country and to succeed in school and 
at work, respecting the laws and values of the 
French Republic. Young people whose parents 
came to this country as immigrants are among 
the hardest working, the most dynamic, talented, 
imaginative, and bold people in our workforce. 
In that part of the French population that rises 
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early in the morning to go to work, immigrants 
and the children of immigrants make up a large 
part!

At the same time, it cannot be denied that there 
is a component within the immigrant population 
that cannot, and will not, identify itself with the 
values held by the French civilisation. There 
are practices which remain unacceptable to us, 
such as lingering polygamy, forced marriages, 
the barbarous treatment of women in some 
neighbourhoods, and the violence—in the form 
of insults, stones and blows—directed against 
the police, doctors and fire-fighters who dare set 
foot in a housing project.

What is at stake here is the social cohesion and 
unity of the Republic. We all know very well that 
France does not have the means to welcome all 
those who see in it the land of milk and honey.

In recent years our country has seen the volume 
of immigration greatly increase. In 1995, there 
were 125,000 legal immigrants, to which should 
be added some 20,000 asylum seekers. In 2003, 
there were already 200,000 legal immigrants 
and 82,000 asylum seekers. Those figures do 
not include children and extended family. The 
figures have thus doubled in eight years.

France is reeling under the effects of a disastrous 
policy of indiscriminate openness that the left in 
France maintained for years (a testimony to their 
blindness, perhaps, more than any conviction). 
The amnesties that leftist governments granted 
illegal immigrant in 1981, 1991 and 1997 were 
a magnet. In particular, the amnesty for 80,000 
illegal immigrants in 1997, followed by a period 
where widespread laxness was the policy, sent a 
clear message out to the entire world; and that 
is the reason for the explosion in immigration 
figures, both legal and clandestine, since that 
period.

The havoc caused by the policy of wholesale 
amnesties has been well documented, in Fran-
ce as elsewhere in Europe. The 2005 Spanish 
amnesty for some �00,000 people enticed 
thousands of young Africans into the arms of the 

organised criminal gangs. In Italy, where millions 
of people have benefited from immigration 
amnesties since 1998, a new large-scale action 
is planned for 2007. The country is trapped in 
a spiral of amnesties and massive immigration 
flows.

The left’s policy of indiscriminate openness and 
amnesties, practised from 1997 to 2002, led to 
increasing ghettoisation in France. Each year, 
hundreds of thousands of people were allowed 
to enter the country, without any thought as 
to the conditions under which they would be 
received, housed and employed. France currently 
has a shortage of at least 800,000 units of low-
income housing. The unemployment rate among 
foreigners is 20%, and among immigrants from 
some countries it is as high as 30 to 40%. 
How are these people to become integrated, 
to appropriate for themselves the values of the 
country, when they are unable to make ends 
meet and bring up their children in dignity? By 
letting hundreds of thousands of people enter 
the country despite lacking the resources needed 
to give them decent lodgings and a job, we have 
fostered marginalisation and discrimination in 
the cities, and divided society.

This  policy  of  burying  one’s  head  in  the  
sand has thus created wholesale marginalisation. 
Unable to obtain stable employment and forced 
to accept squalid lodgings, the immigrants 
have been funnelled into the poorest suburban 
ghettoes, frequently in squats or slums. The list of 
cités sensibles, precarious urban zones with a high 
density of immigrant residents, has reached 700 
communities. Urban violence, which flared to 
its worst level so far during the riots of October-
November 2005, is the direct product of decades 
of drift on the question of immigration in France, 
and in particular the irresponsibility of the years 
1997-2002.

The situation redressed

It is for all these reasons that immigration has 
been one of my key dossiers in the four years that 
I have been minister of the interior.
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From 2003 to 200�, there was intensive work on 
a legislative reform of immigration.

Three laws were voted in less than five years:

- the law of 2� November 2003: the fight 
against illegal immigration;

- the law of 10 December 200�: asylum;
- the law of 24 July 200�: immigration and 

integration.

These reforms profoundly transformed and 
renewed the French immigration system.

• Asylum law was brought up to date. The 
time needed to process an application has been 
reduced, from over two years to twelve months. 
Doing away with territorial asylum put an end 
to widespread abuse. A list of countries of origin 
where human rights are known to be respected 
was drawn up, streamlining the processing of 
claims from citizens of safe countries.

• The length of administrative detention was 
extended from 12 to 32 days, facilitating the 
return process; fingerprinting of applicants for 
short-duration visas will be made universal in 
2008, making it possible to identify and expel 
clandestine immigrants.

• The family reunification system has been 
profoundly reformed. A foreigner living in 
France who wishes to bring his or her family will 
now need to meet three essential conditions:

- respect for the fundamental principles of 
the French Republic (secular government, 
equality between men and women);

- ability to meet the needs of the family 
through personal income alone (excluding 
social assistance);

- lodgings appropriate for the family size, 
comparable to those for a French family living 
in the same region.

• The system whereby clandestine immigrants 
who have been on French soil for 10 years had 
an automatic right to legal immigrant status has 
been abolished, because it encouraged them to 

remain in hiding. Amnesties can still be granted 
on an exceptional, case-by-case basis, depending 
on the immigrant’s personal situation.

• Sustained immigration presupposes a genuine 
effort to become integrated. Immigrants will 
now have to sign a formal “welcome/integration 
compact” that includes the obligation to learn 
French and conform to the fundamental 
principles of the French Republic.

• Recruitment of qualified foreign workers 
has been made more flexible for occupations 
and regions that are suffering from a structural 
workforce shortage.

In parallel to this transformation of French law, 
high priority is being given to the day-to-day 
management of immigration.

The appalling images of the Sangatte immigrant 
camp in 2002 symbolise all the callousness of 
the socialist government’s irresponsible approach 
to immigration. Two to three thousand densely 
packed immigrants waited there under shameful 
conditions, hoping for a chance to make the 
transit to Great Britain. 

One of my first decisions as minister of the interior 
was to close this camp, in December 2002, as it 
was acting as a magnet for clandestine immigra-
tion in the Calais region. Enormous efforts were 
undertaken to make it easier to return migrants 
without a legal claim. The number of places 
available for administrative detention was 1 000 
in June 2005; it will be 2 400 this coming June. 
The government has developed a broad system of 
joint return flights with other European partners; 
in 200�, there were 40 such flights, as opposed to 
just 17 in 2005. Biometric identification has been 
introduced on visas, making it easier to identify at 
least some of the illegal immigrants. Finally, the 
French regional prefects have been assigned tough 
targets for return statistics.

Returns of illegal immigrants have thus more 
than doubled in three years, going from 10,000 
in 2002 to 24,000 in 200�. Assistance for 
voluntary returns, essentially moribund, was 
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completely revamped, and the rewards, from a 
mere pittance, have been increased to €3 500 per 
couple, plus €1 000 per child. This has resulted 
in a doubling of the number of beneficiaries in 
one year, to 2 000 persons in 200�.

The struggle against the organised criminal gangs 
has been elevated to a top priority of French 
immigration policy. The police services have been 
mobilised to put an end to their reprehensible 
activities. In close liaison with the judiciary, 
major blows have been struck against the gangs: 
the number of people smugglers arrested went 
from 1 400 in 2003 to more than 3 200 in 200�. 
This has led to some 100 gangs being disbanded, 
frequently as a result of close cooperation with 
our European partners. Punitive measures 
against employers of illegal immigrants have also 
been heightened: from 1 300 arrests in 2003, we 
have gone to more than 2 000 in 200�.

After four years of a policy of firmness on 
immigration matters, the results are gratifying. 
The message is getting through to smugglers and 
prospective immigrants alike: France may be an 
open and welcoming country, but it is not a no-
man’s-land, and it will not stand for its laws on 
entry and residence to be flouted with impunity, 
with the prospect of amnesty to boot. As a result, 
the total number of asylum claimants is dropping 
dramatically. From 82,000 in 2003, it came 
down to 32,000 in 200�. Following years of 
dramatic increases, statistics for legal immigrants 
have also stabilised or retreated somewhat. In 
2005, the figure was 187,000, some 2.�% less 
than in 2004; for 200� the results is expected to 
be similar.

Immigration: a priority for the years to come

These accomplishments do not change the 
magnitude of the tasks that still remain before 
us. To deal successfully with this difficult, multi-
faceted issue, it will be necessary to appoint a 
minister of immigration to whom all of the 
various French administrative bodies dealing with 
immigration will report. The different aspects 
of immigration policy will thus be brought 

together in one office: management of migrant 
movements, asylum, reception and integration 
within France, return arrangements for migrants 
without a legal claim, and co-development. The 
responsibilities of the new minister will include 
resolutely conducting a policy of firmness against 
illegal immigration. He or she will also have to 
pursue the objectives outlined in the 200� law 
on legal immigration: controlling the volume of 
immigration, combating abuse and fraud, and 
encouraging immigrants who meet the needs of 
the French economy.

To be really meaningful, the work done in 
France in the past five years to establish a high-
level immigration policy will ultimately need 
to be translated to the European scale. This is 
because any decision taken by one of the Mem-
ber States in a community where there is free 
movement of persons will have repercussions on 
the neighbouring countries. The Member States 
must march to the same tune. European immi-
gration policy must be based on resolute plans of 
the individual countries and a number of com-
mon guiding principles, such as the rejection of 
mass amnesties, the creation of an effective and 
reliable external border, a common approach to 
asylum and family reunification, and the princi-
ple that illegal migrants will be removed and for-
eigners guilty of crimes will be expelled, except 
in cases where specific protection applies.

With this in mind, the six major European 
Union countries known as the G�, who be-
tween them receive some 80% of all migrants 
in Europe, last year adopted the principle of a 
European immigration pact, under which they 
commit themselves to constructing a common 
immigration policy. This is a big challenge for 
the future.

It is my profound conviction that an effective 
and durable solution to the immigration problem 
will only be brought about if there is economic, 
social and political development in the poorest 
countries. Co-development is a means to this 
end; it consists of mobilising the innovation and 
savings capital of the emigrant communities for 
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the benefit of their country’s development.

Remittances from immigrants living in France 
amount to some 8 billion euros every year. Of 
this amount, 80% is spent on consumables. 
By encouraging their use for investment, we 
can initiate a dynamic that will stimulate 
development.

The law of 24 July 200� provided an outline for 
a grand co-development policy based on three 
basic measures:

- making it easier for motivated and gifted 
students to come to France, with a view to 
ultimately returning to their country of origin 
and participating in its modernisation;

- creating a “skills and talent” card, valid for 
three years, to allow qualified professionals 
to enrich their professional biographies by 
working in France for a limited time and 
then returning, to contribute to economic 
development;

- setting up a co-development savings plan for 
immigrants living in France, under which 
their savings deposits would benefit from 
significant tax advantages on condition that 
they are used for productive investment in 
the country of origin.

Setting up this system, which will be a high 
priority in the next few years, will require intense 
dialogue with the countries of origin.

In the spirit of the global management of 
migratory flows, the foundations of which 
were approved at the Rabat conference in July 
200�, on 23 September in Dakar I signed, 
together with the minister of the interior of 
Senegal, an initial bilateral agreement on the 
common management of migratory flows. This 
is a highly significant convention, which puts 
up a foundation for a joint immigration policy. 
It provides for negotiations between the two 
countries on the volume of migration and other 
arrangements, and for close cooperation in the 
fight against illegal immigration. It also provides 
for Senegalese students to come to France, and 

institutes a co-development policy between the 
two countries.

At some point, this type of bilateral agreement 
will have to be generalised, if we hope to restore 
some order to the global immigration situation.

Subsequently, and more ambitiously, negotia-
tions will have to commence on a multilateral 
treaty on migration, a treaty that will spell out 
the rights and obligations of countries, including 
the absolute duty to re-admit citizens who are in 
another country illegally. Custody of this treaty 
will have to be entrusted to an international 
migration agency.

One of the new agency’s tasks will be to mobilise 
the international community in the fight against 
human smuggling. We are facing a resurgence in 
the slave trade. Suitable sanctions against this type 
of smuggling must be put in place everywhere, 
to match the reprehensible nature of the crime. 
The international police community must be 
mobilised to suppress this odious activity, which 
results in thousands of deaths each year.

Only if we do this can immigration form the 
basis for a renewed north-south dialogue in the 
years to come.

Nicolas Sarkozy is the President of France.
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The German chancellor 
Angela Merkel intro-
duced the credo for her 
government’s policy 
with the observation that 
globalisation will not 

work unless participants, that is, the countries 
of the Earth, can agree on a core legacy of shared 
values.1 The global patterns of migration are an 
integral part of globalisation. With increasing 
globalisation—the freedom of global exchanges 
and competition for goods and services, 
combined with increased mobility of people—it 
has become ever more clear that distances matter 
less. Opportunities are less restrained by national 
borders, and so are risks. The processes involved 
are dynamic and interactive, sometimes mutually 
reinforcing. 

Globalisation is the cause of increasing migration; 
conversely, migration provides a powerful 
impetus for further globalisation. The need 
for shared values thus applies to cooperation 
between countries of origin, transit countries 
and countries of destination, if they wish to 
benefit from the opportunities opened up by 
migration and development and reduce the risks 
associated with illegal migration, fleeing refugees 
and uncontrolled migratory flows.

According to a 200� report by the Secretary-
General of the United Nations,2 some �4 million 
of the worldwide total of 191 million migrants, 
i.e. one third, live in Europe. Since 1990, the 
share of immigrants from economically less 
developed countries has increased from 53% to 
�1%.

It is no secret that migration is often the result of 
a low standard of living in the country of origin. 
If this is not addressed, it will cause us many 
more problems than if we resolve to help them 
achieve a decent standard of living in their own 
country. One of the effects of migration is that all 
parts of society must gradually acknowledge the 
fact that we live in one world; and, accordingly, 
we cannot and must not close our eyes to what 
happens elsewhere. It is tempting, particularly in 
our affluent societies, to limit our vision to what 
is happening in our own front yard and ignore 
what is happening elsewhere. This is very unwise, 
in view of the daily reality of migration. If we 
hope to have a voice in changing and shaping 
the cause and effect of migration, we must face 
up to the global challenges.

If we accept the premise of a ‘triple win’ for 
countries of origin, countries of destination 
and the migrants themselves—as set out by the 
Global Commission on International Migration3 
and adopted by the High-Level Dialogue on 
International Migration and Development4 of 
the United Nations last autumn—participants 
must proceed by a process of give and take, 
and reliable cooperation is required within the 
framework of a common approach to migration 
policy.

Globalisation has not only made our societies 
more diverse; it has also diversified the migratory 
flows. Migrants today are composed of highly 
disparate groups of people: economic and 
political refugees, victims of human trafficking, 
but also highly skilled and educated people. Given 
the variety of migration backgrounds, the legal 

1 Speech held at the conference “Making Globalisation Fair”, 22–23 November 200�.
2 See “Globalization and interdependence: International migration and development”, p. 29. Document A/�0/871, UN General Assembly, 

sixtieth session, agenda item 54(c). See especially Table 2, “Estimated number of international migrants and their percentage distribution by 
major area, including percentage of female migrants: 1990-2005”.

