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INTRODUCTION

Migration is a key-issue of today European Union future. But except for the last century, migration was without physical borders, and the movements of individuals from one place to another were not restricted by national or regional borders, visa systems, or national security fears. For example if any one had suggested in, say, 1910, that migration was an unusual phenomenon, they would have been regarded by any knowledgeable person with astonishment"
. In the past, migration was restricted by other kinds of borders such as the lack of information, weakness of migration networks, natural hazards, tribal systems, and the primitive means of transportation. In the era of globalization, information technology, abundance of knowledge and information, increasing terrorism threats, the rise of national identities and the claimed clash of civilizations, migration became a major political issue. Developed countries regard migration as a threatening factor that affects their sovereignty and national identities, while developing countries regard it as a possible escape from their political, economic, social and overpopulation problems.  Immigration policies vary greatly across countries, both historically and currently, and are often at the centre of public debate.
 For example, in May 2000 the German government introduced a so-called green card for Non-EU IT-specialists to meet the excess demand for IT-specialists in Germany and to ensure the development and competitiveness of the German information sector.  Generally, an immigration policy is designed to give preference to certain groups. For example, U.S. immigration laws give priority to individuals whose family members already reside there. Canada has implemented a point system that favours individuals with certain characteristics reflecting labour market demands. Although there is free movement of people within the European Union, laws differ across member countries in entry requirements for citizens of non-member countries.
 In Germany, preference is given to ethnic Germans. Sweden places no restriction on migration from the Nordic countries, including non-EUmember Norway, and allocates entry visas generously to asylum seekers and refugees. The choice of immigration policy affects the growth and performance of an economy, the characteristics of the immigrants a country receives, as well as the perception of immigrants by the native born population. If a policy stressing labour market demands is implemented, it is also quite likely that the immigrants will perform relatively well in the labour market and hence assimilate rather rapidly and contribute to the growth and the performance of the economy. If humanitarian criteria are used in determining entry into the country, i.e. by concentrating on refugees, success in the labour market may be harder to come by for these immigrants, since their skills may be less transferable. Here, the difference in human capital between immigrants and natives is likely to be greater. Hence, assimilation may be less likely to take place and the costs of integrating these migrants into the society and the labour market might be high. Assuming that factor quantities are determined exogenously, economic theory tells us that groups of natives who are gross substitutes to immigrants will suffer and groups of natives who are gross complements will benefit from immigration. For example, it may be argued that low skilled immigration is likely to benefit native high skilled workers, while high skilled migration may benefit native low-skilled workers. As long as migrants bring no capital with them, native capital owners will gain from migration. It should then be no surprise that sentiments towards immigrants are likely to depend on education or skill levels.

1 EUROPEAN UNION AND THE NEW MEMBER STATES

1.1 The enlargement of an area of “freedom, security and justice”

May 1, 2004 enlargement brought two main issues: the potential from migration from the new member states, and the need to develop a proper immigration, asylum and border control policy for the entire EU. Before the enlargement EU-15 didn’t achieve all they set out to do on migration issues; they thou have to rethink some entrenched positions in order to deal with old issues in the new reality. These are also matters of internal politics, especially in electoral period. Media are becoming vocals on their concern on the admission of outsiders; in addition, many of the undocumented workers and asylum seekers of the last decade have come from eight of the ten new Member States (excluding Malta and Cyprus). The asylum crisis in evidence across the EU since the early 1990s has not been resolved by more than a decade of talk in Brussels about a common approach.

Citizens of the new Central and Eastern European Member States (CEECs) are falling victim to the wider context of concern about immigration and immigrants, which preoccupies people, political debate and the media across Europe. This puts the EU-15 in a quandary: they seek a common policy on immigration, asylum and borders, but see every step towards one as relinquishing sovereignty. At the same time, they do not trust the ability of eight of the ten new Member States to carry out their sovereign roles of controlling their borders, keeping their citizens prosperous and happy at home, and managing immigration and asylum systems in a way which meets established EU norms and standards. 

May 1, 2004 was an important milestone for the EU for another reason much less well known than enlargement itself. The EU-15 had committed to having in place by that date several key building blocks of what has been termed “An Area of Freedom, Security and Justice”.
 

This refers to the entire territory of the EU Member States, which the EU aspires to make into a space in which:

• Citizens are free to circulate;

• Immigration is well managed; 

• Access to the humanitarian protection of asylum is well regulated;

• Citizens and other residents are secure;  

• Justice is upheld for all. 

The evolution of the idea of an EU area of freedom, security and justice will be examined below, along with the implications of EU citizenship, the likely migration impact of enlargement and the implications of excluding eight of the new Member States from full participation in the EU provisions for free movement. 

1.1.1 A common EU territory

The idea of a common EU territory in which there is freedom, security and justice was set out in the Treaty of Amsterdam, signed in 1997. This Treaty built on the 1992 Maastricht Treaty on European Union, which included the concept of EU citizenship and a basis for inter-governmental cooperation on immigration, asylum and border control policies. The decision, elaborated in the Treaty of Amsterdam, to create a common policy on immigration, asylum and borders was reinforced through a special summit held in Tampere, Finland, in October 1999. Subsequent formal Conclusions of European Council meetings laid out plans, timelines and processes through which the basic ‘building block’ agreements could be reached. The Member States have found it hard to reach agreement on the fundamentals of a common asylum system, and even harder to agree on immigration and border control measures. Any agreement seems to chip away at the concrete block of sovereignty rather than to cement the new European relationship. The five essential building blocks of the asylum system, discussed below, were completed only in the last weeks (and days) before the May 1, 2004 deadline. The final impulse to reach agreement came not from the need to integrate, or even from the pressure of the May 1 deadline for completing the Amsterdam/Tampere programme. Rather, it was the need to get agreements, even imperfect ones, in place before ten new Members came to the table and made it impossible to get the perfect agreement for any, let alone all, of the Member States.

European Union citizenship, as established in the 1992 Treaty on European Union, confers three key rights to the citizens of all EU Member States. One of these—the right to move to, reside, and take up employment in all  Member States—is at the heart of the EU integration project. It broadens not only the personal horizons of EU citizens, but also offers the Union as a whole an opportunity to forge a common identity that crosses geographical, linguistic, and cultural boundaries. As  the Union enlarged on May 1, 2004, the citizens of eight of the ten new Member States entered it as ‘second-class EU citizens’, prevented from exercising this right in full. They are able to move and reside across the EU, but they are not able to take up employment freely in all Member States. This seems at odds with the second key right, which is to equal treatment and non-discrimination on the grounds of nationality. The third key right is the right to vote and stand for election in European Parliament elections in all EU countries. Previous enlargements, in the 1980s, also excluded the citizens of new, Southern Member States, from free movement rights. At that point, however, the concept of EU citizenship, and the rights attached to it, was not in place. 