3 Migration in an interconnected world: New directions for action. Report of the Global Commission on International Migration, October 2005.
4 United Nations General Assembly, 14–15 September 200� session in New York.
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reactions of the European host countries need 
to be differentiated as well. For the same reason, 
policies for development, for humanitarian aid 
and for legal migration, and refugee/asylum 
policy must be integrated into a single coherent 
strategy better than hitherto. We must pay heed 
to the mutual interrelationships, and ensure that 
the different areas of policy—internal affairs, 
justice, business, development cooperation, 
external affairs—mesh together. The decisions 
taken in any one country in the European Union 
often have ramifications that affect other Member 
States. At the European level, policy needs to be 
oriented towards dialogue and cooperation with 
neighbouring non-EU states and the principal 
countries used for the transit to Europe. Some of 
the migration issues involved fall squarely within 
the purview of the European Union, while others 
remain the domain of the Member States; but 
even then, an ongoing exchange of information 
and knowledge between the Member States is 
necessary.

In many European countries conditions have 
changed dramatically in a rather short time. 
Thus, Spain, a traditional country of emigrants, 
has become a country of immigration; a 
development that goes much deeper than the 
sensational pictures of (mostly African) migrants 
in small craft, striving for the Canary Islands. 
Every year, thousands of illegal immigrants make 
for the north African coast, a staging point in 
the journey to Europe. Most of them come from 
sub-Saharan African countries or southern Asia. 
First it was Morocco, then Libya that was the 
preferred country of transit for African migrants. 
Since the start of 200� it has been Mauritania, 
although heightened security in that country 
has now in turn caused the migrants’ routes to 
shift southwards, to Senegal and Gambia. The 
destinations for these illegal migrants from Africa 
are mainly Italy, Spain, Greece and Portugal.
For other European Member States, especially 

among the recent arrivals, the more significant  
illegal immigration routes run through the 
eastern and south-eastern neighbourhood of 
the European Union: Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, 
Turkey, Serbia, Montenegro and Croatia. Once 
inside the European Union, the immigrants 
continue moving until they reach its western 
and southern parts. Many Member States are 
countries of destination and transit at the same 
time. 

In view of the global and European context, the 
approach must be a multilateral one, adapted to 
the available options in terms of international 
and supranational conditions and possibilities 
for cooperation. At the Brussels summit meeting 
in November 2004, the heads of state and 
heads of government of the EU Member States 
adopted guidelines for internal affairs and justice 
policy for 2005–2010, by endorsing the Hague 
programme for strengthening freedom, security 
and justice.5 The key points include creating a 
common asylum policy by 2010, managing 
legal migration, assigning tasks for protecting 
the external borders of the European Union, 
and taking measures to combat international 
terrorism and organised crime. The conclusions 
are in line with the outcome of the 1999 Tampere 
summit.�

Building on this foundation, the European 
Council in December 2005 drew up its “Global 
Approach to Migration”, focussing particularly 
on Africa and the Mediterranean basin,7 and with 
a concrete plan of action for priority measures 
that the European Union and its Member States 
have been progressively putting into practice. At 
the December 200� meeting of the European 
Council the heads of state and government 
assessed the results achieved, and agreed to move 
the common global approach forward, both in 
substantive terms and in terms of geography.8
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5 The Hague Programme: Ten priorities for the next five years. The Partnership for European renewal in the field of Freedom, Security and 
Justice. Meeting of the European Council 4–5 November 2004, presidency conclusions, 8 December 2004, document 14292/1/04 REV. 1 
CONCL 3.

� Tampere European Council 15–1� October 1999, presidency conclusions, 1� October 1999, document SI(1999)800.
7 Brussels European Council, 15-1� December 2005, presidency conclusions, 17 December 2005, document 15914/05 CONCL 3.
8 Brussels European Council, 15-1� December 2005, presidency conclusions, 15 December 2005, document 1�879/0� CONCL 3.



In the first year of the new package of measures, 
which emphasises dialogue and cooperation 
with countries of origin and transit countries, 
it became even more clear that, in the interests 
of results and to advance the desired triple-win 
outcome, the European Union should seek to 
offer those countries something that corresponds 
to their legitimate interests. Among the possible 
areas in which this might be done, the non-
EU partners have repeatedly9 urged measures 
to facilitate mobility, for example where visas 
are concerned, or the promotion of legal 
immigration paths to Europe. This would also 
include exploring possibilities for temporary or 
circular migration.

Although the labour markets of many EU 
Member States offer only limited possibilities 
for accommodating job migrants from the 
countries under consideration, the European 
Union cannot continue to rule them out, if the 
wish is to continue developing the common 
global approach to migration and controlling 
migration, and see some progress in cooperation 
with the non-EU countries along the principal 
migration routes. Merely insisting that they 
respect the existing legal10 and political 
obligations with regard to the fight against illegal 
immigration and immigrant return policy, while 
ignoring the interests of those countries, will not 
be good enough, if the hope is to build genuine 
and reliable partnerships.

In so doing, we must bear in mind that domestic 
social, economic and political conditions vary 
widely, both within the European Union and 
along the migration routes that lead from 
and through other countries in the Union’s 
neighbourhood. Just as the structure of the labour 
market varies from one EU country to another, 
so the needs and problems of non-EU countries 
are extremely diverse. Their interests accordingly 
lie in various directions. What is required is to 

aim for a balanced scheme of cooperation and 
partnership that will leave sufficient flexibility 
and room for specifics to do justice to the broad 
spectrum of national conditions and interests.

Today it is in Europe’s interest to accept highly 
skilled immigrants, for example. At the same 
time, this is at odds with our objective of 
stemming the brain drain that afflicts many 
of the countries of origin. We therefore need 
to look for solutions that turn on a reasonable 
balance of interests.

Incidentally, we should also be prepared for the 
possibility of rapid fluctuations on the European 
Union’s national labour markets with respect 
to both supply and demand, as globalisation 
and economic and social evolution proceed. 
Europe must prepare itself by coordinating and 
exercising the options for cooperation with non-
EU countries.

My thoughts on the matter have already been 
the subject of in-depth deliberations among 
the ministers of justice and the interior of the 
European Union, at their informal meeting in 
Dresden11 and at the Council meeting of 15 
February 2007;12 essentially, they consist of the 
following.

Where Member States are in a position to offer 
legal migrants access to their national labour 
markets—for a limited period of time—they 
should do so; at the same time, they should 
inform the European Union of the quotas 
they have applied. This will allow the Union 
to improve its negotiating position by offering 
advantages in terms of legal migration to 
countries that are particularly cooperative.

The mechanisms of temporary or circular 
migration will be important tools; they consist 
of Member States offering temporary residence 
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9 The concern that non-EU countries have expressed in this regard is reflected in the outcome of the ministerial conferences of Rabat (10–11 
July 200�) and Tripoli (22–23 November 200�), which the European Union and its Member States wanted to use to achieve deeper and more 
intensive cooperation and dialogue with the countries of origin and transit along the migration routes from Africa and the Mediterranean 
area.

10 The principle according to which states have an obligation to accept returnee citizens is rooted in international custom. Bilateral and multila-
teral returnee agreements merely reaffirm that obligation and make it concrete.

11 14–1� January 2007.
12 Further steps. Conclusions of the European Council, 14–15 December 200�, document �193/07 LIMITE MIGR 11.



to foreign workers or students for purposes of 
work, training or education. Such a residence 
scheme with a definite time-frame would reduce 
uncertainty for the European host countries; but 
it would also, importantly, harbour the promise 
of development benefits.

Returnees would be able to use the skills, 
education and perhaps some of the money they 
acquired in the European Union to improve the 
infrastructure and economic health of their own 
country. This would be a way for the private 
sector to complement regular development 
assistance (which naturally remains of great 
importance) by supporting even further 
economic development in the country of origin, 
working to incrementally reduce poverty and 
misery, thereby weakening the biggest ‘push 
factor’ responsible for illegal migration.

The potential that migration holds for 
development policy can be seen in the financial 
flow of financial remittances that immigrants send 
back to their countries of origin. The volume of 
this flow, which we propose to stimulate further 
by reducing the cost of transfers, already exceeds 
the volume of regular development aid.13

Of course, this is private money, and the manner 
in which it is used and perhaps invested in the 
country of origin is not for politicians to decide, 
certainly not directly. Experience shows, however, 
that the private capital that flows back does not 
all disappear into consumer purchases; some of 
it ends up establishing and strengthening small 
and medium-sized businesses.

The recognition that we need to do something 
to combat the factors that force people to 
flee and migrate, with suitable programmes 
and measures in the countries of origin and 
transit in the migratory flows to Europe, 
makes it imperative for us to capitalise on the 
development benefits of circular (and, of course, 
temporary) immigration, and to shape them 

with a coherent migration policy elaborated in 
consultation with those countries. With definite 
time-frames for residence in the European 
countries, return migration targets and support 
for returnee integration, we can turn the brain 
drain into a brain gain, allowing the countries 
of origin to reap the benefits of having highly 
motivated, trained and educated returnees as 
motors of business growth. This could also be 
the beginning of a solution to the conflict of 
interests mentioned earlier, in the competition 
for skilled labour.

The question of return migration brings us to 
a crucial prerequisite for circular and temporary 
migration. Effective, reliable cooperation is 
required from the transit countries and countries 
of origin to support—and enforce, if necessary—
the return of migrants who were admitted on 
a temporary basis to a labour market in the 
European Union. Put another way, the signature 
and effective implementation of an agreement 
on returning emigrants must become the key 
for unlocking the benefits offered by temporary 
migration to the European Union.

Negotiations on returnee arrangements have 
in fact been started with a number of non-EU 
countries, but there are numerous complications. 
Even where agreements already exist, there are 
numerous practical hurdles to successful return 
and repatriation. Thought should therefore be 
given to establishing linkage between, on the 
one hand, the objectives of reducing illegal 
migration and implementing an active return 
policy, and on the other, realising the practical 
benefits of legal migration. Linkage would make 
it clear that cooperation in the fight against 
illegal migration and in repatriation is in the 
interests of the countries of origin and transit, 
by setting the stage for improved utilisation of 
the opportunities offered by legal migration to 
achieve development goals.

In so doing, however, it must be made 
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unambiguously clear that recruitment drives for 
guest workers, such as those that took place in 
Germany in the 19�0s and 1970s, are no longer 
possible, and will not be considered. Instead, 
the intention behind the temporary or circular 
migration schemes being discussed today will 
be to exploit the potential benefits of migration 
to achieve development objectives and thereby 
reduce the causes of the phenomenon of refugees 
and illegal migrants.

Of course, at the time when the guest workers 
were coming to Germany, no one, least of all 
they themselves, suspected that their stay would 
become permanent. The workers who were 
recruited, initially from Italy, later from Spain, 
Portugal, Yugoslavia and then Turkey, intended 
initially to stay for a few years, and this was 
reflected in the contracts. It was only later that 
they decided to stay, and accordingly began to 
bring their children and families over as well.

Now, this is the decisive difference between the 
proposed concept and the guest worker policy 
of the past. Circular and temporary migration, 
which we wish to elaborate in partnership with 
the other European countries, clearly sets out the 
rules at the outset, including return arrangements 
as an integral part. That is why it has to be linked 
with a smoothly operating arrangement of 
returnee agreements, and with full cooperation 
from the non-EU countries concerned.

To link the proposed concept of promotion 
of circular and temporary migration with the 
objectives that are particularly important to the 
destination countries in the European Union, 
we therefore recommend elaborating packages 
of objectives, and negotiating comprehensive 
partnership agreements on that basis. More 
intensive partnership between the European 
Union and its Member States on the one hand, 
and non-EU countries along the principal 
migration routes on the other, should aim at 
dovetailing and linking the efforts to reduce 
illegal migration with the desire to realise 
the potential benefits of legal migration.

European migration policy still has a long way 
to go before meeting the goal of eradicating the 
factors of forced migration, in particular poor 
standards of living in the countries of origin. 
We must aim to achieve medium-term and 
long-term successes. At the same time, there are 
immediate steps that can be taken to combat 
illegal migration, human smuggling and human 
trafficking, and to create the right conditions 
for encouraging and enforcing repatriation of 
migrants who have an obligation to return.

The global approach to migration decided in 
2005 and the subsequent action of the European 
Council in December 200� are a good beginning. 
The cooperation agreements called for under 
that approach must now be negotiated with the 
non-EU countries, following a policy of give and 
take to arrive at concrete negotiating successes. 
The partnership concept described above may 
be one possibility, allowing the European Union 
to offer new possibilities for legal migration, in 
particular circular and temporary migration, for 
those countries that are prepared to cooperate. 
The European Union collectively is in a good 
position to do so, as long as the individual 
members (bearing in mind their labour markets) 
voluntarily report immigration quotas, which can 
be used as an incentive to encourage cooperation 
on all the interlinked objectives of European 
migration policy. During its presidency of the 
Council, Germany intends to work to advance 
European migration policy along these paths, 
both those that are proven and those that are 
new.

For us, progress on these issues is important, 
because the question of credibility is tied up 
in the migration–development nexus. And 
credibility is an essential value in our legacy of 
shared values, which will stand us in good stead 
in facing up to the challenges of globalisation 
and global migration. 

Wolfgang Schäuble is the Federal Minister of the 
Interior of Germany.
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The European experien-
ce in the last 50 years 
has been marked not 
only by protracted 
peace but also by the 
principles envisioned by 

the founding fathers of the Union. However, 50  
years after the Treaty of Rome, Europe has entered 
a deep, multifaceted crisis. There is widespread 
insecurity among European citizens, stemming 
from stagnant rates of development, persistent 
high unemployment, increased immigration 
and daunting demographic problems. Europe’s 
apparent inability to tackle these issues only 
contributes to the feeling of uneasiness.
 
Among the issues mentioned, immigration is 
perhaps the biggest challenge for the European 
Union. It is an issue that brings out prejudices 
and misconceptions like no other. There are many 
aspects to the issue of immigration. It is linked to 
the fight against racism and xenophobia, and to 
the integration and employment of immigrants. 
Furthermore, illegal immigration touches on 
asylum policy and, above all, the traffic in human 
beings. Immigration is an issue that is tied up 
with our concept of human rights and reflects 
our sensitivities. Ultimately, it is the one issue 
that best mirrors the level of our civilization.

All this is happening at a time when reports 
show that 20 million immigrants are needed 
to rejuvenate the aging European economy in 
the years between 2010 and 2030. We have 
now realised that the solution to Europe’s 
demographic problem is through immigrants 
from non-EU countries. 

Starting with the principle that co-dependence 
is inevitable in a constantly changing world, 
a world of increased mobility, the European 
Union is called upon to strengthen those 
common policies that relate to immigration. 
Increased immigration in conjunction with the 
elimination of internal borders has led to the 
realisation that issues such as this can only be 
dealt with together. A common immigration 
policy is a two-way street. On this we agree. But 
a series of problems emerges, which we shall now 
attempt to deal with one by one.

What happened to the common immigration 
policy of the European Union?

If we look at the developments that the common 
immigration policy of the European Union has 
undergone, it becomes evident that, despite the 
ongoing process of creating an area of freedom, 
security and justice, especially in the field of 
admission and integration policy, few mandatory 
and legally binding regulatory provisions are 
actually in place. Furthermore, some of the 
Member States are failing to apply the binding 
decisions promptly, or are delaying their 
incorporation into national legislation, for the 
most part doing so only when compelled by the 
intervention of the European Court of Justice.2 

Despite the high degree of cooperation between 
the Member States at the European level, the 
creation of a comprehensive and dynamic 
immigration policy remains, to a large extent, 
a national concern. The debate on immigration 
tends to be shaped by the conflicts and 
idiosyncrasies of the actors concerned.3 Decisions 
on immigration policy and practical measures 
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tend to be taken domestically and determined 
on the basis of the scale and composition of 
immigration in one’s own country. The national 
interests are reflected in the discussions at 
the EU level; all too often the measure of the 
importance that the individual Member States 
attach to harmonisation is shown by their 
foot-dragging when it comes to implementing 
binding decisions and transposing them into 
national law. 

Five years after Tampere, the European Council, 
at its meeting in November 2004 under the 
Dutch presidency, approved a new long-term 
programme, the Hague Programme, which 
will enable the European Union to build on its 
achievements and meet the challenges it will face 
in the future. It underlines the deficiencies in the 
transposition of EU legislation to the Member 
States. The aims of the programme include 
the improvement of the common capability 
of the European Union and its Member States 
to guarantee fundamental rights, minimum 
procedural safeguards, access to justice for the 
protection of those requiring protection, in 
accordance with the Geneva Convention relating 
to the Status of Refugees and other international 
conventions, the regulation of immigration 
flows and control of the external borders of the 
European Union.4

challenges

One challenging issue concerns the coordination 
of the bodies involved in managing immigration 
flows, and the simplification of decision-making 
procedures using the qualified majority. It is 
important to move to qualified majority voting 
and co-decisions on most of the matters falling 
under Chapter IV of the EU Treaty, with the 
exception of legal immigration, for which a 
regime of unanimity and consultation with the 
Parliament applies.5

Particular emphasis must be placed on the need 
for solidarity and a fair distribution of burdens 
among the Member States, including those not 
under pressure from immigration.

We also need to highlight the importance of 
cooperation in regard to the effective control of 
external borders. In December 2005, the Council 
adopted the ‘Global Approach to Migration’, 
stressing the need for a comprehensive policy 
on immigration issues, especially in the 
Mediterranean region. In November 200� the 
Commission drew up a report on the progress 
made in implementing the Global Approach. It 
is evident that greater emphasis needs to be put 
on better management of sea borders in Europe, 
including the south-eastern Mediterranean, 
by creating a Mediterranean coast guard in 
order to prevent human tragedies and control 
immigration flows. 

The pressure of illegal immigration on the 
Member States in the Mediterranean region has 
reached an alarming level, and the coordinating 
role of Frontex is more substantial. In July 2005, 
at a meeting in Evian of the home affairs ministers 
of the five largest EU countries, it was proposed 
that joint naval patrols should be carried out by 
the three Member States which have sea borders 
with North Africa (Italy, Spain and France), to 
combat rampant illegal immigration.

The Prime Minister of Greece, Kostas Karamanlis, 
has repeatedly stressed the urgent need for all 
Member States to cooperate more closely against 
illegal immigration and human trafficking, 
especially in regard to external sea border 
control. He is building support for the creation 
of a European coast guard to cover the whole 
of the Mediterranean. The maritime borders in 
the south-east are under great pressure, and the 
alarming number of human lives lost testifies to 
the urgency of the matter. 
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On another issue, the proliferation of directives 
and decisions over the years testifies that 
bureaucracy inhibits many of our actions. 
There is an urgent need for these decisions and 
directives to be codified. Without codification, 
we are floating in a sea of documents and 
decisions. Furthermore, delays in adopting 
European legislation undermine the efforts to 
achieve a single European policy in this area.

These are just some of the measures that call 
for joint decisions and unwavering, resolute 
implementation.

The European Union is bringing these areas of 
policy steadily closer together. However, there is 
still a long way to go before a common European 
immigration policy can be achieved, despite the 
progress which has been made in recent years. 

What needs to be done

Future European policy on immigration and 
asylum must be based on a joint analysis of all 
aspects of the issue. For this purpose, a European 
centre for immigration policy research should 
be considered. This centre would cooperate 
closely with its counterparts in the countries of 
origin and transit. Its aims should include the 
following:

•	 A unified database should be established, with 
key information on the scale and composition 
of immigration in the European Union, and 
perhaps on immigration flows in prospective 
Member States and the major countries of 
origin and transit, with data on immigrants’ 
age, education, vocational experience, language 
skills, etc. The information collected should be 
used exclusively for purposes of analysing the 
political background and informing the public 
about immigration policy issues. The collected 
data must be accurate and reliable, and should be 
seen as a public rather than political resource.

•	 Every Member State should prepare reports on 
major developments in its immigration policy. 
These would be analysed by the proposed centre 

for immigration policy research to monitor 
the implementation of immigration measures 
which have been decided upon at the EU level. 
There should also be systematic, objective, 
independent and effective evaluations with a 
view to appraising the operation of the measures 
and proposing solutions to problems which arise 
during their implementation. The evaluation of 
implementation and the impact of the measures 
taken are also important from the point of view 
of the Hague Programme.

•	 Qualitative research reports should be prepared 
on all the parameters (demographic, economic 
and political) of immigration waves, and plans 
developed for future immigration policy. For 
this purpose, a special research fund must be set 
up.

•	 In facing this issue, it would be wise to look 
at the experience of other countries traditionally 
receiving immigrants, such as the United States, 
Canada and Australia, and exchange knowledge 
in the field of immigration and integration.

•	 Above all, the coordination of cooperation 
between those responsible for immigration 
policy, asylum policy, and related policy areas is 
of utmost importance.

Integration 

On the issue of integrating third-country 
nationals who are lawful residents in the 
European Union, it will be necessary to define 
a more effective policy. Integration must be 
seen as a continuous process aiming to ensure 
that immigrants, while participating in various 
individual sectors of society, develop their talents 
according to their ability and readiness to make 
a contribution, with a minimum of restriction 
and the greatest possible independence, and 
that they are able to live and work without 
suffering discrimination. Each Member State 
could contribute to this by promoting measures 
for integration and removing the obstacles to 
achieving it. The possibilities for integration 
should be made available not only to newly 
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arrived immigrants, but also to those who are 
longer-term residents in the European Union, 
especially those who choose to live for a long 
period in a particular Member State. In this 
respect, education certainly plays a key role, and 
should not be confined to children and young 
people; it should be viewed as a lifelong resource 
for personal processes of integration. 

The creation of a unified European education 
system must include a common plan for the 
education and training of immigrants. This task 
should not be treated in isolation, but rather 
should form part of a broader effort to promote 
disadvantaged population groups, such as the 
Roma, and prevent ghettoisation. For immigrant 
children, regardless of their residence status, 
there must be mandatory schooling.
 
Greece has recently passed a new law 
(338�/2005) which streamlines the bureaucratic 
procedures for work and residence permits and 
includes provisions for the successful integration 
of third-country nationals and for schooling for 
immigrant children.
 
Racism and xenophobia

In the fight against racism and xenophobia, 
it is important to remember that ignorance 
generates fear. Here, the education system and 
the media can play an important role. Not only 
should immigrants be informed about life in the 
European Union, but EU citizens need to be 
informed about the living conditions and ways 
and customs in the immigrants’ countries of 
origin, which will result in better understanding 
between the different social groups and 
the eradication of prejudice, ignorance and 
intolerance.�

Illegal immigration

The question of illegal immigration is becoming 
increasingly important, both at the national 
and at the European level. The development 

of a strategic plan for legal immigration must 
take into account the current scale of illegal 
immigration in the Member States. It is widely 
recognised that the measures adopted so far have 
accomplished little in controlling the problem.
 
Alongside these measures, the efforts of the EU 
Member States must in the future be focused 
on combating the shadow economy and 
illegal employment. The reality is that cheap, 
lucrative immigrant labour remains an attractive 
commodity. Furthermore, in today’s globalised 
economy mobility is highly encouraged. 
Statistics show that the majority of immigrants 
remaining illegally in the Member States are 
‘visa overstayers’, people who entered legally and 
stayed on in the host country after their tourist 
or student visa expired. A complete solution to 
the problem of illegal immigration will therefore 
be impossible unless it takes on the problem of 
illegal employment as well as illegal entry and 
residence. 

If we consider the European Union as a 
unified area, large-scale legalisations for illegal 
immigrants in one country have consequences 
for all other Member States. It needs to be 
understood that any mass unilateral legalisation 
of illegal immigrants is not a solution; on the 
contrary, it increases immigration pressure 
and leads to unforeseen developments. 
Unilateral action in a community of open 
internal borders—in which interdependence 
and interactions are unavoidable—is a matter 
which deserves our serious attention. The EU 
Member States are closely interconnected. 
Thus, the national measures which they adopt 
as part of their immigration policy affect the 
other Member States of the Community. This 
was made clear in the reactions of some Member 
States faced with measures put in place by one 
country. The same applies to actions which are 
jointly agreed, such as the abolition of internal 
borders, which require close cooperation on 
matters of asylum and immigration policy. If, in 
the future, the harmonisation of the above two 
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aspects of policy proceeds more rapidly, Member 
States will become progressively less independent 
in their decision-making. In the long term this 
could certainly improve the chances for success 
of a common European immigration policy. 

The policy of systematic repatriation of illegal 
immigrants is an important element in the 
measures to combat illegal immigration. Equally 
important in this context is the policy of sharing 
the cost for the return of illegal immigrants. Also, 
balanced cooperation between the European 
Union and countries of origin or transit outside 
the EU is of importance, as was recently stressed 
in the Justice and Home Affairs Council meeting 
of February 2007. Readmission agreements 
must be upgraded from the national level to 
the EU level. The results achieved so far in this 
area of immigration policy are insufficient. 
Negotiations for the conclusion of agreements 
of this kind must be stepped up and accelerated 
in the future. 

In recent years Greece has taken a series of steps 
to deal with illegal immigration, including the 
signing of bilateral agreements with Turkey 
and Italy in 2000 to combat human trafficking 
and smuggling. In the bilateral agreement 
with Turkey, it was also agreed that one of the 
measures against illegal immigration would be 
repatriation of illegal immigrants, whether they 
be nationals of the two signatory countries or 
of some third country. The fact that Turkey has 
not kept its end of the agreement means that, 
in practice, only a small percentage of those 
entering illegally are being repatriated.

Human trafficking

Lastly, greater determination and resolve is needed 
for the fight against human trafficking. The aim 
must be to punish not only the perpetrators but 
also the accomplices to this serious criminal 
activity. The fines imposed on convicted 
perpetrators should be used to constitute a fund 
to support the victims of human trafficking.

Asylum and refuges

The record on the common policy on asylum 
and refugees also leaves something to be desired. 
The hope of the European Union for close 
cooperation in this area of immigration policy, 
and the desire to develop procedures which go 
beyond the minimum agreed requirements, 
have been reiterated many times. Nonetheless, 
there is no agreement among the Member 
States regarding a timetable for this policy. Most 
governments consider that a plan to develop 
a common asylum system by 2010 would be 
overly optimistic. On the other hand, the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees has 
expressed disappointment at the fact that the 
Member States have not kept the promises 
they made at the Tampere European Council. 
UNHCR has repeatedly asked the Member States 
to use their refugee policy to improve protection 
in the countries of origin and the quality of the 
asylum systems in the European Union.7

It is important that the Member States should lay 
down strict rules for conditions in the reception 
centres. It is unacceptable that asylum seekers in 
some Member States should be forced to live in 
inhuman conditions while waiting for a decision 
on their status.8 For one thing, asylum seekers 
should be admitted and housed at reception 
centres, and not put in detention. After a 
specified length of time, they must be given access 
to the job market, so they can begin to support 
themselves, reducing their dependence on 
welfare institutions. In addition to asylum under 
the Geneva Convention relating to the Status of 
Refugees, other options and forms of protection 
for refugees must be identified and carefully 
considered. The transit countries must also 
become involved in refugee protection and, with 
EU support, take responsibility for immigrants 
in need of protection. On this question, it is 
important that all of those countries should 
accede to the Geneva Convention on Refugees 
and abide by it. This is another point stressed in 
the Hague Programme.9 
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Finally, it should be emphasised that a key 
objective for correct management of the 
immigration question in the European Union is 
that the issue should be dealt with in conjunction 
with development aid to the countries of origin. 
Development aid and immigration policy in 
the European Union are closely linked, as the 
September 2005 Commission Communiqué 
pointed out; this is evident in many ways, from 
the considerable economic aid which immigrants 
provide to their countries of origin (through 
money transfers, etc.) to the need for alleviation 
of the effects of the brain drain.

Ioannis Varvitsiotis is a Member of the European 
Parliament and Head of the Greek delegation in the 
EPP-ED Group. He is a former Minister of defence 
and Chairman of the Constantinos Karamanlis 
Institute for Democracy.
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Economic migration 
allows people to move 
from places where they 
are less productive 
to places where they 
are more productive. 

Global economic output is thereby increased. 
Furthermore, migration helps to decouple 
economic opportunity from place of birth. 
Global equality of opportunity is improved as a 
result. These are powerful arguments in favour of 
migration in a world where geographic income 
differences are substantial.

Global income differences significant enough to 
trigger large-scale migration were already present 
20 years ago. However, at the time there were 
three major barriers to migration: immigration 
restrictions in rich countries; emigration 
restrictions, especially in communist countries; 
and a lack of necessary funds and information 
for potential migrants. 

With the fall of the Berlin Wall, emigration 
restrictions have largely disappeared. And as 
a result of globalisation, the proportion of the 
world population with access to the necessary 
funds and information to engage in economic 
migration is on the increase. As the principal 
remaining barrier, the immigration restrictions 
of rich countries are increasingly exposed to 
rising immigration pressures.

For the sake of global economic efficiency and 
equality of opportunity, these immigration 
restrictions should be relaxed, but public opinion 
in many rich countries is in favour of tightening 
them. In a recent FT/Harris poll on migration 
attitudes,1 40% of the respondents in France and 

more than �0% in the other countries surveyed 
(United Kingdom, Italy, Spain, Germany) replied 
that there were too many immigrants in their 
country and that their country’s immigration 
policy was making it too easy for migrants to 
enter legally.

Why is the call for more restrictive immigration 
so widespread? Clearly, there are concerns about 
failed integration and the risk of an ethnic 
underclass emerging in a number of European 
countries. Due to recent terrorist attacks and 
terrorist attempts involving Muslim immigrants, 
there are worries about Muslim fundamentalism 
among immigrant populations. Negative 
personal experiences with immigrants, sometimes 
too readily generalised when undercurrents of 
xenophobia are present, can also play a role.
But I believe that the most important reason 
for the negative public response to immigration 
is widespread uncertainty about the future 
consequences of substantial further immigration. 
What will be the impact on employment and 
wages? What will be the impact on the budget 
and the welfare systems? What will be the impact 
on local communities, on public institutions, on 
the identity of the host country in the long run?