1.1.2 The migration impact of past and present enlargements 

Will the fact of EU citizenship and the rights associated with it provoke a large migration of nationals from the acceding countries? It certainly was not reason enough for Austrians, Finnish, and Swedish to move in significant numbers when the EU expanded to take in their countries in 1995. The argument most often heard on that score is that the economies of those three states were very advanced— stronger, in fact, than those of several other EU Member States. Thus Austrian, Finnish, and Swedish citizens had little incentive to move. By contrast, the fear of many of the EU-15’s leaders was that the economic weakness of eight of the new Member States (EU-8, all NMS except Cyprus and Malta) could give their citizens greater motivation to migrate once they attain EU citizenship. As a consequence, most of the EU-15 have limited the opportunities available to potential migrants from the new ten for the first two years. The effect the enlargement is having on migratory trends, many analysts conclude, is likely to be similar to that of two previous EU enlargements (Greece in 1981 and Spain and Portugal in 1986). Those enlargements prompted only small-scale emigration from the new Member States, despite differences in per-capita income that were roughly similar to those that exist today between the EU-15 and the CEECs countries. 

The best way to make any migration a genuine choice, rather than a reaction to significant inequalities across the EU, is to narrow the opportunity gap between the states of the EU-15 and the eight new Member States that are CEECs.  Sustained large-scale investment in the Southern European newcomers of the 1980s helped ensure that little migration resulted from that enlargement. Similar high-level investments will be necessary now: but the available pot of EU money must stretch to cover more countries at this point – and the size of the pot is already limited by the stagnant economies of much of the Euro-zone. For the benefit of the EU as a whole, the EU-15 governments and the Commission need to minimize opportunity differentials, both through public funding and the encouragement of private investment. 

1.1.3 Intra-EU migration and Integration 

Perhaps the main reason that immigration has become the most divisive issue in European politics is the failure of the EU-15 to integrate immigrants effectively. Policy-making on integration has been left to national governments, and sometimes sub-national governments of regions or even cities – on the principle of ‘subsidiarity’, which requires placing policy-making at the lowest effective level of government. An EU-level discussion on integration is long overdue. 

Enlargement could offer policy-makers a prime opportunity to begin to deal with the problems of racism and xenophobia that already plague many immigrant communities within the EU. This opportunity is especially important because the new Member States bring with them national minorities of a scale not previously known within the EU. Integration will no longer be exclusively about newcomers, but also about the incorporation of ethnic kin communities such as Slovak-Hungarians; of national minorities with links to countries beyond the EU such as the Russian minorities(often without citizenship) in the Baltic States; and of widespread Roma populations, in the Czech and Slovak Republics in particular, who are much discriminated against.

1.2 Transitional arrangements on free movement of workers
 

Transitional restrictions for migration have costs and benefits. The costs are in terms of deferred welfare gains from migration, the benefits arise from the information that can be collected about the actual nature and magnitudes of migration pressures. 

Generally speaking EU-wide quotas are to be preferred to national restrictions because the regulation of immigration at national levels during the transitional periods creates two economic problems. Firstly, if country specific restrictions are binding, migration flows may be distorted away from the countries and regions where migrants can be more productive, which creates an efficiency loss per se. Secondly, national governments may decide to introduce more restrictive migration policies than in case of co-ordination, as they may fear that migrants will tend to move to the less restrictive countries, potentially setting in motion a race-to-the-bottom in the setting of migration quotas. The latter process can be observed from May 1, 2004: Austria and Germany, the two countries which absorb around 75 percent of the migrants from the CEECs  have applied transitional periods. Scandinavian countries like Sweden and Denmark, which in the early stages of the process planned to open their labour markets for migrants from the accessions countries immediately, were wondering if to introduce free movement since they feared the diversion of migration flows toward their countries from Germany and Austria. Eventually Sweden applied free movement while Denmark not. Large Member States like Italy and the United Kingdom are under less pressure than small Member States, but still, their decisions were affected by that of the main immigration countries as well. As a consequence, the main destinations of migration from the accession countries remained close in May, 2004 a part from Sweden, Ireland and UK. By the way Ireland and UK applied restrictions on the welfare access for migrants. From free mobility to transitional arrangements restricting access to labour market in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Greece, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain. 

The Transitional Arrangements (TA) are summarized below:

1. Free movement of persons is one of the most fundamental freedoms guaranteed by Community law. It includes the right for EU nationals to move to another EU Member State to take up employment and to establish themselves in the host State with their family members. EU Member States are precluded from directly or indirectly discriminating against migrant workers and their families on the basis of their nationality. EU migrant workers and their families are entitled to equal treatment not only in employment related matters, but also as regards public housing, fiscal advantages and social advantages. Removing barriers to mobility between and within Member States is also placed central in the renewed Lisbon Agenda. 

2.The transitional arrangements set out in the Accession Treaty of 2003 allow for limited derogations from the principles set out in the preceding paragraph, during a transitional period which will irrevocably come to an end on 30 April 2011. The restrictions can only be applied to migrant workers, and not to any other categories of EU citizens. Further, the restrictions can only apply to obtaining access to the labour market, and can only limit the eligibility for employment in a particular Member State. Once a worker has obtained access to the labour market of a particular Member State Community law on equal treatment as regards remuneration, other employment related matters, and as regards access to social and tax advantages applies. In other words, no discrimination whatsoever is allowed on the ground of nationality between legally employed workers, regardless of whether they come from EU-15 Member States or EU-10 Member States. Further, there are no transitional arrangements for the application of the Community law on the coordination of social security schemes.  

3. The transitional period is divided in three distinct phases, according to the "2 plus3 plus2 years" formula. Different conditions apply during each of these phases. 

4. The Accession Treaty provides that for the first two years of the TA, EU-15 Member States will apply national measures, or those resulting from bilateral agreements to regulate access to their labour markets by EU-8 nationals. The diverse national measures taken during this first phase of the TA resulted in legally different regimes for access to the labour markets of the EU-25. Sweden and Ireland decided not to apply restrictions on access to their labour markets by EU-8 nationals. The UK has no ex-ante restrictions either but has a Workers Registration Scheme. All other EU-15 countries maintained a work permit regime, sometimes combined with quotas. No TA exist for Cyprus. Malta issues work permits for monitoring purposes. Poland, Slovenia and Hungary apply reciprocal restrictions to nationals from the EU-15 Member States applying restrictions. All EU-10 Member States have opened their labour markets to workers of EU-10 Member States.

5. The first phase of the transitional arrangements started on 1 May 2004 and ends on 30 April 2006. The Accession Treaty states that before the end of this phase, the Council shall review the functioning of the TA on the basis of a Commission report. On completion of this review, and no later than at the end of the two-year period following the date of accession, the EU-15 Member States must notify the Commission of their intentions with regard to the second phase of the TA. In the absence of notification, Community law on free movement of workers will apply for the second period (1 May 2006-30 April 2009). Those who wish to continue applying national measures will still be allowed to do so. Four Member States (Greece, Spain, Portugal and Finland) have decided to lift restrictions for the second, three-year phase of the transitional arrangements, while six others (Belgium, Denmark, France, Italy, the Netherlands and Luxembourg) have decided to alleviate them.

6. As a general principle all national measures relating to labour market access should cease to apply by 30 April 2009. Nevertheless, a Member State may continue applying national measures (subject to the notification procedure as above) for a maximum period of two further years but only in case of serious disturbances of its labour market or a threat there of. 