In many European countries, the core of society 
is profoundly uncertain what the answers to these 
legitimate questions are. This uncertainty leads 
to the understandable desire to err on the side 
of caution when it comes to immigration policy. 
It would be both unfair and counterproductive 
to accuse the average citizen of irrational fear or 
dislike of foreigners because of that caution. 

Instead, the public discourse needs to embrace 
that caution. The real question is this: what does 

1 Financial Times, 20 October 200�.
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a cautious immigration policy offering low risk 
and high returns look like? For far too long, it 
was assumed that a cautious immigration policy 
would essentially be passive or defensive. The 
present challenge for immigration policy makers 
is to become more systematic and proactive 
about being cautious. What we need is a risk 
management approach to immigration policy.

An impact matrix for migration policy

In order to develop that approach, it is essential to 
better understand the risks and the opportunities 
involved. It turns out that they vary substantially 
with the skill level of the migrants. Hence, it is 
worth taking a closer look at the likely impact of 
high-skill and of low-skill migration on the three 
principal relevant actors in immigration policy: 
the rich host country, the poor source country, 
and the migrants themselves. 

The host country perspective 

Immigration will typically increase the economic 
output of a country. In that sense, immigration 
is a source of GDP growth. However, only part 
of that increased output will accrue to local 
workers and local owners of capital. A substantial 
portion of the increased output will go to the 
immigrants. Another portion of the gains will go 
to foreign owners of local capital. 

Since locals may receive only a small part of the 
output gain due to migration, it is essential to 
carefully examine the potentially adverse effects 
that critics of immigration routinely point to: 
(a) the impact on wages and employment; (b) 
the fiscal impact; and (c) the impact on social 
capital.

The impact on wages and employment 

The impact on wages and employment in the 
host country is likely to be negative for those 
local workers who have skills similar to those 
of the immigrants. By contrast, the impact on 
wages and employment is likely to be positive 
for the local workers who have skills that are 

different and complementary to those of the 
immigrants. 

Low-skill immigration may somewhat increase 
income inequality as the below-average wages of 
low-skilled locals come under downward pressure 
and the above-average wages of complementary 
highly skilled locals receive a small boost. By 
an analogous argument, high-skill immigration 
could be expected to have a benign distributional 
impact by somewhat reducing the above-average 
wages of high-skilled locals and somewhat 
increasing the below-average wages of the low 
skilled.

However, most empirical studies find that the 
wage and employment effects of immigration 
are very small, and many find no effects at all 
(Longhi et al., 2005, 200�). At the upper end 
of the range, Borjas (2003) estimates that an 
immigration influx of 1% reduces the wages of 
local workers who are similar to the immigrants 
with respect to the labour market by 0.3 to 
0.4%.

But when are immigrants similar to locals with 
respect to the labour market? In pursuing that 
question further, Ottaviano and Peri (200�) 
find that the labour market treats locals and 
immigrants as near substitutes only for the 
lowest skill groups. In contrast, higher-skilled 
immigrants and locals appear to be sufficiently 
different that they generally do not hurt each 
other’s employment and wage prospects. 
In other words, the wage and employment 
impact of high-skill immigration appears to be 
fairly unproblematic. However, the empirical 
literature has not been able to comprehensively 
dispel the distributional concerns regarding low-
skill immigration. This message is reinforced by 
the fact that European labour markets for low-
skilled workers are generally less flexible than the 
labour markets for high-skilled workers. 

The fiscal impact 

The fiscal policies currently in place tend to 
redistribute from the rich to the poor and from 



the working-age population to the inactive 
population and pensioners in particular. Hence, 
the net fiscal impact of a high-skilled immigrant 
tends to be substantially more favourable than 
the net fiscal impact of low-skilled immigrants. 

Because immigrants are overwhelmingly young 
adults, even relatively low-skilled immigrants 
may have a positive net fiscal impact. Bonin 
(2002), for example, found that the average 
immigrant in Germany has a positive net fiscal 
impact across his or her lifespan despite the high 
proportion of low-skilled immigrants. However, 
a similar study by Roodenburg et al. (2003) 
found that immigration had a negative net 
impact on public finances.

The impact on social capital

Unfortunately, the impact of immigration 
on social capital is much more difficult to 
estimate and quantify. However, there are some 
indications that high levels of immigration may 
alter the dynamics of local communities in 
problematic ways. 

Alesina and La Ferrara (2000), for example, 
found that participation in social activities is 
significantly lower in more ethnically fragmented 
US communities. Entorf and Lauk (200�) 

identify significant negative peer effects on the 
school performance of immigrants in Germany 
and Austria with their non-comprehensive 
school systems. Furthermore, there are worrying 
signs that certain immigrant communities in 
Europe are developing into an ethnic underclass. 
Again, those dangers would appear to be less 
pronounced for high-skilled than for low-skilled 
migrants. 

However, it should not be forgotten that 
communities can also benefit greatly from 
cultural and ethnic diversity. This goes far beyond 
the clichéd observation that the local restaurant 
scene will benefit from such diversity. For many 
of the most successful companies in the world it 
is essential to operate in places where they can 
pull together the best experts from all over the 
world. Locations unable to accommodate such 
diversity are therefore at risk of falling behind.

Hence, despite some challenges that immigration 
poses for the social cohesion of society, large 
immigrant cities like London and New York are 
thriving. This suggests that the negative effects 
of migration on social capital can be dwarfed by 
the attractions of international cities, including 
those directly related to migration such as 
cultural diversity and entrepreneurial spirit. 

Jakob von Weizsäcker
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Bringing the various effects together, it seems 
likely that high-skilled immigrants would tend 
to have a net positive impact on the locals in 
the host country, as indicated by a ‘+’ in the 
impact matrix (Figure 1). The case appears 
to be somewhat less clear-cut for low-skill 
immigration, as indicated by a ‘?’.

The source country perspective

By moving a factor of production abroad, 
emigration is likely to decrease the economic 
output of the source country. In that sense, 
emigration may slow GDP growth. However, 
that decrease in output will, to a large extent, 
be borne by the emigrants who expect to be 
better off abroad and may send remittances 
back home. Some of the decrease in output 
will likely be borne by local and foreign owners 
of capital. The net impact on those remaining 
behind in the source country is not entirely clear. 
To explore this question further, we will briefly 
reflect on the impact on wages and employment, 
public finances, and the importance of altruistic 
family links between the migrants and those who 
remain in the source country.

The impact on wages and employment 

Low-skill emigration or ‘brawn drain’ would 
tend to increase the wages and employment of 
low-skilled workers in the source country by 
making them relatively more scarce. By contrast, 
the wages of skilled workers would likely be 
reduced since they are becoming relatively more 
abundant. Taken together, the effects of these 
two would be to reduce inequality.

High-skill emigration or ‘brain drain’ would 
tend to increase the wages of the high skilled 
and reduce the wages of the low skilled, thereby 
increasing inequality in the source country. To 
the extent that wage inequality is undesirable, 
the effect of low-skill emigration would appear 
to be somewhat preferable to that of high-skill 
emigration. Moreover, brain drain could have a 
negative impact on the growth potential of the 
source country’s economy by depriving it of its 
innovation potential.

Public finances 

To the extent that the high skilled are more 
important net contributors to public finances 
during their life cycle, their emigration tends 
to hurt public finances more. If education 
is provided by the state, this negative effect 
is reinforced because high-skilled emigrants 
would tend to have received greater government 
subsidies for their education before they leave.

But brain drain may not be entirely negative for 
the source country. The option to emigrate may 
substantially increase the expected returns on 
education, thereby improving private education 
incentives. Also, if migrants return to their 
country of origin, and many of them do, the 
skills and savings that they have acquired abroad 
become a powerful force for development. 
Moderate levels of brain drain, therefore, may 
actually be beneficial for the source country as is 
argued by Beine et al. (2003), for example.

Altruistic links 

Finally, there are altruistic links between migrants 
and locals in the source country. Migrants feel 
altruistic towards their families back home and 
help them by sending back remittances on a 
grand scale that easily exceeds development aid 
budgets. But altruism is also relevant in the other 
direction. Many parents in poor countries would 
welcome it if their children found a better life 
abroad, even in the total absence of remittances. 
This last aspect is often overlooked, but may offer 
an important explanation why so few attempts 
are made by source countries to impose at least 
some financial restrictions on emigration, such 
as asking high-skilled emigrants to pay back 
their education subsidies.

When the various effects are considered together, 
it seems plausible that low-skill emigration would 
tend to have a positive impact on the locals in 
the source country, as indicated by a ‘+’ in the 
impact matrix (Figure 1). The case appears to be 
somewhat less clear-cut for high-skill emigration, 
as indicated by a ‘?’.



The migrant perspective

Migrants migrate because they expect to be 
better off as a result of the move. And despite 
some disappointments because of exaggerated 
expectations or plain bad luck, the overwhelming 
majority of migrants can be regarded as the 
winners in the migration process. Therefore, 
the impact of migration on both high-skilled 
and low-skilled migrants would appear to be 
overwhelmingly positive, as indicated by a ‘++’ 
in the impact matrix.

The key problem for migrants lies elsewhere, 
on the border between economic, social, and 
psychological consequences. Migrants and their 
families will initially compare their lives abroad 
to the lives they would have led in their countries 
of origin. The large majority of migrants will 
see themselves as winners in that comparison. 
But with time, the migrants and especially 
their children may begin an identity transition. 
Increasingly, success and failure, justice and 
injustice will be defined in comparison to the 
lives of others in their new home country.

Unfortunately, the outcome of that new 
comparison is often much less favourable. In 
many countries, migrants suffer from professional 
and educational underachievement compared 
to otherwise similar locals. Migrants are over-
represented in jobs with low social prestige, 
typically are at a higher risk of unemployment, 
and suffer from subtle and sometimes not-
so-subtle forms of discrimination. Ironically, 
it may be precisely during this process of 
integration—this transition from migrant to 
native identity—that migrants come to regard 
themselves as victims in a hostile host society, 
as losers. Their sense of injustice is due not to 
an objective worsening of their situation but to 
raised ambitions and expectations.

These aspirations of integrating migrants are 
bound to clash with those of established locals 
if the latter continue to think, “Couldn’t these 
migrants just go back home if they don’t like 
it here?” Positively managing the expectations 

of migrants and locals alike to avoid this clash 
is perhaps the most important challenge for 
integration policy. 

Specifically, the host society should only try to 
tax the financial gains of immigrants during 
the early years of the immigration experience. 
This is often done through delayed integration 
of immigrants into the welfare state, but even 
some form of explicit entry fee for immigrants to 
be reimbursed with time can make sense under 
certain conditions. After this initial period, any 
discrimination of that sort needs to be phased 
out. In addition, positive programmes of 
integration may often be required. Hence, the 
host society is unable to impose a heavy net tax 
on the large migration gains of immigrants.

Policy implications

After this detailed discussion of the impact 
of migration, two key uncertainties remain: 
the impact of low-skilled immigration on the 
host country and the impact of high-skilled 
emigration on the source country. What, then, 
should a cautious immigration policy look like 
that addresses these uncertainties?

Universal migration restrictions 

The traditional approach has been to try to 
impose universal legal restrictions to reduce the 
migration inflow. However, such restrictions are 
much more effective at reducing the inflow of 
high-skilled immigrants than that of low-skilled 
immigrants. High-skilled migrants will be more 
readily diverted to other countries that welcome 
them with open arms. By contrast, low-skilled 
migrants typically have less choice, and irregular 
employment for low-skilled workers is more easily 
arranged. Thus, universal migration restrictions 
bias the influx of immigrants towards low-skilled 
and irregular migration. According to the impact 
matrix, this would tend to be unattractive for the 
host country.

This seems to be particularly true for the EU. 
Family reunification, which typically accounts 
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for more than 50% of total immigration, will 
continue to attract significant numbers of low-
skilled immigrants in any case. In addition, 
irregular immigration flows to the EU are set to 
increase even more over the coming years.

The US experience with very substantial 
irregular (low-skill) immigration from Mexico 
might serve as an interesting benchmark. In 
2004, there were an estimated 10.5 million 
Mexican immigrants residing in the US, roughly 
�0% of them illegally. The illegal inflow from 

Figure 2: Income differences between the EU and the Us and neighbouring countries

Mexico may exceed 400,000 migrants per year. 
Geographic proximity and a GDP per capita in  
Mexico at roughly one quarter of the US level 
(compared at purchasing power parity) appear 
to be key drivers of that development (Figure 
2).

By contrast, the average GDP per capita in the 
12 new EU Member States stands at roughly one 
half of the average GDP per capita level in EU-
15. This much smaller income difference might 
explain why the predicted and so far observed 
legal and irregular migration rate from the new 
Member States to the EU-15 has remained 
well below migration from Mexico to the US. 
However, the income differentials between 
the EU-15 and the (potential) EU accession 

countries, namely Turkey and the Balkan 
countries, are more comparable to the US-
Mexico situation. And the income differentials 
between the EU-15 and the EU neighbourhood 
countries are, on average, greater than that 
between the US and Mexico.

Against this background, the traditional cautious 
approach to immigration policy would appear 
to be an ill-suited response to Europe’s future 
migration challenges. Instead, future migration 
policies need to focus more on adequately 

rewarding the host countries for accepting their 
inevitable share of uncertainty due to the likely 
and perhaps inevitable inflow of low-skilled 
workers. 

Skill-mixing 

When we look at the impact matrix, it is clear 
that the host country could benefit in one of 
three ways: the gains for migrants, the gains for 
the source countries of low-skilled migrants, or 
the gains from attracting high-skilled migrants 
to the host country. 

However, as explained in the previous section, 
it would be difficult to tax heavily the gains 
of migrants. And transfers from poor source 

Data: IMF



countries to rich host countries are difficult 
to justify from a development perspective. 
Therefore, it would not be advisable to base a 
cautious immigration strategy on these two 
uncertain sources of compensation. 

Instead, a cautious immigration strategy will 
need to rely heavily on attracting high-skilled 
immigrants to balance the overall skill mix of 
immigration. Reassuringly, the resulting mix of 
low-skilled and high-skilled immigration would 
also help to accommodate the interests of poor 
source countries.

Classic immigration countries like Canada, 
Australia and the US have demonstrated for 
decades that it is possible to attract highly 
skilled migrants to improve the skill mix of 
immigration. Canada and Australia in particular 
have very successful skill-based points systems to 
that effect.

But what if other countries followed suit? Would 
those other countries simply be competing for 
the same scarce international supply of skilled 
labour? Fortunately, the number of students in 
tertiary education has increased dramatically 
over the last 15 years. For example, the number 
of students in the EU neighbourhood countries 
and Russia has increased from 9 million to 1� 
million during that period. In the 10 most 
populous countries outside the US and Europe, 
the increase has been even more striking. There, 
the number of students has increased from 1� 
million to 42 million. As a result, these countries 
now have more students than the enlarged EU 
and the US combined.