7. In any event, the Accession Treaty provides that Member States that decide to lift restrictions from 1 May 2006 will have, throughout the remainder of the transitional period, the possibility to reintroduce restrictions using the safeguard procedure set out in the Accession Treaty, should they undergo or foresee disturbances on their labour markets. The Accession Treaty also lays down that, notwithstanding restrictions applied by Member States, they shall give preference to workers who are nationals of EU-8 Member States over workers who are nationals of third countries as regards access to their labour market.

1.2.1 Developments so far

Developments so far have indeed broadly corresponded to prior expectations
. Since enlargement there has been an increase in the number of EU-8 workers in EU-15 Member States. However, despite this increase, the relative impact, as measured by the number of permits issued for reason of employment as a proportion of the host country's working age population, is rather limited. Furthermore, the number of resident and work permits issued at any point in time overestimates the actual number of EU-8 nationals that have settled in the host country, because it does not take into account people returning to their countries of origin, i.e. the outflows, and the length of the work permits. The same is true in view of the fact that the data may reflect temporary factors such as regularisation of illegal migrants who have moved to EU-15 Member States over several years. Overall, the percentage of EU-8 nationals in the resident population of each EU-15 Member State was relatively stable before and after enlargement, with increases in the UK and, more conspicuously, in Austria and in Ireland.  There is no evidence that migration flows from the EU-8 have caused significant labour market disturbances in the EU-15 countries. However, the emerged destination patterns lend some support to the view that mobility flows may have to some extent been “diverted” to countries with unrestricted access and highly absorptive labour markets such as in Ireland and the UK. It may also be interesting to note that in most Member States the percentage of foreign nationals from non-EU countries is significantly higher than the one for EU nationals. This implies that migration from third countries is a much more important phenomenon than intra-EU mobility, both within the EU-15 and the EU-25.

1.2.2 Who is the migrant?

An important conclusion from both the east-west migration potential studies and the developments so far is the need to differentiate between various types of migration, in particular distinguishing between short-term and more permanent movement. Existing survey studies do suggest, for example, that the propensity for permanent emigration is fairly small for Czechs, Poles and Hungarians, while the preference for short-term migration, including cross-border commuting, seasonal and casual work is clearly much higher. Such patterns of "incomplete migration", where those involved make frequent short-duration trips abroad to earn a living while maintaining a home in the origin country, already existed before enlargement, both in legal and illegal forms. It’s possible to distinguish two types of so-called labour tourists:
 (a) short-term income-seeking workers, often without appropriate documents whose average stay is 2-4 months, currently estimated to number 600-700.000 annually (Morawska, 1999); and (b) a smaller group of contracted temporary workers, about 300.000 people. Thus, it is not implausible to assume that incomplete migration will continue to be the more important type of east-west labour flows following accession than conventional migration.

The likely types of east-west labour flows are intimately interrelated with the personal profiles of the migrants. To the extent that labour flows will continue to be predominantly of the temporary, incomplete migration type, the majority of migrants can be expected to be young, single males, while family migration may be of somewhat less importance, at least in the initial years. However, concurrent with EU enlargement, about 1 million citizens of new EU members now lawfully residing in one of the old EU-15 Member State have acquired the right to bring in dependent family members, representing a considerable potential for family reunification. The same will be true for another 650,000 legal residents of Bulgarian, Croatian and Romanian nationality after their accession.  An important question concerns the skill distribution of migrants. In general, emigration is selective, in that the better off move: the old adage that "migrants move from positions of strength" seems to be applicable. However, the jobs taken in destination countries are frequently of a lower qualification level than those left, with migrants going into construction, manufacturing and low skill service jobs. Putting together evidence from various studies,
 suggested that 12-14 per cent of post-1989 westbound migration could be classed as highly skilled comprising, inter alia, managers, scientists, researchers, and students.

A special migrant group is likely to be formed by students from the EU-8 receiving tertiary education in countries of the EU-15. At present, their number is still relatively low, according to recent statistics. While a trend increase in these numbers appears fairly likely, it remains unclear, though, what proportion of the foreign students will enter the labour force of their host country during or after their studies. 

1.3 Boeri and Brucker’s investigation over TA and future perspectives

On their analysis Boeri and Brucker try to answer the following questions: Why a race-to-the top in migration restrictions before May 1, 2004? A policy co-ordination dilemma? Why are Europeans getting so tough on migrants? Which migration policy for the European Union? Boeri and Brucker argue that each country fails to internalize the impact of its migration policy on other countries. Hence they end up adopting over-restrictive policies. The incapacity of the E-15 governments to reach an agreement on the EU migration policy towards the enlargement provoke a shift from supposed free mobility to transitional arrangements restricting access to labour market in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Greece, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain, and restrictions on welfare in Ireland and UK. Only in Sweden free mobility has been choosen but just because of a vote against the opinion of the at the time government.

Boeri and Brucker show us the first results of those choices in a number of selected countries: 

UK. counterfactual: 12,000 (net inflow); recorded flows: May through Dec 04: 130,000 migrants from NMS.  Excluding those applying before May and temporary migrants, still more than 50,000.

Ireland. counterfactual: 3,100 (net inflow); recorded flows: 31,000 permits for workers from NMS in the May-October 04 period.

Sweden. counterfactual: 6,200 (net inflow); recorded flows 3,966 work permits (up from 2,097 in 2003).

Denmark. counterfactual: 2,900 (net inflow); recorded flows: 2,048 work permits in 2004.

Italy. counterfactual: 30,000 (net inflow); recorded flows : 15,000  in 2004-5. 

Altogether, thou, preliminary evidence suggests that total migration into the EU-15 is at around 100-150,000 persons in 2004, roughly one-third of the projected migration potential. It appears also that substantial migration diversion away from main receiving countries towards those which have been less restrictive (and English-speaking) has developed. Migration flows from NMS are being diverted by asymmetric transitional arrangements in the EU 15, reducing aggregate benefits from Enlargement. Due to that, migration to “imperfect” labour markets in the short-run proves to be more costly for natives than migration to flexible markets ; there are, thou, short-term aggregate costs of migration to “rigid countries.” In those countries, which usually present also a generous welfare system, public opinion is more against migrants. The losses for manual labour are around -0.2% to -0.55% and non-manual labour around -0.1% to -0.5% in receiving countries. But they also highlight the large total gains from migration:  +0.2 to +0.5% GDP with migration of 1%. Most gains accrue however to migrants and their employers. It also comes out a stronger conflict of interest migrants-natives in presence of generous welfare systems and unskilled migration.

Even if institutional asymmetries make it more difficult to co-ordinate inducing tighter and tighter migration policies in rigid countries, they suggest a simplification of policies (including asylum) and they think skilled migration is better for rigid countries .

1.3.1 Comments on Boeri and Brucker

The paper argues that uncoordinated national migration policies in EU countries are inefficient and lead to a “race to the top” (overly restrictive national migration regulations). Boeri and Brucker claim that this is particularly so in the context of the recent EU enlargement where existing EU members where given the opportunity to postpone opening their labor markets to immigrants from the New Member States (NMS). It finds that, while there are large overall gains from migration, they are distributed very unequally. In particular, the host country could lose (or not gain) from migration. In that context, the authors argue, migration restrictions exert a negative externality: they divert migration flows toward countries with weaker immigration restrictions. Using survey data, it finds that people in countries with more generous welfare systems or more rigid labor markets prefer more restrictive policies. On the other hand, there is only weak evidence that people react systematically to neighboring countries immigration policies. This paper projects that migration flows from the CEEC-10 countries to Germany will be very significant (about 2-3 percent of Germany’s population). It also concludes with a recommendation to delegate immigration policy at the European level, in order to realize the large global gains from migration and avoid a counterproductive “race to the top”.

The first striking observation is the income disparity between the NMS and the rest of Europe. According to the paper, the NMS income per capita reaches only 49% of the EU-15 GDP per capita. As the paper points out, such a large income disparity between eastern and western Europe raised the prospect of massive migration flows from East to West, following the collapse of the iron curtain. Indeed, most projections of large migration flows between east and west are driven in large part by the size of this income gap. The iron curtain collapsed sixteen years ago. Enough time has passed to evaluate the accuracy of the migration projections. By and large, migration flows remained modest. This constitutes the second striking observation. According to the OECD, the cumulative migration from the East since 1989 amounts to only 1.1 million persons, or about 1% of the source population.
 If migration flows have been much smaller than predicted since 1989, predictions of large migration flows following the enlargement may not inspire a great deal of confidence. One could argue that migration did not occur until now precisely because of the restrictive migration policies in the EU-15 countries that enlargement is supposed to eliminate eventually; but this interpretation seems rather at odd with the facts. If indeed migration policies were over-restrictive before 2004, we would expect disproportionate migration flows following the enlargement toward the countries that did relax their migration policies. The case of Sweden, discussed in the paper, is quite instructive in that respect. For technical reasons, Sweden failed to postpone the opening of its labour market to NMS workers. If our migration models are accurate, we should expect hordes of Polish, Czech and Lithuanian workers moving to Sweden over the last year. Instead Sweden’s work permits reached just 3,966 permits! If realistic migration flows remain small, why have immigration issues created such a stir in the EU-15 countries? As a corollary, 

1.3.2 Why have migration restrictions increased? 

It happened dramatically in many western European countries even if migration risks appear quite modest. The paper provides one answer: coordination failures. Is this the right story? If so, we would need to see evidence of the “response function” of each country’s migration policy to its neighbours’. The empirical evidence from the survey data on the impact of other country’s migration policies is rather weak. The simple observation that many countries decided simultaneously to adopt transitional policies toward the NMS is not evidence enough in my view. An alternative interpretation, that the authors mention briefly but do not develop, is that immigration policy targets a convenient political scapegoat: the nonvoting immigrant. In many European countries, pandering politicians –often but not exclusively associated with the far-right- have gained political momentum by demonizing immigrants workers. In that respect, one should keep in mind that many EU countries have adopted tougher immigration policies toward non-EU countries as well over the recent period. The simultaneity in the adoption of these restrictive policies may simply reflect the pan-European success of these political strategies. If so, one could make sense of the survey results as well, to the extent that similar political strategies are adopted in countries with very different welfare systems. 

The above discussion indicates that the immigration problem may not be about the economic reality of migration from East to West; what it may really be about then, is the economic reality in the host country. From that perspective, the “immigration problem” may be more about dealing with dysfunctional local labour markets rather than dealing with the potential flow of new immigrants.

More, we can only understand the pressure to migrate if we understand the perspective for growth and convergence for the new NMS. In that respect, It’s useful to remind the lessons from the convergence of the southern European countries, in light of recent empirical evidence. That experience tells us we should target the distortions directly. In other words, the main efforts should aim at reforming the host country’s antiquated labour market institutions, not at restricting migration! A sophisticated response would recognize that in a second best world, targeting or even eliminating labor market distortions could possibly make things worse. It does not follow, however, that migration restrictions are the next best thing!! That migration is responding to the incentives it faces is only to be expected, although, as I have argued, this remains a questionable empirical proposition. But migration or not, the problem lies with western European countries labor markets, and it is likely that the solution lies there too.

1.4 EU-Enlargement and migration: is the strategy failing?

When we celebrated Eastern Enlargement in May 2004, the accession countries from Central and Eastern Europe were largely integrated in the Common Market of the European Union (EU). Barriers to trade and capital movements have been already removed in the late 1990s. Since the fall of the iron curtain, EU-exports to the accession countries have increased by 650 per cent, and its imports from the accession countries by 450 per cent. Capital flows have been raised substantially, too. The missing dimension of market integration is the free movement of labour. Migration is perceived in the old Member States as the most sensitive issue of the enlargement process. Particularly in the two most affected countries, Austria and Germany, there are mounting fears that migration from the accession countries may further deteriorate employment prospects of the native population. As a consequence, the old Member States were not able to find a consent on common migration policies vis-à-vis the accession countries. Migration policies have been delegated to the national level during a transitional period. Each single Member State can use transitional periods for the free movement of labour up to a maximum of seven years (2004 to 2011). 

According to the standard models of trade theory, economies are able to absorb an additional supply of labour by changes in the output-mix and the structure of traded goods, while wages and other factor prices remain unaffected. This requires that the marginal demand for labour is determined by sectors which produce tradable goods (e.g. manufacturing industries) and not by sectors which supply non-tradables (e.g. services) and that the additional supply of labour is not large enough to affect the patterns of specialisation. There exist a number of empirical studies which nevertheless suggest that the additional supply of labour through migration has no or only marginal effects on wages and employment opportunities of natives in the affected regions or countries.

Another aspect is important to note: migrants from Central and Eastern Europe possess much higher education levels than migrants from the traditional sending countries in South-Eastern Europe and Northern Africa. Education levels in the Central and Eastern European countries are high relative to their per capita income levels, although a deeper analysis of qualitative standards may require some qualifications. Free movement may enforce labour market assimilation by the mutual recognition of education degrees etc. Moreover, postponing enlargement involves increasing participation of migrants from the CEECs in the shadow economy of the old EU Members, which increases wage and employment pressures on the less skilled and most vulnerable parts of the workforce. Overall, international migration generates sizeable gains, but also the risk of potentially some redistribution, penalising the unskilled in the countries of destination.  However, the impact of migration depends on the openness of the economies involved and the capabilities of the countries of destination to assimilate migrants into their labour markets. The empirical evidence suggests however that potential labour market tensions are rather small.

1.4.1 Potential migratory flows
 

Given that barriers to trade, FDI and other capital movements had already been largely removed prior to enlargement, the free movement of persons and workers constituted the probably most significant dimension of economic integration which were to change after accession compared to the status-quo. From May 1, 2004, the movement of persons within the enlarged EU is to be considered as a matter of internal mobility. Certainly, the large gaps in per capita income and wages across the enlarged EU provide high incentives for east-west mobility, which are likely to persist for quite some time; furthermore, geographical proximity and established historical and cultural ties may ease migration flows. Several studies on the potential migration effects of enlargement estimates a long run migration potential for the EU of between 2-4% of the source populations of the CEECs.
 Cumulated over 15 years, the absolute net number of migrants has been estimated at around 3 million people. This would correspond to about 1.2 percent of the projected working-age population of the former EU-15 in 2020. The short-run annual impact under the assumption of a completely unrestricted flow of workers was estimated at 300-350 thousand in the first few years following enlargement
;. Even after allowing for a significant upward margin of error, these numbers are simply not large enough to affect the EU labour market in general. 