The Role of the EU 

Now is a good time for the EU to join the global 
competition for talent. Member States can do so 
individually by introducing point systems that 
are tailored to their specific needs. In addition, 
an EU-wide ‘Blue Card’ (von Weizsäcker, 200�) 
could be introduced for those highly skilled 
workers who would be welcome all over the 
EU, granting them access to the entire EU 
labour market. This European version of the US 

Green Card could be allocated through a points 
system. 

This Blue Card would help to attract more 
highly skilled migrants to the EU than purely 
national schemes because of its greater value for 
subsequent employment. Accepting a first job in 
Amsterdam is more attractive if the option for 
the next job is the whole of the EU, not only the 
Netherlands.
 
But how would this net increase in high-skill 
immigration through a Blue Card system be 
distributed over individual Member States? 
Small Member States stand to benefit most since 
the difference in value of any national scheme 
compared to an EU-wide scheme would be 
greatest. But large Member States are also likely 
to benefit significantly as they would gain in 
attractiveness compared to key competitors like 
the US, Canada and Australia. 

In conclusion, it seems clear that a cautious 
immigration policy will require decisive action 
to better balance the skill mix of immigration 
inflows. The EU Commission is currently 
preparing a draft directive on high-skilled 
immigration for September 2007. If we do not 
make the best use of this opportunity, we risk 
falling behind in the global competition for 
talent. Furthermore, we risk forgoing adequate 
compensation for the uncertainty surrounding 
the effects of the increased inflow of low-skilled 
migrants which the EU should expect to take 
place over the coming decades.

Jakob von Weizsäcker is a Research Fellow at 
BRUEGEL, a European think tank devoted to 
international economics.
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Immigration has become 
a very important issue 
because of the forces of 
globalisation, the fall in 
barriers to movement 
and the growth of the 

EU. However, there is another reason, which 
has received less attention, why immigration 
has become so important of late. That reason is 
demography.

Joseph Schumpeter, one of the great political 
economists of the 20th century, put forward 
a novel and striking argument in his book 
Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. Marxists 
argued that capitalism would fail because it would 
exploit and impoverish the working classes. 
Schumpeter argued the opposite: capitalism 
would paradoxically be brought down not by its 
failure to generate prosperity but by its success. 
Consumerism would erode pre-capitalist moral 
values, notably the ability to defer gratification, 
on which capitalism itself depended. We would 
live for the here and now and become unable to 
sustain big projects for the future that involve 
sacrifice now. He identified the single most 
important project for the future which we would 
gradually abandon—having babies.

Schumpeter wrote his book in the 1930s, 
when fear of a European crisis caused by low 
birth rates was widespread. That fear had a big 
influence on Keynes, who delivered a lecture in 
1937, just after he published his General Theory, 
entitled ‘Some Economic Consequences of a 
Declining Population’. The lecture began with a 
statement of the obvious: “We know much more 
securely than we know almost any other social or 
economic factor relating to the future that, in the 
place of the steady and indeed steeply rising level 
of population which we have experienced for a 
great number of decades, we shall be faced in 

a very short time with a stationary or declining 
level.” Those confident words were, of course, 
proved completely wrong. Keynes’s forecast 
was based on the low inter-war birth rates and 
was then falsified by the post-war boom. It is a 
reminder of the need for some humility when 
talking of these great demographic changes.

But even if Keynes’s facts were wrong then, they 
might be right now. And that makes his theory 
even more relevant. His lecture boldly reversed 
the obvious, but incorrect, conventional wisdom 
that a growing population is more likely to 
lead to unemployment because of too many 
workers—the so-called lump of labour fallacy. 
Keynes argued the opposite: a population 
that was shrinking would be at greater risk 
of unemployment. A youthful and growing 
population borrowed more and consumed 
more, thus stimulating demand and using 
resources to the full. By contrast, he argued, a 
shrinking and ageing population saved more, 
thus diminishing demand and leaving human 
resources unemployed or underemployed.

There was widespread anxiety across Europe 
about low birth rates. The Fascist governments 
of Germany and Italy made it one of their key 
domestic objectives to raise their birth rates, and 
they succeeded in tarnishing pronatalist policies 
so badly that they were off the agenda for decades 
to come.

The extraordinary post-war baby boom 
transformed not just Europe’s demography 
but our economies as well. The surge of young 
people into the labour force boosted our 
economic growth. Since young people see things 
differently and do things differently, they also 
drove innovation and entrepreneurship. As the 
number of young people in Europe surged so 
did our growth rates (for example, see Bloom & 
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Canning, 2003). But now the old demographic 
fears of the 1930s are back, and with a vengeance. 
There is a whole new genre of literature on 
European decline. It identifies a potent mix of 
low birth rates, Muslim immigration, military 
feebleness and a dramatic fall in the EU 
proportion of world output. 

By 2050, for the first time in a millennium, 
Europe may not be a significant actor on the 
world stage. Some of the declinist literature 
comes from America, such as Zachary Shaw, 
Breeding Bin Ladens: America, Islam, and the 
Future of Europe; Tony Blankley, The West’s Last 
Chance: Will We Win the Clash of Civilisations; 
and Bruce Bawer, While Europe Slept: How 
Radical Islam is Destroying the West from Within. 
Europeans themselves recognise that there is a 
real problem. One French demographer has gone 
right back to the original Schumpeter argument, 
and, perhaps rather unpleasantly, described 
Europeans as ‘autistic’, so self-centred as to be 
incapable of interactions with others.

Another writer famously predicted a future 
in which Europe would be “old men living in 
old houses with old ideas”. Most recently the 
European Commission, perhaps worried about 
whether the euro will be backed by serious 
economic power, has produced powerful 
analyses of the effect of Europe’s long-term 
demographic and economic decline. They 
forecast, for example, that Europe’s growth rate 
could decrease dramatically from 2.2% annually 
now to 1.2% in twenty years’ time (Canone & 
Costello, 200�).

Something very serious is indeed going on here. 
This is normally the point at which such papers 
dive into a detailed discussion of dependency 
ratios and how we pay for our pensions. We are 
all familiar with those arguments now. In some 
ways more powerful than the big changes in the 
ratios is the simple fact that we have now reached 
the stage, in more than 20 of the EU’s Member 
States, where the number of deaths exceeds 
the number of births. This starts building up 
a powerful momentum of population decline 

that can only be offset with higher and higher 
levels of immigration that themselves become 
unsustainable.

To understand what is going on we need to think 
more deeply about what it means to say that 
Europe is growing older. There are at least three 
different ways in which a society can grow old and 
it is very important to distinguish between them. 
First, average life expectancy can be improved by 
tackling all the illnesses and accidents that kill us 
when we are young. This was, through most of 
the 20th century, the way in which societies grew 
older. It eventually yielded more and more years 
of productive working life but this was hidden 
behind the way in which average life expectancy 
figures were presented. Imagine six people. One 
dies of a childhood illness at the age of 5. One 
is killed in a driving accident at the age of 20. 
A third dies in an industrial injury at the age of 
50. Three live on to the age of 75. That adds 
up to a total of 300 life years, or an average life 
expectancy of 50 years. But then we get better 
at tackling accidents and industrial injuries 
that cost the lives of the three people who died 
young. Now everyone lives to the age of 75, and 
average life expectancy is increased from 50 to 
75. However, most of these are extra years of 
productive life and in fact, life expectancy at the 
age of �0 has not increased at all in this society.

It is this sort of improvement in life expectancy 
that demographers, and the actuaries advising 
pension funds, are familiar with. It is what is 
called, in the trade, ‘rectangularisation’ of life 
expectancy, as more and more people get to their 
allotted span.

What has caught many of the experts out is that 
in the past 25 years or so we have started seeing 
a second, very different form of improvement in 
life expectancy. Those people who used to live to 
the age of 75 are living to the age of 80. So the 
right-hand side of the rectangle is moving further 
to the right. In the UK, for example, average 
life expectancy at the age of �0 has increased 
from 1� to 20 years in the past 25 years. The 
conventional wisdom is that these are extra years 



of miserable ill health. But the conventional 
wisdom is wrong. 

We used to think that you were disabled and 
frail because you were 75. It is not like that 
at all. You are likely to go through a period of 
disability and ill health in the last years of your 
life. Health expenditure is not concentrated 
on people because they are in their 70s or 80s; 
health expenditure is concentrated on people 
in the last year of their life. As this becomes 
delayed, improving life expectancy yields a 
transitional saving in healthcare costs according 
to this model, because the time when they will 
be ƒred is delayed.

This type of ageing is only a problem because 
a series of contracts, for example for paying 
pensions, are denominated in nominal ages. 
The result is that this sort of improvement in 
life expectancy delivers an unintended and 
potentially massive redistribution of resources 
to the older generation. Economists are still 
getting their heads around all these effects, but 
there is a very strong analogy with the debate 
on inflation a generation ago. Then we used to 
try to think through the effects of inflation by 
imagining a helicopter dropping £10 notes on 
the population. The disruptive effects on the 
economy were caused when some contracts 
were denominated in nominal terms and others 
were real. Imagine now that the helicopter is 
not dropping £10 notes but pills that increase 
your life expectancy by 10 years. Again, the 
distribution impact comes from contracts 
denominated by age. Indexing contracts in line 
with life expectancy is the best way of tackling 
this problem. It is a key feature of some of the 
most bold and imaginative pension reforms in, 
for example, Sweden and Poland and has also 
been applied, in rather more cautious form, in 
Germany and Britain.

It is the third form of population ageing that 
really impacts on the economy. This is when 
a very big cohort, the baby boomers, works 
its way through the life course. When these 
people are young they boost the economy and 

create a lively, surging youth culture. They work 
their way through life, rather like the pig in the 
python, and as they do their impact changes. 
Many European states are now going through 
the dramatic crossover point when the number 
of pensioners exceeds the number of those under 
18. The sheer weight of numbers of the baby 
boomers will have meant that policy was created 
in their interest. When they were young they 
were borrowing money to buy their houses and 
start their businesses, as young people do.

Borrowers gain from high inflation to wipe out 
their debts. As they grow older the baby boomers 
have become savers, holding assets whose value 
they do not wish to see eroded, so now they want 
low inflation. Finance ministries across Europe 
have looked after the baby boomers by delivering 
high inflation to wipe off their debts and now 
low inflation to protect their savings.

Because the baby boomers have created a world 
in their own interest, they have now got fewer 
and fewer young people coming along behind. 
After the baby boom we now have the baby 
bust. These swings in cohort size have massive 
impacts. In the larger European economies 
it means perhaps a quarter of a million fewer 
younger people entering the workforce each year 
than a generation ago. This is the most important 
sense in which Europe is growing older—its 
biggest generation is getting old. This alone is 
dramatic enough, but behind this generation 
come very small generations, as the birth rate has 
plummeted to 1.2 to 1.3 in extreme cases such as 
Italy and Poland.

Why is it happening and what can we do 
about It?

There are two massive social changes behind this 
demography. First, there has been a change in 
the tempo of the big events of our lives. Second, 
there has been a change in the role of women. 
Let’s look at them in turn.

We are used to the cliché that the pace of life 
is speeding up. All the classic images of 21st-
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century living have to do with speed, pace and 
immediacy. That is certainly true of technology 
and of consumption. But when it comes to the 
deep underlying patterns of family life, the crucial 
feature of modern life is that it has become very, 
very slow. One of the most important single 
reasons for the decline in the European birth rate 
in the past 30 years is that women are delaying 
becoming a parent.

One key study (Lutz, O’Neill & Scherlov, 2003) 
calculated that around 40% of the decline in Eu-
rope’s birth rate was not attributable to women 
having fewer children but to women having 
their children later. This change in tempo itself 
is having a big impact on Europe’s demography. 
A simplified example will explain. 

Imagine two different models, but in both cases 
everyone lives to the age of 81 and every woman 
has two children. In the model with early fam-
ily formation imagine also that each woman has 
two children by the age of 20. This results in a 
five-generation society with generations aged 1, 
21, 41, �1 and 81. Imagine that that society goes 
through a massive shift in the age of family for-
mation. People still live to the age of 81. Women 
still have two children. But instead of having 
children at the age of 20 they have them at the 
age of 40. Eventually it will end up in a stable 
state with three generations aged 1, 41 and 81. 
This means that the population will have shrunk 
by 40%. In the first half of the transition from 
fast to slow demography the average age will 
have got a lot older. So this change in the time 
of family formation can itself have a massive de-
mographic impact.

This is a crucial demographic change that Europe 
is going through at the moment. As women in 
their 30s finally get round to having the children 
they would previously have had in their teens or 
their 20s, Europe may actually experience some 
increase in its crude birth rate.

Delayed family formation is therefore a key factor 
in Europe’s demographic problems. This does 
suggest a role for public policy. This big delay 

in family formation is not simply a consequence 
of people’s choices. It may be that public policy 
has itself made the process of family formation 
slower, messier and more expensive than it need 
be. Far too much of the debate on the role of 
what governments can do about demographics 
focuses on clumsy attempts to bribe people to 
have children, and far too little focuses on the 
underlying obstacles to family formation that 
governments are responsible for.

Take Italy, for example. One reason for 
the extraordinarily low birth rate in Italy 
(approximately 1.3) is quite simply that the 
median Italian male is still living with his parents 
at the age of 30. Family formation happens very 
late in Italy. To understand that we should focus 
on the way in which Italian housing is financed. 
Domestic credit and mortgage markets in Italy 
are not open to full competition, so that it is still 
hard to get a mortgage for more than 50% of the 
property. This means that people have to save up 
for a long time before they can buy their first flat 
or house, which gives massive power to parents 
who may provide some of the deposit and are 
able to keep their grown-up children dependent 
on them for a long time. Domestic banking 
reform, opening up housing finance in Italy to 
vigorous competition, would be the best single 
measure that an Italian government could take 
to raise its birth rate.

Germany has a very low birth rate as well. One 
factor is surely that the average age at which a 
student leaves a German university is 28.4 years. 
As former Chancellor Kohl neatly observed, 
Germany has Europe’s oldest students and its 
youngest pensioners. The extraordinarily slow 
process of obtaining a degree in Germany, 
together with the pressures then to stay on and 
do further research and become a Doktor, delay 
German family formation. 

The government is now trying to lower the age 
at which students leave university, which could 
raise the tempo of German family life and bring 
forward family formation. Measures which help 
young people into jobs, with access to borrowing 



and access to flats and houses, can best bring 
forward family formation in Europe and thus 
help increase Europe’s demographic tempo.

Even when a new household has been created a 
couple may not wish to become parents. That is 
of course their choice. It would be completely 
unacceptable to put them under any pressure to 
have children. But in Europe today the pressures 
are the other way. We used to think if women 
went out to work this reduced their willingness 
to have children. But that is not the reality.

The evidence from different birth rates across 
Europe is striking. Birth rates are much higher in 
Western and Northern Europe than they are in 
Southern and Eastern Europe. There is a pretty 
clear correlation. Birth rates are higher where 
women work than where women do not work. 
The European countries with the highest birth 
rates—France, Britain and the Scandinavian 
countries—have all made it possible for women 
to combine working and having children. 
Each of these countries has its own distinctive 
solution.

In France it is a 35-hour week, which, by 
regulating the labour market, has created 
space for family and work to be combined. 
In Scandinavia it is state feminism and the 
provision of generously financed maternity leave, 
paternity leave and early-years care that makes 
it possible to combine a career with having 
children. In Britain it is much more a matter of 
a flexible labour market where people can work 
part-time and a diversity of childcare providers 
that makes it possible, with a lot of strain and 
stress admittedly, to combine a career and have 
a family.

It is very different in other European countries. 
Many German women emerge from its excellent 
education system keen to have a career but then 
find that combining that with having children is 
very difficult. The standard working day in the 
heavily regulated labour market makes it much 
more difficult for women to work part-time. The 
school day finishing at lunchtime doesn’t mesh 

at all easily with the standard working day. Then 
there is the matter of shopping hours.

Most two-earner couples in Britain now do 
their shopping at times which are still illegal 
in Germany. If it is the reform of banking 
regulations that could best help the birth rate in 
Italy, it is probably a further reform of shopping 
hours that could best help in Germany. Already 
the German Government has taken some very 
sensible steps in that direction.

There is one extra burden which, if placed on 
women, clearly leads to a massive reduction 
in the number of children they are willing to 
have—informal care for parents and parents-in-
law. Caring for live-in parents or parents-in-law 
is just about the most powerful contraceptive 
yet devised. It is striking that those countries 
where large numbers of older people live with 
their adult children—Italy, Greece and Japan—
are the countries with the lowest birth rates. A 
government that provides more support for the 
care of older people through public services 
lifts the burden on middle-aged daughters and 
daughters-on-law, which in turn frees them to 
care for children.

Women are under massive pressure if they try to 
fulfil themselves by working and raising the next 
generation. Expecting them to deliver a large 
amount of informal care for the older generation 
as well puts them under such enormous 
pressures that they go on strike and opt out 
from childcare. Increasingly, the way they do 
this is by simply having one child. This keeps the 
nominal family structure going—they marry, 
have a child and try to care for their parents. 
But a widespread practice of having one child 
brings extraordinarily dramatic demographic 
decline. As the replacement rate is 2.1 children 
and some people are never going to be able to 
have children, in reality even achieving the 
replacement rate requires that some parents have 
three children. Three children, and even two, 
are becoming quite a rarity in certain parts of 
Europe.
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What are the alternatives?

The Euro-pessimists present Europe’s 
demography as exceptional evidence of decline. 
It is the case that Europe now faces demographic 
decline on a scale that has not been seen since 
the days of the Black Death. The great plagues 
of the 14th century were a bleak time indeed, 
a dark gap between the intellectual and cultural 
flourishing of early medieval Europe and the 
beginnings of the Renaissance.

Schumpeter was right. If you are not able to 
reproduce your society from one generation to 
the next then you have lost one of the most deep 
and abiding human desires to pass something on 
to the future.

There are deep challenges here, investigated by 
the author in his pamphlet for the Centre for 
European Reform (2003). There is, however, one 
crucial omission in the declinist literature. Most 
of the world’s major economies have experienced 
something like Europe’s post-war baby boom. 
Most have a smaller cohort following them. All 
of them, therefore, face something like Europe’s 
demographic challenge, even if not in quite so 
acute a form. As we look at the world’s other 
major powers we see that the first half of the 21st 
century is going to see each of them wrestling 
with a quite unprecedented demographic 
challenge.

The United States usually comes out much 
better from these demographic comparisons. Its 
population is still growing, and growing rapidly. 
Back in 1950 the EU-15 had a population of 
295 million compared with a US population of 
151 million. By 2050 the US population should 
be up to 495 million (US Census Bureau, 2004), 
significantly ahead of the EU-25 at 4�0 million 
(Mamolo & Sherlov, 200�). The crossover date 
comes somewhere around 2025. This American 
demographic dynamism feeds through into 
economic growth. In fact, quite extraordinarily, 
on these trends the US share of world’s GDP rises 
from 23% to 28% between 2000 and 2050, whilst 
Europe’s declines from 18% to 10%. (European 

Commission, 2002, p. 12). These extraordinary 
demographics do not protect America from two 
significant problems. First, there is always the 
budgetary challenge of how to meet the costs 
of the baby boomers as they grow old. America 
does have more workers coming along behind. 
But favourable demographics don’t protect you 
from policy errors. Above all, America’s medicare 
bill for the future is potentially so massive that 
it faces a fiscal challenge from the retirement 
of the baby boomers as great as some of the 
European countries with much less favourable 
demographics. To have demographic prospects 
as good as America’s and yet still face the risk 
of a real fiscal crunch takes some doing, but it 
looks as if the American political system may 
have achieved it.

There is a second point as well. America’s 
favourable demographics are partly attributable 
to higher rates of immigration. Native-born 
Americans do have a slightly higher birth rate 
than their counterparts in the EU. As Nick 
Eberstadt of the American Enterprise Institute 
points out, even the WASP states like Maine or 
New Hampshire have birth rates significantly 
higher than do most EU states. But their birth 
rates, running at approximately 2.0, would still 
leave a demographic crunch as the baby boomers 
grow old. America only really avoids that by 
large-scale immigration. America’s constitutional 
and political ideal may be so powerful that it 
can incorporate all comers into the values of its 
constitution, which remains one of the world’s 
great political projects. But there is that anxiety, 
expressed most recently by Samuel Huntington, 
that America’s political and economic settlement 
depends rather more on a set of cultural values 
brought over from Europe than many Americans 
are willing to admit. America’s demographic 
experiment in the 21st century is that it will be 
the first major country voluntarily to change its 
ethnic composition so that its founding nations 
become a minority. 

I hope that America is able to manage this 
extraordinary demographic transition, but it 
brings with it its own challenges. I suspect they 



will absorb America’s political efforts rather 
more over the next generation than Americans 
are currently willing to recognise. 

China, likely to be the world’s second economic 
power, faces its own extraordinary demographic 
problems as well. The shift from a high birth 
rate in a poor society to the one-child policy 
introduced in 1979 means that it faces just 
about the most dramatic ageing of any society 
in history. Its median age will rise from 32 today 
to 44 in 2050. Over the same period, the US 
median age will rise from 35 to 39, and the EU’s 
from 39 to 49. So by 2050, China will be a much 
older country than the United States and only a 
few years behind the EU. That is why China’s 
race is, indeed, to grow rich before it grows old. 
When you add in as well the effects of the one-
child policy on its gender mix, with almost 120 
boys for 100 girls, it faces its own demographic 
challenges.

All this perhaps gives Europeans some comfort. 
We do face a massive demographic challenge, 
but so, in their different ways, do the United 
States and China. There is no easy way of 
handling the ageing of the baby boomers with 
fewer children coming on behind. However, 
I would offer a suggestion. We have discussed 
three factors that contribute to population 
ageing: rectangularisation, the increasing life 
expectancy of the elderly and the effects caused 
by changing cohort sizes. Since the three factors 
of ageing have different characteristics, it makes 
sense to consider different policy instruments to 
deal with each form of ageing.

To combat the problems caused by the increase 
in life expectancy amongst older people, the 
most sensible strategy is to raise the pension age 
and retirement age rather than attempting to 
import workers. As David Coleman has argued, 
we cannot maintain the age dependency ratio by 
importing young people (his calculations show 
the whole world would need to move to South 
Korea to balance their age ratio). If we cannot 
continue increasing the size of our workforce 
to pay for the costs of our ageing societies, the 

solution might well involve an increase in savings 
and investment to raise productivity so that we 
can deepen our capital stock.

Immigration can, however, be used to deal with 
the problems caused by differing cohort sizes. 
One of the lessons of the British immigration 
experience is that when the young working-age 
population (20- to 35-year-olds) is relatively 
small, immigration seems to be easier. Now that 
even the youngest baby boomers are heading 
into their 40s, the number of young working 
age people is quite small. One of the reasons 
why Britain has been able to absorb so many 
East European workers since the A8 accession 
is that they are filling in for the current dearth 
of home-grown 20- to 30-somethings (Britain’s 
crude birth rate reached a low in 1977) and the 
migrants are overwhelmingly of this age group 
(83% are under the age of 35).

The next 50 years will see all the world’s major 
economies engaging in fascinating demographic 
changes, of which immigration is a key part.

David Willetts is the Conservative Member of 
Parliament for Havant, in the United Kingdom. 
He is currently the Shadow Secretary of State for 
Education and Skills and European Ideas Network 
Chairman for the Working Group for Demographic 
Change and Immigration.
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At the beginning of 
2007 Russia took a 
decisive step towards 
liberalisation of its 
migration policy by 
introducing a new 

procedure for registering migrants and issuing 
work permits for foreign workers. In its own 
way, this step is as significant for the life of the 
country as the 1993 law on freedom of entry and 
exit, which brought the Iron Curtain crashing 
down.

The two events are separated by more than 
a decade; a time in which the orientations 
of Russia’s migration policy and its priorities 
changed repeatedly. In the first half of the 1990s, 
attention was focused on forced migration from 
the conflict zones on post-Soviet territory and 
the repatriation of ethnic Russians from the 
former Soviet republics. As for migration from 
beyond the former USSR borders, it can be 
said that Russia’s gates were wide open during 
this time, for emigrants and immigrants alike. 
In the absence of checks on immigration, the 
phenomenon of illegal migration took root and 
rapidly proliferated. The country thereupon 
swerved to the other extreme, with a restrictive 
policy built around migration control. One of 
the things that made this development palatable 
was the mistrust with which foreigners were 
viewed by a population that had got used to 
living in a closed country.

The first stage of the migration policy was 
completed in 2001 when the federal migration 
service of Russia, an independent state 
institution created in mid-1992, was disbanded. 
The second stage got off to a clear start with the 
adoption, in 2002, of a law on the legal status 
of foreigners in the Russian Federation and the 
creation of a new federal immigration service—

now a subsidiary organ of the ministry of the 
interior. A complicated legal and procedural 
apparatus, reflecting the new approach, set up 
imposing barriers for foreigners wishing to legally 
immigrate and work in the country; a paradox, 
given the country’s real need to supplement the 
population, in the interests of security as well as 
economic development. In addition, the overly 
restrictive legal framework forced immigrants 
into a shadowy extra-legal zone, thereby 
contributing to a rise in illegal migration and the 
growth of criminal gangs engaged in migration-
related activities.

The need to reorient migration policy so as to 
create immigration incentives was becoming 
increasingly urgent. This finally took place at the 
initiative of President Putin. In a speech before 
the federal security council on 17 March 2005, 
he called the stimulation of migratory processes 
“our priority task”, and went on to reiterate its 
importance in the presidential communication 
to the federal parliament in May 200�. Since 
then, it has been reinforced in subsequent 
legislative and administrative decisions.

The demographic context of immigration

Although migration has always been very 
significant in the history of Russia, never before 
has its role in the development of the country 
been as important as the one it is expected to 
play in the next few decades.

The immigration problem emerged in close 
interplay with the demographic crisis. Regarding 
the future of Russia’s population, the verdict of 
demographic experts—whether those of the 
United Nations, Russia’s official statistics agency 
Rosstat, or independent experts—is unanimous: 
the population is expected to shrink drastically. 
The median scenario in the Rosstat prognosis, 
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based on the 2002 census, has the population 
of Russia decreasing to 137 million by 202�, 
assuming slight improvements in the birthrate 
and mean life expectancy, and an increase in 
net immigration from the 12�,000 registered 
in 2005 to 415,000 in 2025. If the prognosis 
is made strictly on the basis of current trends 
for birthrate, mortality and immigration, the 
population diminishes to 125,000.1 The United 
Nations forecast for the same date has Russia’s 
population at 130 million.2

Of course, the Russian population has been 
declining gradually since 1992, but that process 
has not affected the part of the population that is 
of working age.3 On the contrary, while the ove-
rall population declined, the proportion made up 
by people of working age actually grew noticeably 
for a time, thanks to a favourable ratio of persons 

entering the working-age population to those 
leaving it. In 200� this temporary phenomenon 
came to an end, and a phase of rapid natural 
attrition of the working-age population began. 
Attrition is relatively modest at this early stage:  
in 2007, it is expected that approximately 
300,000 workers will be lost. However, in the 
following year already annual attrition will 
double, and in the decade 2010-2019 the annual 
figure is predicted to exceed one million (see 
Fig. 1). By 202�, the total attrition of Russia’s 
working-age population from natural causes, if it 
is not compensated by immigration, will exceed 
18 million. If this number is juxtaposed with 
the number of employed workers in the Russian 
economy, �9 million, the full seriousness of the 
situation becomes evident. It also makes it clear 
that labour will be among the most scarce of 
resources in Russia, if not the most scarce.
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1	 Предположительная	численность	населения	Российской	Федерации	до	2025	года. (“Forecast population of the Russian Federation 
to 2025.”) Rosstat statistics bulletin. Moscow, 2005, p. 8 and p. 11�.

2 2005 World Population Data Sheet, issued by the Population Reference Bureau (PRB). Retrieved from www.prb.org.
3 The working age in Russia is 1�-54 for women and 1�-59 for men. 

Figure 1:   Natural population attrition, 2005-2026, in thousands 
(assuming zero immigration)

Source: Center for Demography and Human Ecology, Institute for Economic Forecasting, Russian 
Academy of Sciences  
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4  Политика	иммиграции	и	натурализации	в	России.	Аналитический	доклад.  Eurasia Heritage Foundation, Moscow: 2005, p. 125.
 (“Immigration and naturalisation policy in Russia”).
5 Moskovsky komsomolets, 18 March 2007.

This drastic shrinking of the workforce makes it 
necessary to compensate by a sizeable increase 
in immigration, and gives the immigration 
component of Russia’s migration policy strategic 
significance.

Given that two thirds of immigrants tend to be of  
working age, more than 25 million immigrants 
would be required in the next two decades, if it 
was desired to completely make up the workforce 
losses due to natural attrition. It should be 
emphasised that this is net immigration, the 
difference between the arrivals and departures; 
which means that the real number of immigrants 
has to be even higher. A massive influx of this type 
is hardly practical, regardless of how active and 
liberal migration policy is; but the calculation is 
indicative of the magnitude of the problem.

The expected additional labour demand in Russia 
cannot be met by increasing labour productivity 
alone. This is confirmed by the experience 
of European countries, in most of which the 
working population continues to grow, even 
though their level of economic development 
is far higher than that of Russia. Furthermore, 
calculations show that, the higher the economic 
growth rate, the greater is the marginal increase 
in demand for labour. Simulations show that, 
if the Russian gross domestic product (GDP) 
continues grow at present rates, five million 
more workers will be required in 2015 than 
currently; but if annual growth rates of 7% are 
used, then that figure increases to seven million.4 
If we further factor in the need to compensate 
for natural attrition, the figure obtained for the 
aggregate additional workforce requirement by 
2015 is 14-1� million. Better use of the existing 
workforce will not compensate for more than a 
fraction of the losses due to workers approaching 
retirement age, leaving the basic need for massive 
immigration unchanged. 