In summary, thus, these projections suggested that from an overall economic perspective potential east-west net flows of labour following enlargement do not appear to pose any serious threat to jobs and wages in the EU as a whole. However, assuming that migration streams from the EU-8 could flow along existing immigration networks and geographic distance, there were serious concerns that some countries and regions, in particular Austria and Germany, could indeed face some short-run adjustment problems to cross-border labour flows, including commuting, which were feared to cause labour market disturbances. As in previous enlargements, temporary arrangements with respect to labour mobility to ensure a smooth process of integration have been agreed upon and included in the accession treaties. The system of provisional arrangements combines a two-phased transition period of 5 years (with a review after 2 years) and a possibility for a prolongation for individual Member States, if requested, of a maximum period of 2 years. As a result the acquis will be applied fully after a maximum period of 7 years in all Member State. Moreover, restrictions on legal work could actually lead to a proliferation of undocumented work, bogus "self-employed" work, and fictitious service provision and sub-contracting.

However, the economic rationale for maintaining restrictions on the free movement of workers after the date of accession is weaker than often assumed in the popular debate. While the income gap between the new Member States and the EU-15 is likely to diminish to some extent over the transition period, the basic incentives to migrate will – in all likelihood – not be fundamentally different from now. In any case, applying temporary curbs on labour mobility from the new Member States can only delay the overall movement of workers and, in the meantime, introduce “biased” destination patterns of the flows into the EU-15, with the risk to distort mobility even on a more permanent basis.

2. EUROPEAN UNION AND THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA

“The Mediterranean Sea marks one of the sharpest demographic and economic divides currently to be found on the world map. To the north lie countries whose demographic growth is extremely low and whose standard of living is among the highest in the world. To the south of the Mediterranean lie the countries of North Africa, with rates of natural increase which are extremely high and whose economies, while not uniformly weak, provide their populations on average with incomes worth only 6 per cent of the values of incomes in Western Europe”
. 

People coming from the Maghreb countries and Egypt share some common general characteristics, including the Arabic Language (with a wide spread of French in the Maghreb countries), Islamic religion, and socio-cultural practices. Variations in economic indicators are observed, where the GDP per capita for Tunisia and Algeria are much higher than that for Egypt and Morocco.

2.1 Demographic changes in Europe and the need for migrants

Demographic pressures in Europe are caused by under-population, decreasing levels of fertility, and changes in the structure of the population pyramids towards an ageing society. The pervasive low fertility levels in most of the European countries together with the high levels of life expectancy have led to problem of ageing population in the European societies. As a result, in most countries the percentage of population above 65 years of age is expected to increase. This increase will be translated into a shortage of population in the productive age (15-64 years old) and augment the burden of dependency on working population. By 2020 the European Union's working age population is estimated to shrink from 303 million to 295 million and then to 280 million by 2030. After 30 years of restrictive measures on migration, in response to these demographic changes European countries have begun to realize that restricting migration is at odds with their economic perspectives. They started to reassess their migration policies for demographic and socioeconomic reasons to attract highly skilled migrants (IOM, 2003). For example, Germany launched what is called “Green Card Programme” to attract information technology specialists from India and from other countries to satisfy the growing demand in new technologies, computer engineering, and software development professions. The introduction of this green card represents a dramatic change of German immigration policy, which concentrated so far on the regulation of the immigration of ethnic Germans from Eastern Europe, family migrants and asylum seekers. In the United Kingdom, a series of measures were implemented in 2000 to facilitate the issuance of work permits for a wider range of jobs and professions. Similar arrangements and regulations have been considered in France and some other European countries. These are just few examples of what it’s called a “slow change” of the European mentality concerning migration issues. Another important landmark is the speech by Mr. Kofi Annan, the United Nations Secretary-General: “many of the societies around the world will become increasingly diverse over the coming decades. This is the inevitable result of the movement of people across international borders. This movement will not stop. As an international community, we must manage human movement across international borders much better than we are doing now—not only for the good of those moving, but also for the good of the countries of origin, transit and destination”
. In his speech Mr. Annan urged to move the agenda from the issue of illegal immigration and the current methods of preventing it by member-states to the clear understanding that migration movements to the European Union (EU) and around the world are likely to increase with each year, and it is the duty of the EU to face this reality with a strategic, managed and comprehensive approach.

2.2 North African migration system

2.2.1 Unemployment: the migration catalyst

Unemployment rates in North Africa range between 12 percent of the labour force in Egypt and 28 percent in Algeria. Unemployment in Tunisia has increased over the last decade, and is now above 15 percent of the labour force. Urban unemployment is rising and includes an increasing proportion of the young and educated people. The labour force is growing at a faster rate than the total population, and fertility has been falling in the last two decades due to a successful population policy and family planning program. In the last few years (2001-2003), Morocco experienced higher economic growth (6.3 percent, 3.2 percent and 5.2 percent respectively). This was translated into job creation, particularly in urban areas where the unemployment rate decreased from 22 percent in 1999 to 18.3 percent in 2002 and to 19.3 percent in 2003. Still, to be able to reduce unemployment rates in the coming years, the Moroccan economy must maintain growth rates of at least 6 percent per annum
. Algeria, with the highest unemployment rate in the region (28 percent unemployment rate – more than 2.5 million unemployed persons) is considered one of the seven world economies that have unemployment rates in excess of 20 percent. The working-age population is growing by 2.7 percent a year and the labour force by 3.7 percent, as increasing numbers of people seek jobs. The situation in Tunisia and Egypt is somewhat better, given their lower unemployment rates. Yet both will also face tremendous pressure to create jobs for the new entrants into the labour force
. In view of the current rates of unemployment in the Maghreb countries, the overall number of unemployed persons exceeds four million citizens, primarily young people. Together with 2.7 million unemployed citizens in Egypt the number of unemployed persons in North Africa amounts to around seven million people. In addition, high – but decreasing – levels of population growth lead to the creation of new forces in the labour market every year.

2.2.2 Migration streams

International migration has always been considered a demographic and socioeconomic phenomenon, which is affected by both internal and external factors. The most important among these factors is the labour market, at the international level, and the political conditions in both sending and receiving countries
. Large flows of Northern African migrants to Europe can be also explained by the geographical proximity of two regions. Established migration channels, such as between France and the Maghreb countries, have existed for several decades. This pattern has continued until today
. Morocco and Algeria, and to a lesser degree Tunisia, dominate the southern Mediterranean migration flows to Europe. The historical development of Maghrebian migration to Europe is closely connected with the colonial ties between Europe -namely France– and the countries of this region
. By the end of the World War II, the total number of Maghrebians in France increased to more than 40 thousands. The end of the WWII can be considered as a landmark in the history of Maghrebian Migration to Europe. Post-war reconstruction works and the out-migration from Southern Europe in the 1950s and 1960s
 stimulated a growing demand in foreign labour which stimulated migration streams from Maghreb to France for almost three decades (1945-1975). After independence of Maghreb countries and until mid-70s migration was an important factor of socioeconomic integration between Maghreb and Southern Europe and an element contributing to the stability of this region
. By 1975, the estimated number of Maghrebians in France was 1.1 million. However, mid-seventies is regarded as the official end of Maghreb migration to Europe. Due to the economic recession in Europe that followed the oil embargo and the 1973 rise in prices, the demand for foreign labour decreased and new restrictions on immigration were introduced. Only migrants involved in family reunion were officially permitted to enter in Europe. The new regulation stimulated a parallel migration stream, which is illegal migration. In this context, illegal migration can be explained as a reaction of closing doors in front of immigrants. At the same time, the policies of countries in the southern shores of the Mediterranean towards international migration were liberal and encouraging. 

Maghreb countries motivate migration for two reasons: reducing tensions in the labour market and decreasing unemployment rate, and increasing monetary flows from labour remittances which contribute to the balance of foreign finance.

The total number of Maghrebians in Europe is about 2.2 million.
 National estimates in the sending countries almost double this number. Besides possible margin of error in estimating number of migrants by both sides, differences in the calculation may be attributed to nationality acquisition by Maghrebian migrants in Europe, and undocumented migration. Moroccans comprise the largest migrant nationality among Maghrebians and North Africans in Europe in general; the total number of Moroccans in Europe is about 1.323 million. Most of Moroccans are concentrated in France (46.5%), Germany, United Kingdom, Belgium, Spain, and Italy. Algerians rank second after Moroccans in Europe with 0.679 million migrants, that constitutes about 31 percent of total Maghrebians in Europe. Their traditional destination is France, where more than 90 percent of Algerian migrants in Europe are concentrated. Tunisian migrants in Europe comprise 13.4 percent of Maghrebians in Europe; about 75 percent of them are in France while about 15 percent are in Italy, the second destination country of Tunisian migrants. Egyptian emigrants are overwhelmingly concentrated in the Gulf States. The total number of Egyptians abroad is 2.7 million
; 1.9 million are in the Arab Gulf countries and Libya, and 0.8 million in the Western countries (North America, Australia, and Europe). About 80 percent of Egyptian migrants to the West are concentrated in four countries: USA (318,000 or 38.6 percent), Canada (110,000 or 13.3 percent), Italy (90,000), and Greece (60,000). The other 20 percent are mainly in Western Europe countries, such as Holland, France, England, Germany, Switzerland, Austria, and Spain.

2.2.3 Migration and development: remittances

In economic terms, the most important aspect of migration is the remitted money and goods by migrants to their home country. Such flows of wealth are important to both migrants’ families and the economy of sending countries
. Remittances are defined as money transmitted from one place to another, although remittances can also be sent in-kind. However, the remittances usually refer to cash transfers. Migrant worker remittances are the part of total remittance flows that is transmitted by migrant workers, usually to their families or friends back home. Globally, total remittances increased from less than $2 billion in 1970 to $70 billion in 1995. Their growth is erratic from year by year. Remittance data are generally under-reported. Developing countries received $35 billion in workers remittances in 1995, up from $31 billion in 1994. Five countries paid 80 percent of remittances in 1995: Saudi Arabia ($16.6 billion), USA ($12.2 billion), Germany ($5.3 billion), France ($3.1 billion), and the United Kingdom ($2.7 billion). Kuwait paid $1.8 billion, and Oman $1.3 billion in 1995 (IMF 1990-2003). Egypt received the largest single year amount of workers’ remittances of $6.1 billion in 1992. Egypt and Morocco are among the top ten receiving countries of migrant remittances worldwide
. The size and frequency of total remittance flows are determined by several factors, such as the number of migrant workers, wage rates, economic activity in the host and in the sending country/region, exchange rates, political risk, facilities for transferring funds, level of education of the migrant, whether or not accompanied by dependents, years since out-migration, household income level, and relative interest rate between labour sending/receiving countries. Remittances to their countries of origin lie at the heart of migration motivation for Maghrebians, especially after independence. Remitted funds are important for the economy of the Maghreb country at the macro level as well as at the micro level
. Together with tourism, remittances represent Morocco’s major source of foreign currency. According to the International Monetary Fund’s data
, Morocco is the world fourth-largest recipient of official remittances, totalling $3.3 billion in 2001. Remittances to Morocco mainly come from France, where almost one-half of foreign currency flow is remitted from the traditional destination of Moroccan migrants. 

The total amount of funds remitted by Algerian migrants abroad was $1 billion in 2000. Most of this amount was remitted from Western Europe countries, especially France. Remittances made by Tunisian migrants abroad are the lowest among the Maghreb countries. This may align with the number of Tunisian migrants abroad. The Tunisian migrants’ remittances are about $0.75 million per annum. Remittances are among Egypt’s largest sources of foreign currency, along with Suez Canal receipts and tourism. The total remitted money by Egyptians abroad was  $2.8 billion
. Remittances from Egyptian migrants in Europe comprise 15.3 percent of the total remittances by Egyptians abroad ($425 million). 

Research on the use of remittances shows that a large part of these funds is used for daily expenses such as food, clothing, and health care. Funds are also spent on building or improving housing, buying land or cattle, and buying durable consumer goods
. Generally, only a small percentage of remittances is used for ‘productive investments’, i.e. for activities with multiplier effects in terms of income and employment creation. This percent indicates the importance of migration and remittances in poverty alleviation. Although the local use of remittances focuses on daily expenditure, the impact of these remittances upon national economy and development plans cannot be ignored.

2.2.4 Illegal migration 

Illegal migration is motivated by the will of the individuals in less developed countries to move to a new land, settle down and work in the host country in order to improve their living standards and socio-economic conditions and escape poverty in their countries of origin. In the face of the tightened policy adopted by the European community, especially after the Schengen agreement in 1990 and the Maastricht Treaty (requiring a visa, strict border surveillance, and imposing a selective ceiling for work permits), illegal migration increased and illegal migration networks grew, especially from Morocco to Spain across the Straits of Gibraltar and from Tunisia and Libya to the nearby Italian coasts and islands across the Mediterranean. Statistically speaking and due to the clandestine nature of this movement of people, accurate figures of the numbers involved are difficult to estimate. Although the governments of sending countries set measures to stop illegal migration, they cannot eradicate it completely. The governments of host countries in Europe cannot stop the movements of illegal migration either.

2.3 European Union migration policies

2.3.1 From the first agreements to Schengen

Attempts have been made by the European states to establish a common European Migration Policy. However, what have been achieved so far is a set of cooperative arrangements and declarations between major receiving countries in Europe and major sending countries in Eastern Europe and North Africa
. The most comprehensive European agreement regarding migration issues was that of Schengen
, in which five countries - France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Germany - agreed to end controls on their internal frontiers. After a long period of encouraging migration, especially from Maghreb, Europe made an important shift in migration policy by 1974. This shift was stimulated by the 1973 oil embargo (oil crisis) and the recession that followed, the rising unemployment rates, and the fear of the impact of immigration on social integration
. The majority of European countries, especially those involved in Maghreb Migration (France, the Benelux countries, and Germany) officially allowed entry only to persons involved in family reunion. Countries in the other shore of the Mediterranean were affected by this shift in the European migration policy since it affected labour remittances negatively. This shift could be regarded as the major drive for illegal migration towards Europe in the last three decades.