The country is already experiencing the effects 
of an acute labour shortage, even though 

the workforce has only just begun to shrink. 
Aleksandr Shokhin, the head of RSPP, the 
association of Russian businessmen, explains 
that “In many areas, the workforce simply 
does not exist, physically. Businesses have to 
either bus workers in… or relocate people 
from economically depressed regions.”5 (We 
should note, however, that the labour reserves 
in economically depressed regions are very 
limited.) 

The depopulation of Russia, including the 
shrinkage of the working-age population, was 
anticipated as early as the 1980s. However, in the 
USSR it was not possible to publish demographic 
forecasts in a form accessible to the general public; 
instead, they were restricted to ‘official use’. This 
state of affairs ruled out the possibility of timely 
steps being taken to prepare the population for 
the current situation. In the 1990s there was a 
prolonged blackout in forecasting. This is why the 
current situation is such an unexpected, indeed 
shocking experience, both for the new generation 
of political leaders, and for the population as a 
whole. The realisation of what was impending 
did not take place until the country was on the 
verge of workforce implosion, the effects of 
the diminishing population began to be felt in 
the army and the educational system, and the 
question of pensions became acute.

The current situation leads to several immediate 
conclusions:

First, the country requires a decisive reorientation 
of its migration policy. A sustainable migration 
policy for Russia is, before anything else, a policy 
for immigration.

Second, the size of the expected immigration 
requirements means that Russia in the first half of 
the twenty-first century could become one of the 
most attractive countries on Earth for migrants. 
This development already began in the 1990s; 
the 2002 census figures showed that Russia 



had become the third most popular destination 
for immigrants, after the United States and 
Germany. From 1989 to 2002, Russia absorbed 
some eleven million immigrants, an average of 
781,000 per year, compared with 8�5,000 for 
Germany and 924,000 for the United States. 
Converting the immigrant statistics to figures 
per 10,000 inhabitants gives Russia a score of 
54, ahead of the United States with 32, but far 
behind Germany, with 142. In the preceding 
period of the same duration, 1975–1988, 
Russia had even more immigrants:  thirteen 
million. Recent experience thus confirms that 
Russia is capable of absorbing large numbers 
of immigrants. Nonetheless, even an influx of 
this magnitude is not up to the task of fully 
compensating for the natural attrition of the 
workforce. The Russian economy will thus of 
necessity continue to function under conditions 
of labour deficit.

Third, migration will become a matter of vital 
national interest for Russia in this time. The 
country’s success in dealing with the task of 
attracting the required volume of immigrants 
will determine its rate of economic growth, the 

standard of living in the population, the security 
of pensions, social stability, balanced regional 
development, and, finally, the size of the country 
and its integrity. The outcome will be decided in 
the course of the next ten years.

Migratory trends

The analysis of Rosstat is that the migratory 
population increase in Russia during the 14 
years between the 1989 census and that of 2002 
was 5.� million. This is 2.3 times as great as 
the increase during the previous period of the 
same duration. Russia’s population increased 
thanks to �.8 million migrants from its former 
partners in the Soviet Union, while it lost 1.3 
million emigrants itself. Beginning in 1994, 
the migratory trend slowed down abruptly (see 
Figure 2). Even though the sights were raised for 
immigration after the 2002 census, the trend 
is unchanged, which is clearly at odds with the 
country’s need for migrants, and shows that the 
policy being implemented is ineffective.

The migration trends that emerge from the 
official resident registration statistics probably 
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Figure 2: Net migration of Russia, 1970-2005, thousands



say more about the obstacles facing immigrants 
than about actual immigration. Survey results 
show that the number of immigrants in Russia is 
in the neighbourhood of seven million people�. 
The diagram shown in Figure 3 makes it clear that 
a large proportion is made up of labour migrants 
working unofficially, with one in two possessing 
neither official registration, nor an employment 
contract; some 30% are registered, but work 
without a contract; while 20% have a contract, 
but work in contravention of quotas. Only 
slightly more than 10% of all labour migrants 
have an official position. Thus, between 3.5 and 

4.5 million immigrants are quite simply illegal. 
This is a high figure, even for a large country 
such as Russia; but it is considerably lower than 
the estimates issued by the federal migration 
service, FMS, which does not trouble itself 
with substantiating them. The service claims 
that “there are some ten million illegal labour 
migrants on the territory of our country.”7 The 
declining migration figures and the enormous 
imbalance between illegal immigrants and those 
who have duly registered and obtained official 
status show the utter bankruptcy of migratory 
policy.

Volume 5 - Spring 2007

Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya

141

� In the following, the cited results are based on studies that the author directed at the Migration Research Center.
7 Figure given by Konstantin Romodanovsky, the head of the Russian federal immigration service FMS. Cited by Alliansmedia, see 
www.allmedia.ru (retrieved 3 November 200�).
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Figure 3:  Migration flows to Russia (estimates) at the beginning of 2007
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The revolution in migration legislation

On 15 January 2007, two new federal laws came 
into force in Russia, laying the foundations 
for a drastic change in the way immigration is 
regulated. One is the law on migrant registration 
for foreign citizens and stateless persons, and the 
other is the amended law on the legal status of 
foreign citizens. Changes concerned a simplified 
procedure for registering foreign citizens at their 
place of residence, along with employment; the 
very issues that were the most serious obstacles 
for legalisation of immigrants. 

Registration used to be the first step in the 
process of obtaining legal status as a foreign 
resident in Russia. This first step, being so 
complex, involved and burdened with red tape, 
was frequently insurmountable. Registration, 
in its form at that time, was the most powerful 
deterrent to legal migration, and the main source 
of corruption in the world of migration. The 
rotten core of the Russian system of registration 
was the requirement to give an official address, 
formally linking registration to the prospective 
immigrant’s place of residence. This made it 
exceedingly difficult for immigrants to acquire 
legal status. Before any application could be 
submitted for registration, the immigrant 
needed to find a place to live, or at least a 
paper address that he or she would be allowed 
to use for registration purposes. The primitive 
conditions of the residential market, and the 
weak protections afforded owners in Russia, 
along with certain other factors, meant that it 
was far from easy to find a place to live where the 
owner would agree to let a migrant register.

Studies show that, among migrants who remained 
unregistered, one in five did so because he or she 
did not have an address to give. For the same 
reason, the officially registered place of residence 
and the actual residence were frequently not the 
same; something that hollowed out the usefulness 
of registration as a tool for tracking migrants and 
providing a deterrent against crime among them. 
Registration, even for a short time, meant that 
the migrant had to collect a variety of official 

papers and appear in person before the police, 
who conducted the procedure, accompanied not 
only by the owner or the responsible individual 
at the rental address, but also by all permanent 
residents at that address, whose concurrence was 
required for the new migrant to be registered.

This cumbersome system meant that immigrants 
arriving in a new place depended on the presence 
of relatives or acquaintances prepared not only 
to register them, but also to accompany them 
through the whole procedure. Investigations 
showed that, among registered migrants, only 
one in ten was at an address other than that of 
relatives or acquaintances. Few were able to meet 
the statutory three-day deadline for registration. 
Again, studies showed that only some 20% were 
able to accomplish registration within one week; 
but the same number was unable to complete 
the procedure even after two full months 
had gone by. Since proper registration was a 
mandatory prerequisite for employment, there 
was, unsurprisingly, a boom in illegal services 
offering to help foreigners find an official address 
and obtain the necessary documents; and, in 
parallel, a boom in exploitative employment 
practices. This is the historical reality that must 
be borne in mind, to fully appreciate the changes 
that have taken place.

The new system greatly simplifies the registration 
procedure for persons arriving in the country 
for a temporary stay, which is the case for most 
migrants. This category is exempt from the 
requirement to register at the place of residence, 
with a stamp in the passport. It has been replaced 
by a system of voluntary residence notification. 
Under this system, migrants can submit official 
applications without necessarily indicating their 
ultimate place of residence; the employment 
address or the address of the company providing 
employment services is sufficient. The application 
can be submitted to the police, but it can also 
be submitted by mail to the local unit of the 
migration service. The application stub with a 
stamp confirming submission of the document 
constitutes a certificate of legal residence. At 
the same time, the number of  substantiating 



documents that must be submitted has been 
reduced to a minimum: a passport and the 
landing card. For the first time since the passport 
system was introduced, a procedure has been 
brought into use that takes migrant registration 
out of the hands of the police. This is a truly 
revolutionary development, which promises to 
reduce corruption. It is also the first time that 
people arriving in Russia for a temporary stay 
do not require the registration stamp in their 
passport.

At the same time as new registration rules 
were introduced, the process governing 
migrant employment was transformed just 
as dramatically. The changes here concerned 
only non-visa migrants arriving in Russia from 
one of the countries of the Commonwealth 
of Independent States (CIS). From Russia’s 
perspective, labour from CIS countries is 
considered to be preferential, which explains the 
special treatment. Labour permits are now issued 
directly to the immigrant, and not, as in the past, 
to the employer. The employer, in turn, now has 
the right to hire any legal immigrant having the 
work permit. This means that workers are no 
longer tied to one employer.

The next major transformation involved taking 
the procedure for issuing work permits out of 
the hands of the employment authorities. Before 
2007, the procedure was that permits for hiring 
immigrants were only issued once the approval of 
the employment authorities had been obtained; 
and the authorities had an obligation to protect 
the interests of the local workers. That procedure 
has been discontinued; the only obligation that 
remains is for the migration service to inform 
the employment authorities about work permits 
issued to foreign immigrants. 

The quota system for issuing work permits has 
been retained, but the quota criteria have been 
made more sophisticated. Thus, quotas can 
be established on the basis of profession, level 
of qualification and specialisation, country of 
origin, and other economic and social criteria, 
taking into account the particular nature of the 

regional labour market. Furthermore, qualified 
specialists working in their own domain 
have been exempted from the quota, another 
innovation. Accordingly, two quotas were 
established in 2007: one for immigrants from 
countries for which no visa requirement exists 
(six million work permits), and one for visa 
immigrants arriving for employment purposes 
(308,800 invitations). The enormous quota for 
countries without a visa requirement provides 
an indication of the government’s highly 
laudable intention to regularise the status of the 
accumulated masses of illegal immigrants from 
those countries.

The problem remains that, in the past, the 
quota mechanism in Russia did not prove 
to be an effective method for regulating the 
migratory labour flows. Satisfactory methods for 
calculating quotas to attract foreign workers do 
not exist. Indeed, the very notion of calculating 
quotas under the conditions that exist on the 
Russian labour market today seems dubious:  it 
is a rapidly changing and unpredictable market, 
heavily dominated by the shadow economy. 
Furthermore, relations between the players in 
the labour market need to be fine-tuned.

It is as yet too early to assess the new policy on its 
merits. In its first few months, it brought to light 
the primitive state of the migration infrastructure 
in the country, and the lack of coordination 
between the various entities involved in the legal 
processing of migrants. Unfortunately, as is often 
the case in Russia, the new laws were brought in 
before the necessary administrative instructions 
had been drawn up, administrators trained in 
applying the new rules, information documents 
for migrants prepared, etc. All of this is being 
done only now. Nonetheless, the reaction among 
the migrants themselves has been enthusiastic. 
According to FMS statistics, some 700,000 
migrants registered in the first month of the new 
system. Naturally, this reaction created chaos, 
with inevitable queues, cheating and therefore 
corruption. The regional services responsible 
for implementing the new rules proved to be 
badly prepared for the transition, and in many 
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cases showed themselves to be at a loss, far from 
being prepared for the liberal course of the new 
migration policy. According to a preparatory 
survey carried out in the summer of 200�, 
among FMS professional administrators, one 
in three opposed the new policy completely or 
partly, and was against the introduction of the 
simplified registration regime based on voluntary 
reporting. Almost 40% expressed their strong 
preference for the existing rules for employment 
of foreign workers, based on permits issued to 
employers. 

Where will the immigrants come from?

Naturally, Russia pins its hopes, in the first 
instance, on the CIS countries, which have 
traditionally been sources of immigrants. In the 
post-Soviet era, the largest flow of migrants into 
Russia has come from Kazakhstan, with more 
than two million persons, accounting for one 
third of all immigrants. The other countries of 
central Asia contributed a similar number of 
immigrants to Russia, while immigrants from 
the countries of the Caucasus made up 20%. 
Only 8% were from Ukraine, and less than 5% 
from the countries of the Baltic. The majority of 
the new arrivals—some two thirds of the total—
were in fact ethnic Russian returnees. Another 
10% is made up of other nationalities that are 
domiciled within the Russian Federation:  Tatars, 
Bashkirs and others. 

To stimulate immigration from the CIS 
countries, a government programme has been set 
up for voluntary repatriation according to ethnic 
criteria. The programme provides for significant 
material assistance, covering transportation costs 
for the entire family and its effects, an accelerated 
procedure for obtaining Russian citizenship, 
assistance with finding employment, and other 
forms of assistance. Laudable though it may be, 
this action comes too late. Those who may have 
wished to return to Russia have already done; 
and the vast majority of those that have not 
made their own way in those countries. In any 
event, the situation in the other CIS countries 
has changed. Many of them are developing even 

faster than Russia, and qualified workers are in 
demand everywhere.

The potential population of ethnic Russians 
remaining in the other CIS countries, for 
whom the programme is primarily intended, is 
estimated by experts to number no more than 
four million—patently inadequate for meeting 
Russia’s need for immigrants. The potential 
candidates from other CIS nationalities and eth-
nic groups would probably come to six or seven 
million at the most by the year 2025, according 
to our estimates. These are primarily Uzbeks, 
Tajiks and Kirgizs. The immigrant potential in 
the Caucasus, contrary to widespread opinion, is 
almost exhausted. Thus, if the potential from all 
the CIS countries is taken together, it may cover 
the demand on the Russian labour market and 
substantially alleviate the workforce situation in 
the near term; however, for the period leading to 
2025, or even further into the future, it will not 
be sufficient. Furthermore, to attract just this 
existing potential, Russia will have to rid itself 
of the legacy of arbitrariness that has plagued 
its migration policy. If liberalisation measures 
are overshadowed by campaigns like the recent 
roundup of Georgian immigrants, or crackdowns 
on migrant labour at open markets, our credibility 
as a country that welcomes immigrants will 
suffer. Such campaigns not only aggravate the 
widespread xenophobia in Russia but also create 
alarm among potential immigrants, who may 
well think twice about facing such an uncertain 
reception and the prospect of suddenly finding 
themselves unwelcome guests in a foreign land.

In any event, to plug the emerging labour 
deficit, Russia will have to attract immigrants 
from other countries, too. Clearly, it would be 
to our advantage to develop such relations with 
countries which possess cultural affinities to 
Russia, such as those of eastern Europe. But this 
would be a forlorn hope. The global market for 
immigrant labour is marked by competition, 
which will only grow fiercer. Accordingly, Russia 
is competing against the United States and the 
European Union, among others. This is an 
uneven contest, with Russia in the role of clear 
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outsider. Russia’s options are therefore limited. 
Its advantage lies among the countries of south-
eastern and southern Asia, and perhaps the Arab 
countries.