2.3.2 The Barcelona Declaration

After more than twenty years of bilateral economic cooperation between European countries and countries of North Africa, the conference of the European Union and Mediterranean Foreign Ministers
 marked the start of a new quality partnership between the two parties including bilateral, multilateral, and regional cooperation. The Barcelona Declaration adopted at the Barcelona Conference expresses the two parties’ intention to establish a common Euro-Mediterranean area of peace and stability based on fundamental principles including respect for human rights and democracy (political and security partnership), create an area of shared prosperity through the progressive establishment of a free-trade area between the European Union (EU) and its partners and among the Mediterranean partners themselves, accompanied by substantial EU financial support for economic transition in the countries of co-operation and for the social and economic consequences of this reform process (economic and financial partnership), and develop human resources, promote understanding between cultures and rapprochement of the peoples in the Euro-Mediterranean region as well as to develop free and prosperous civil societies (social, cultural and human partnership)
. 

Remarkable, is that the Barcelona Declaration is aligned with the Middle East peace process.

2.3.3 The MEDA I and II

The MEDA programme is the principal financial instrument of the European Union for the implementation of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. The MEDA Programme offers technical and financial support measures to accompany the reform of socioeconomic structures in the Mediterranean partner countries. The first legal basis of the MEDA programme was 1996 MEDA regulation for the period of 1995-1999 where the programme accounted for € 3.435 million. In November 2000, a new regulation establishing MEDA II for the period of 2000-2006 was adopted. The funding of the new programme amounts to € 5.35 billion. The main areas of intervention and objectives are directly derived from those of the 1995 Barcelona Declaration. The total amount of money devoted to MEDA I and II is € 8.7 billion to cover the period from 1996 till 2006. The EU development assistance going to the countries of North Africa and the Middle East is attributed - in part - to concerns about addressing the main cause of migration in these countries
. 

The idea which lays behind increasing aid to non-EU Mediterranean countries is to accelerate sustainable economic and social development which are regarded as a prerequisite to prevent and decrease migration pressures. Collinson
argues that this aid will not have any real impact on migration trends in the region; he regards the aid levels agreed-upon (4.7 billion Euro) for the period 1995-99 as a result of political compromising rather than region’s needs analysis. Boubakri
 notices that most of the agreements and declarations focus on security issues in how to prevent illegal migration rather than setting up a new and fair migration policy. Tapinos
 argues that trade openness, capital flow and aid are not about to decrease emigration propensities in the short run. Free trade and direct aid to developing countries to decrease migration pressures through strengthening the economies of sending countries and making them able to create new jobs that may attract potential migrants need a huge amount of resources in the sending countries. In addition, sending countries’ economies should be ready to absorb and efficiently employ funds and investments to attract potential migrants to stay. However, due to political unease, the failure of sending countries’ economies to efficiently create jobs, overpopulation problems, limited amount of aid received by sending countries, and regional instability, affect such policies, such that they have a minimal effect on reducing the volume of migration stream in either the short and the long run.

Economic imbalances in the international economy, globalization, and free trade agreements stimulate migration streams - legal and illegal. Given the economic imbalance between Europe and North Africa, migration streams will continue in the foreseeable future. The volume of illegal migration is a reaction of restricting legal migration. Economic aid as a means for reducing the volume of legal and illegal migration is not sufficient.

2.3.4 Recent trends

In the last few years the attitude towards immigrants has slightly changed. Not all immigrants are undesirable. On the contrary, those with "high levels of potential" are to be regarded as highly attractive and worth attracting.
 Only a few years ago, when Germany in May 1993 and France in August 1993 were in the process of restricting the right of asylum guaranteed in their constitutions, politicians in Europe were warning of a "brain drain." Economically weak countries in the so-called Third World were to be protected from the loss of their educational elites to the more attractive conditions in wealthier countries. It would be in the interests of those poorer countries to deny entry, or at least residence, to their citizens at the borders of the industrialized world. There is no talk of that any more. Indeed now deliberate efforts are made to attract elites. At the same time, there's an attempt to keep out those who are seen as "superfluous" to the needs of the labour market. Immigration deterrence has long become an objective – even a firm part of the world view – of official European policy towards many of the developing countries. Especially in the Mediterranean and in northern Africa, the leading EU countries are using their bilateral and multilateral relationships to push forward this policy as a priority, and to get their negotiating partners to commit themselves to it. In dealing with African states, the aim is to stop uncontrolled immigration right back where it starts – either through economic programmes in areas which are seen as "especially at risk of being sources of immigration" or simply by police and military means. The issue was dealt with at a meeting of ministers from European and African countries in December 2005 in the Malian capital Bamako. 

As a consequence of the Hampton Court meeting held the 27 October 2005
 the European Commission has agreed with Mediterranean countries on improving the management of migration. The following steps should be taken:

• The EU will work with North African and other neighbouring countries to assist them in their efforts to better manage migration, including helping them meet their obligations under the 1951 Geneva Convention and other relevant international instruments on international protection, fighting illegal migration, trafficking in human beings, as well as promoting legal channels for migration. The EU will support these countries by making available technical experts, increasing the use of twinning programmes, providing training, providing equipment where necessary and providing financial support to initiatives by EU Mediterranean partners. In order to increase the EU’s efforts to provide international protection, a Commission Communication of 1 September 2005 encourages the establishment of Regional Protection Programmes.

• Legal migration: the Commission will explore the establishment of an adequate information flow on legal migration with interested neighbouring countries. Its main purpose will be to collect, in a structured manner, information about the work on offer and skills available in Mediterranean partner countries. This would also have a role in informing partners about employment opportunities in Europe and the procedures that are in place to apply for jobs in the EU Member States. This would need to be done in compliance with the principle of Community preference, as it is clear that full use has to be made of the labour resources available within the EU.

• Mediterranean Coastal Patrols Network: in order to make the Coastal Patrols network as effective as possible, it should be extended as soon as technically feasible to Mediterranean third countries. A pilot project launched in 2006 explores the possibility of associating them closely in the development of this initiative.

• EU/Mediterranean dialogue on migration: The ways to facilitate these bilateral and multilateral cooperation initiatives should be explored. While fully respecting the political and institutional frameworks in place, which allow flexible intra-regional initiatives, and avoiding duplication, this work could advantageously take into account the experience of the existing informal 5+5 Ministerial Western Mediterranean dialogue and linked with the overall framework of the Barcelona process and the technical subcommittees. It could also aim at identifying matters of common concern and possibilities for further cooperation, in areas such as the fight against illegal migration and trafficking in human beings.

• Intensifying research: in order to improve the understanding of migratory movements, their causes and consequences for countries of origin, transit and destination, the activities started under the migration component of the regional JHA I MEDA programme will be continued and further consolidated in order to ensure coordination with the European Migration Network (EMN).