While diversity in the countries of origin of 
immigrants is of course a desirable goal, it is 
also an undeniable fact that the Chinese, our 
immediate neighbours, are by far the most 
promising candidates. The Chinese, at any rate 
those who live in the north-eastern provinces, 
are not deterred by the Russian climate; they 
are successful in agricultural work in Siberia 
and Russia’s far east. Being neighbours, they 
are better informed about the Russian labour 
market, what opportunities exist and what rules 
must be followed in Russia; this makes it easier 
for them to find their place among Russians, and, 
by comparison with other immigrants, greatly 
improves the likelihood that they will decide on 
such a move. Another positive influence is the 
large number of Russians who travel to China, 
roughly twice the number of Chinese travelling 
here.

Research surveys of Chinese visitors arriving 
in Russia for a temporary stay show a fairly 
constant picture, with no more than 500,000 
for the entire territory of the country.8 Most of 
these are traders or construction and agricultural 
workers. Local estimates of the Chinese presence 
in Russia’s far east are very moderate, no more 
than 25,000–30,000.9 The 2002 census listed 
35,000 Chinese living in Russia. Despite the 
modest scale of Chinese immigration, the hoary 
myth of two million Chinese in Russia’s far east, 
based on an old, spurious article in the newspaper 
Izvestia,10 continues to persist. It has contributed 
to creating in Russian society a lasting suspicion 
of Chinese expansion, which is taken to be a 
fait accompli. The alleged Chinese threat has 
become a favourite among demagogues, who 
thrill the popular imagination with increasingly 
ominous depictions of immigrants ‘flooding’ 
across the border. Thus, Rossiiskiye vesti quite 

recently informed its readers that there are three 
to four million Chinese in Russia.11 Among 
the scaremongers, one of the loudest, and most 
irresponsible, is surely L.K. Aksenov, with his 
prediction that “Today we have one Chinese for 
every 150 Russians, and in 50 years it will be the 
other way around.”12 In this way, the ground is 
made fertile for Russian nationalism and racism, 
preparing a toxic environment of xenophobia for 
future migrants.

And yet, Russia, with its dwindling population, 
stands to gain far more than it would lose from 
its position as neighbour to a demographic 
titan—a country with a population that is 
mobile and adaptable under Russian conditions. 
There is no consensus in society on the question 
of immigration. Despite official recognition, the 
suggestion that Russian development depends on 
immigration invariably arouses hostile reactions. 
Migration has become the plaything of electoral 
campaigns, the subject of political speculation, 
and a sensational theme for the mass media. The 
anti-immigration hysteria is being fanned, and 
it is directed primarily at the “invaders from the 
south and the east”.

Thus, the innovations in Russian migration 
policy have their share of enemies. Of course, 
the new measures have their faults; in the short 
time they have been in practice, numerous 
discrepancies and omissions have come to light. 
But if migration policy is to develop along 
the lines charted out by the new laws, and in 
accordance with the country’s own interests, it 
is important that the new initiative should not 
be stifled, but rather consolidated and allowed 
to grow.

Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya is the Director 
of  Migration Research Center and Chief of 
Laboratory of Migration in the Institute for 
Economic Forecasting (Russian Academy of Science, 
Moscow).
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Today it has become 
difficult to speak about 
an enlargement of 
the European Union. 
Particularly after the 
referenda in France and 

the Netherlands, some politicians seem to have 
lost the courage to stand up for the addition of 
new Member States. All of a sudden, factors that 
have been well known for some time are being 
construed as major obstructions, to be removed 
before any further talks on enlargement can take 
place. Obviously, a common vision is lacking on 
how to identify the European scope and borders, 
and how to mould further integration. 

The topic of migration is marked by the same 
lack of a shared vision. Although large parts 
of the population realise that many European 
countries need foreign labour and will continue 
to rely on it,  the topic still triggers fears about 
alienation, security concerns and increased crime 
and extremism. The field of political asylum has 
in particular been seen as synonymous with 
abuse of migration laws and in general with 
encouraging foreign criminals.  

The discussion on migration has also always 
been burdened by the fact that EU enlargement 
will sooner or later lead to abandoning checks at 
internal borders. In many countries, however, the 
border control system has had, and still has, the 
status of a sacred cow. Border control is directly 
associated with guarding the state effectively 
from all external evil, be it irregular migrants, 
criminals and terrorists, or dangerous goods 
and diseases. In light of these circumstances, 
and considering the highly symbolic character 
the public attributes to visible border control 
measures, it has been quite hard to convince 
politicians and population alike that harmonised 
standards and joint actions on security issues 

will not lead to increased risk, but to improved 
security for all. 

It is therefore hardly surprising that two 
issues in combination—enlargement and 
immigration—have always been, and remain, 
decidedly unpopular topics. There is hardly a 
politician who dares raise a voice in favour of 
one or the other at this time. There is widespread 
agreement on the importance and necessity of 
enhanced controls, beginning at the consulates, 
but encompassing also both border and domestic 
controls. This, however, creates the parallel 
impression that security is currently inadequate, 
and that politicians are increasingly unable to 
design and control migration in accordance 
with national interests. In this situation of 
growing disorientation, it is worthwhile to recall 
experiences made with previous enlargement 
talks and to outline the challenges facing the 
European states in the decades to come. 

Migration issues were already at the centre of 
attention during earlier EU enlargement talks. In 
the 1950s, �0s and 70s, some of today’s Member 
States were the main countries of origin for 
migrants, mostly labour migrants who had been 
recruited by the highly industrialised countries 
in large-scale recruitment programmes. It was 
repeatedly feared that once such migrants had 
gained access to the EU and the freedom of 
employment it offered, the labour force from 
these states would increase uncontrollably. 
However, experiences since then show exactly 
the opposite picture. Despite the easing of legal 
and actual requirements, and the large gaps in 
prosperity, income and unemployment rates 
between individual Member States, the feared 
developments have not occurred. It is not the 
jobholders who change their place of residence 
and work within the European Community, 
but their jobs that change location. The result is 
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well known: classic emigration countries rapidly 
develop into classic immigration countries with 
a rapidly growing number of foreign residents. 
Many former labour emigrants return home, 
resulting in a reversed net migration balance. 
Overall, the liberty to work freely within the 
EU remains the least utilised liberty. Only a few 
percent of EU citizens live in a Member State 
other than their native country. And if they do, 
it is mostly in an immediately neighbouring 
country. Experiences so far  lead to the 
conclusion that the imbalances and undesirable 
developments feared as a consequence of the 
most recent enlargement of the European Union 
will by and large not take place.

Attention should be paid to various aspects 
of internal European migration, including 
secondary migration of foreign citizens such as 
asylum seekers, refugees, aliens falling within 
the competence of the EU Member States, and 
irregular migrants. These groups, while small, 
still have significant effects upon various state 
institutions such as the welfare system. 

The enlargement talks to date have not resulted 
in increased applications for asylum; on the 
contrary, there has been a strong and steady 
decline in their total numbers (although not 
in all Member States). In my opinion, this 
development is due to the compensatory 
measures and increasing harmonisation of 
methods of dealing with asylum in the Member 
States. These measures alleviate the problem 
of duplicate applicants, eliminate undesirable 
incentives and loopholes, and altogether make 
the asylum system significantly less attractive. It 
remains to be seen whether this effect applies only 
to irregular migrants, which would be desirable, 
or also to persons in need of protection. 

Secondary migration within the European Union 
may also be an issue for recognised refugees, 
specifically for non-EU citizens with permanent 
residence permits. One could presume that they 
would be subject to the same considerations as 
migration by EU citizens from one Member 
State to another. However, these foreign citizens 

are generally more mobile and hence less hesitant 
in deciding to migrate. Such decisions are quite 
likely if family members, close relatives or 
friends reside in another Member State. Hence, 
it cannot be ruled out that decisions taken by 
a Member State on asylum policy, for example, 
or an amnesty for non-EU citizens, could affect 
other Member States. 

Demographic developments—debate and 
reality

In the past, the correlation between EU 
enlargement and migration was broadened 
to include demographic developments and 
their implications in different political fields. 
Although this was not a new issue as such, what 
was new was the increased attention to this issue 
and its presence in public debate. The debate 
is dominated by the status quo of an ageing 
European society and the consequences relating 
to a decreasing working population as well as 
to safeguarding and restructuring retirement 
benefits. Both developments are sometimes 
depicted in alarmist terms, to justify immediate 
action on migration policy. Rhetorical questions, 
such as  ‘Who will look after the ageing Europeans 
if not foreign workers?’ or ‘Who will secure the 
pensions if not future immigrants?’ presuppose 
the necessity of compensatory migration to 
counterbalance demographic ageing. 

In my opinion, this debate often neglects the 
actual figures, and ignores or plays down the 
repercussions in other areas of policy. It is an 
overlooked fact that, merely to maintain the 
current work force and replace those who will 
be retiring in the coming years, states would 
require greatly increased immigration from non-
EU countries. Since these new migrants in turn 
grow old and one day reach retirement age, an 
even higher migration level would be required. 

This level would reach a magnitude not even 
remotely manageable with the economic, social 
and political capacity of European states. In 
view of these circumstances, it is reasonable to 
conclude that compensatory immigration is not 
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a sustainable solution, but at best a temporary 
solution for the problems. Hence other 
solutions, such as raising the retirement age, 
restructuring the pension system and increasing 
the level of participation by the resident working 
population, should be given priority. However, 
since these solutions touch upon many sensitive 
topics, it may be expected that additional labour 
force recruitment from outside the European 
Union will continue to be viewed as the universal 
solution in the coming years. 

Much of the debate also ignores the fact that 
demographic developments in the Member 
States take various courses. Birth rates, migration 
rates, labour market participation rates and 
social welfare systems vary from country to 
country. The problems vary accordingly and so 
does their timing. It is hardly surprising, then, 
that it is difficult to come to a general agreement 
on a unified migration policy to balance short-
term or permanent demographic developments. 
Whether an active migration policy from 
non-EU countries is to be established and 
implemented, and to what extent, will therefore 
almost certainly remain within the purview of 
the individual Member States for the next few 
years. 

When a unified migration policy is developed, 
it will not be so much due to ageing European 
societies as it will be to demographic develop-
ments in other parts of the world, primarily 
in African and Asian countries. In contrast to 
Europe, these countries have rapidly growing 
populations but weak economic growth, and 
consequently the new employment opportunities 
needed are not being created fast enough. The 
result will be a rapidly growing number of 
people, predominantly in third world countries,  
who have insufficient or no access to education, 
health care, the labour market and public 
services. In such a situation, migration appears 
to be an attractive alternative strategy, one that 
offers at least the prospect of a better life. For 
this reason, a growing migration pressure, as we 
now experience in the Mediterranean region, is 
to be expected.

Immigration and the labour markets
 
The counterpart to migration pressure is the 
demand for labour. In this connection, the 
search for and recruitment of highly qualified 
professionals is deemed less problematic. It is 
generally accepted that their contributions to 
support and safeguard social welfare are above 
average, that they raise the competitiveness of 
the national economy and that they are drivers of 
the knowledge sector. Many European Member 
States have relaxed their legal framework 
requirements in recent years in order to be more 
attractive to managers, researchers, students and 
other well-qualified professionals. This indicates 
a growing competition among the Member 
States for qualified professionals, which extends 
to non-EU citizens. Unless there is an oversupply, 
and if the benefits offered are sufficient, this will 
lead to an exodus of qualified professionals, who 
will be missed on the local labour market. This is 
recognised as a problem in the countries of origin 
and destination alike. However, little is being 
done to effectively counter it, whether because 
of the powerful economic market or because the 
political will needed to take the necessary steps is 
too weak—or, in fact, missing entirely. 

The main problem, however, lies with the 
less-educated and professionally less-qualified 
workers. Here, a numerically unlimited work-
force in the countries of origin encounters an 
existing but limited demand in the European 
countries of destination. This demand is 
considerably higher in those countries where 
there is strong expansion and where an informal 
sector is tolerated. In some areas there is 
obviously heavy demand for short-term labour 
without full access to public services and 
benefits. In contrast, for many migrants even 
benefits far below any official minimum level 
are still sufficiently attractive to induce them 
into investing sometimes huge amounts in risky 
migration ventures. 

This  overwhelming  imbalance  between  supply 
and demand for labour, particularly unqualified 
and badly paid labour, leads by default to a selective 



system. On the one hand, this system admits 
migrants within an ‘acceptable’ level whereas 
on the other hand, it refuses other potentially 
interested migrants. The  establishment and 
increasing effectiveness of border protection 
systems at the external EU borders show the 
results of this system: although necessary, it leads 
to human tragedies and has the potential for 
social and political unrest, both in the countries 
of origin and in the transit countries outside 
the European Union. It should be pointed out 
that while border security can be effective, it can 
never make borders completely impenetrable. 
Therefore, irregular migration movements 
will not only continue but will increase in the 
future, regardless of any partial opening of legal 
migration channels. The question, therefore, 
is which comprehensive measures would serve 
to at least mitigate the consequences of the 
global imbalance in migration, if not provide a 
permanent solution to the problem. 

An answer to this question would first of all 
concern measures within the Member States, 
starting with effective action to make the informal 
sector less attractive to irregular labour migrants. 
At the same time, however, the gap between 
workers who have access to education, health care 
and social security services and those who do not 
must be made smaller. If this does not happen, 
social and political unrest will follow. But these 
measures are also indispensable prerequisites for 
an effective migration policy. These secondary 
measures are increasingly important, insofar as it 
is obvious that a large portion of current and future 
migrants—irrespective of the title under which 
they originally enter and reside in Europe—will 
remain here. Thus, additional efforts must be 
made, predominantly in the educational sector, 
to give second-generation migrants, at least, the 
same chances for education and employment as 
those enjoyed by the local population without 
a migration background. Should this—as has 
been the case in most European countries—not 
succeed, the results  will be disadvantages and 
discrimination. 

conclusion

A comprehensive solution includes the utilisation 
of the resources and measures available within 
the framework of foreign migration policy. Their 
objective is to establish and maintain genuine 
partnerships, both with the neighbouring states 
outside the European Union, and with the 
migrants’ countries of origin. As can be seen 
from the Commission documents, this does not 
imply separation, leading to new and additional 
shifts in the migration burden. Rather, this 
points towards a mutually supportive policy 
to manage the current and future migration 
challenges based on a balance of interests. 

Obviously, such partnerships cannot be built 
overnight. They require considerable preparatory 
time and continuous and extensive efforts. 

Gottfried Zürcher is Director General of the 
International Centre for Migration Policy 
Development (ICMPD).

European View

EU Enlargement and Immigration

150







European View
c/o VZW Europese Volkspartij

10, rue du Commerce
1000 Brussels

Phone: +32 2 285 41 49
Fax. +32 2 285 41 41

European View web version:
Url: www.europeanview.eu

cijfer voor het volgnummer binnen het jaar 

9 771781 685007

71

ISSN 1781-6858