2.3.5 Bamako’s World Social Forum

It was also in Bamako, in late January 2006, that the African part of the World Social Forum took place. This year, this international meeting of activists working "for a different world" took place in three separate locations: Caracas, Bamako and Karachi, this way the meetings are being split up over three continents. At this meeting in Bamako too, the migration policy of the wealthy industrialized nations, and above all of the EU, was a major topic. But this time it was the critics who were speaking. One topic on the agenda was "The criminalization of migration" Lucile Damask of ATTAC in Morocco attacked European policy for its hypocrisy and its double standards. On the one hand, she said, agreements are reached to lift the barriers protecting the economies of the South and to push through the free trade interests of the world's stronger economies. The treaties often speak of mutual advantage, and the impression is created that they are drawn up solely in the interests of the countries of the South and their "development." On the other hand, this rhetoric disappears as soon as it's a matter of "protecting" Europe from unwanted immigration. It's replaced by an obsession with deterrence. Countries like Morocco, Tunisia, Libya and Egypt let themselves be co-opted into EU policies, in the interests of deterring and selecting immigrants well before they ever reach the EU. Take the case of Libya: Italy has had camps for immigrants and refugees in the country for the last two years. In 2004 and the first months of 2005, over 40,000 migrants whose entry into the EU was considered undesirable were airlifted from Italy to Libya. The Italians and the Germans above all have insisted in the last two years that the EU should set up such "reception camps" for refugees and potential immigrants on the south side of the Mediterranean. Italy has already delivered radar equipment, helicopters, boats and jeeps to Libya, its former colony, to help it control its borders, both in the north on the Mediterranean and in the south in the Sahara.

2.4 The migration without boarder scenario

To face this unsolved issue I suggest Zohry’s theory
 on a Migration Without Borders (MWB) scenario between Europe and North Africa. 

MWB is a step towards putting things in order and stop forcing and reinforcing barriers against population movements. Restricting human movements caused a lot of retentions and widened the gaps between developing and developed countries. MWB is a sort of “back to origin” act that should be supported by all of those who are concerned with future of this world.

Liberating labour movement between North Africa and Europe will lead to a mass number of young, unemployed, unskilled, and deprived people (mainly males) fleeing to “European Eldorado”. The pace of movement and the volume of the migration streams will be strong.

The phases that follow the assumed liberation of the movement between the two regions can be summarized as follows: “Phase I: The massive movement”, “Phase II: Adjustment and return migration” and “Phase III: Stability and labour market equilibrium”.

The expected duration of Phase I or the massive movement phase may range between one and three years. We cannot measure directly the number of potential emigrants, but one may expect that the number of migrants from the south to the north is to exceed the total number of unemployed persons since some of employed persons and underemployed government officials and some highly skilled workers may wish to practice their right to migrate freely. The total number of migrants may exceed the figure of four million. This is what is called the adjustment and return migration phase (Phase II). This phase overlaps with Phase I. This phase is expected to start few months after the beginning of Phase I due to the fact that this counter migration stream represents migrants who fail to adjust to the new lives in Europe or due to their failure to find jobs in the European labour market. The return migration stream will start with few thousands of migrants then it will grow in parallel with the increase of number of North African migrants. Counter and/or return migration streams last for a long period and each migration flow has its own counter migration stream but the effective return migration flow that is associated with the liberation of movement between the two geographical regions may take three years. The stability and labour market equilibrium phase (Phase III) is expected to be achieved as a result of labour market mechanisms. The stability phase is expected to be reached within four to five years from the zero point (liberation of movement and implementation of the MWB scenario). This point represents the win-win situation where it satisfies the needs of European economies and relief economic and demographic pressures on the economies of North Africa. Liberating human movements between Europe and North Africa is advantageous for both parties. In the long run, labour market mechanisms will adjust the pace and volume of migration flows from the south to the north to reach the equilibrium point, a point that satisfies the needs of the European services and industries for labour and relief the economic and demographic burdens in North Africa.

Timeline: Key Dates, Treaties, Council Conclusions and their content

1985: Schengen Agreement negotiated. Frustrated by the absence of movement on bringing down internal frontiers for the movement of people, which was hampering intra-EC movement of goods, a sub-group of 5 European Community Member States (Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands and Luxembourg) made the Schengen Agreement on the gradual abolition of checks at their mutual frontiers.

1986: Establishment of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Immigration and Asylum. This was the first, informal arena for discussion of immigration and asylum issues in the European Communities of 12 Member States.

1990: Schengen Convention signed, preparing for implementation of the 1985 Agreement, and putting practical matters in place for uniform visas, for example.

1990: Signing of the Inter-governmental Dublin Convention determining which Member State is responsible for assessing an asylum claim.

1992: Maastricht Treaty on European Union signed. Informal cooperation on asylum and migration issues was converted to formal cooperation among governments. They set out to discuss issues like the definition of a refugee, intending to make inter-governmental agreements, which would be non-binding.

1993: The Treaty on European Union (1992) enters into force.

1995: The Schengen Agreement (1985) and Schengen Convention (1990) come into effect, removing borders between the Schengen Members (the original five plus Spain and Portugal).

1997: Amsterdam Treaty is signed, moving asylum and immigration into ‘semi-community’ activity, with unanimous voting required, and a shared right of initiative for the European Commission. Agreements would be binding, and should be the basis for a Common Policy. The UK and Ireland are allowed to ‘opt-in’ on each agreement. Denmark has a full opt out.

1997: The Dublin Convention (1990) enters into force.

1998: Austrian Presidency proposals question the continued relevance of the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees.

1998: Vienna Council Conclusions set out a technical path for future European discussion of asylum issues contained in an action plan drafted by the Commission, and endorsed by the Council, which set out a path of priorities for pursuing the various aims of the Treaty of Amsterdam.

1999: The Amsterdam Treaty (1997) enters into force. A timetable is set out for moving to full community activity on asylum by 2004. An “Area of Freedom, Security and Justice” is to be created for EU Member States, with free movement for citizens and a common asylum system. Five directives (binding agreements) should be made on asylum. Several immigration policy decisions should also be made. A five-year deadline is set for the first set of agreements.

1999: Schengen is incorporated into the European Union’s basic laws as part of the Amsterdam Treaty, with special provisions for Denmark, and an opt-out for the UK and Ireland. All other EU Member States have adopted

Schengen, and Norway and Iceland also participate.

1999: Tampere Summit meeting sets out a clear agenda for developing the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. The elements on this agenda are a common asylum system, managed migration and partnership with countries in regions of origin. This agenda is set out as “Milestones for progress on the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice”: promoting the project of developing an area of free movement, in which citizens would feel assured of an environment of security and justice.

2001: Laeken Conclusions (Belgian Presidency) notes the slow progress of building a common European asylum system. In the light of 9-11, the focus in Laeken in December 2001 was inevitably on security issues. Some governments pointed to the Commission as the cause of the slow progress on the asylum agenda items, although proposals were on the table and discussions within the Council were under way.

2002: Seville Council (Spanish Presidency) makes a decision to try to speed up the implementation of the Tampere Programme.

2002: The Danish Presidency draws up a “Road Map” of the work ahead on border control, immigration, asylum and cooperation with third countries, in an attempt to reinforce the need for decisions and action.

2003: The UK introduces its ‘Vision Paper’ for processing asylum claims in ‘transit’ centres outside the EU, and returning asylum seekers to those centres or to reception centres in countries neighbouring their own in their regions of origin. The plan has been effectively dropped.

2003: Thessaloniki Conclusions (Greek Presidency) ask the European Commission to look at new ideas such as an Eu wide resettlement programme, and pilot programmes for building capacity to protect more refugees in a better way in their regions of origin. It also put the policy and political spotlight squarely on issues of immigrant integration.
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