1. Introduction
There are four basic freedoms guaranteed by the European Union to the citizens of
fifteen member states. These are free movement of goods, capital, labour and
services. With the enlargement of the European Union four freedoms are going to be
spread over the new member countries as well. However, many objections were
raised against full introduction of free movement of labour that actually led to the
implementation of transitional period.
Tough opposition against free movement of labour from candidate countries into the
EU member states motivated many researchers to estimate future migration flows
into the EU and to either prove or disprove fears of huge migration wave after
enlargement. Most studies interested in this topic deal with the quantity of people
likely to work or live in EU-15 member states after enlargement. But there are few
points neglected in the study of migration, according to my opinion.
The purpose of this paper is to present migration from candidate countries in broader
context and to enrich the analysis for further aspects influencing migration. There are
introduced few fields that might improve our recognition of migration flows from
candidate countries to member states.
First, I will deal with regional aspect of migration. In contrast with other studies that
usually use only country variables, I will try to examine some regional aspects of
migration. I will attempt to identify most likely source and destination regions using
economic indicators and also some demographic factors. Second, I will analyse
some non-economic factors influencing migration that are frequently mentioned as
important hindrances or encouragements to migration but are scarcely examined:
language proficiency, age structure of population or some psychological factors.
The paper is organized as follows. First two chapters provide theoretical background
and main results of empirical studies on migration and its consequences for receiving
and sending countries.
Fourth section concerns on historical aspects of east-west migration, which put
current migration flows into wider circumstances.
Fifth chapter concentrates on migration flows within the European Union. The
analysis of migration behaviour of European citizens provides a clue to
understanding of migration patterns within the supranational formation with migration
obstacles somewhere between international and intranational barriers. Furthermore,
the conditions currently present at the EU-15 level will be valid for acceding countries
after introduction of free movement of persons.
Sixth section compares current enlargement of the European Union with previous
adoptions of new member states. Most attention is devoted to the Southern
enlargement because similar problems with free movement of workers appeared.
Hence the experience with Southern enlargement is appropriate for evaluation of
current migration prospects. Hereafter, the attention is paid to German unification in
1990 because East Germany was actually the first post-communist country that
joined the European Union.
The centre of gravity of whole paper is seventh chapter that covers the issue of
Eastern enlargement of the European Union in 2004 with regard to potential
migration flows from acceding countries to current member states. There are
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presented current migration patterns in the first section and also some most
frequently quoted estimates of future migration flows. In two separate parts I am
trying to identify most likely source and destination areas. As factors influencing
migration I took regional GDP, regional unemployment rate, age structure of
population, different relevance of language barriers in acceding countries and I
attempted to capture expectation of citizens of new member states. To discern most
likely destination areas I used empirical findings on determinants of migration and
pointed out regions with high GDP and low unemployment rates. Then I consider
migration networks, language magnetism and attitudes towards immigrants as other
factors defining attraction of various countries. An important question of border
regions is also discussed. The end of the chapter is devoted to causes and
consequences of transitional period on free movement of labour from candidate
countries.
There are few basic concepts and definitions used in following sections. As candidate
countries or acceding countries we understand 10 states that will join European
Union in 2004: Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. Especially in figures we use few abbreviations
– CC-8 for the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia
and Slovenia, CC-10 for all candidate countries. The abbreviation CEEC-10 means
Central and Eastern European countries and refers to Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria.
To conclude, I would like to make a small remark about literature used. Almost all
papers were achieved via internet that freed me from dependence on poor library
resources. The possibility to use internet also enabled me to employ actual
publications and latest research papers. On the other hand older events and data are
more difficult to find through this way.
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2. Migration: a review of the theory and empirical literature
2.1 Theoretical approaches
This chapter outlines economic theories of labour migration. By considering migration
between current members of European Union and CEECs before and after
accession, we are going to deal with the international as well as internal migration
theories. The difference between these two approaches to labour migration is given
by legal restrictions of international migration. In case of eastern enlargement we are
going to observe the rearrangement from international migration conditions to nearly
internal migration settings.
2.1.1 Neoclassical economics
First reference to labour migration may be retraced to Adam Smith in his legendary
Wealth of Nations. These first migration theories attributed labour migration simply to
wage differentials that were caused by distinct levels of capital labour ratio. Regions
with large supply of labour relative to capital experience lower equilibrium wage level
and vice versa. Equilibrium wage differential between regions give rise to migration
flows. As consequence of such labour movements, labour supply decreases in
labour-abundant areas and increases in labour-scarce regions, resulting in
equalization of wage levels and dieing away of migration flows. The theory predicts
that the extent of migration will grow with larger wage differential between areas.
This early concept was extended during following years by many authors. The
foundations of modern migration theory were laid by Michael P. Todaro and John R.
Harris. In Harris and Todaro (1970) they focused on the explanation of rural-urban
migration flows in less developed economies. They diverged from at that time
common assumption of full employment and flexible wage. There are hence two
basic migration determinants in their model – wage differential and unemployment
rate. The expected income differential is adjusted for the probability of finding a job in
target destination. Accordingly, the higher the wage differential and the lower the
unemployment rate in destination area, the larger the migration flow.
Nevertheless we must be careful when treating labour movements since in reality
there is no labour unit moving from one place to another. Migration is undertaken by
human beings that also acquired some amount of human capital during their life.
According to the neoclassical theory, capital movements follow the same pattern as
labour migration. The relative scarcity of capital in one country yields a rate of return
that is high in comparison with capital-abundant areas. This leads to movements of
capital from capital-abundant to capital-scarce countries or regions. The same
formula holds for human capital. So the movements of labour must be distinguished
from movements of human capital.
Since we are going to deal with migration on the internal market where freedom of
movement is ensured not only for labour and capital but also for goods, we may find
interesting following statements of neoclassical theory. The neoclassical theory
predicts the exchangeability of labour migration and free movement of goods. Let us
suppose that we have two countries or two regions. One of them is labour abundant
and the other is capital abundant. There exists free trade between the two states.
Producers in both countries have the same technology. The disparity in relative
scarcity of labour and capital in the two regions causes different prices of input
factors and thus also different prices of labour-intensive and capital-intensive goods.
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The region with relatively scarce capital will have comparative advantage in labourintensive production and will import capital-intensive goods and specialize in
production of labour-intensive goods. Trade between the two regions will decrease
wages in labour-scarce region and will also diminish rate of return of capital in
capital-scarce area. Wages and rate of return of capital will equalize in the long run.
In this situation the temptation to migrate will disappear. Therefore labour migration
and trade flows may be seen as substitutes.
2.1.2 Human capital theory
According to human capital theory the migration decision of an individual depends on
the present discounted value of expected returns on the human capital he or she has
acquired in every potential destination and home region. The migration occurs if the
present discounted value of migration, net of migration costs, is larger in destination
country than in the country of origin.
The individual decision about migration may be described by following equation:
n

ER(0) = ò {Ad (t ) E d (t )Yd (t ) − E h (t )Yh }e − rt dt − C (0)

(2.1)

0

Ad ∈ <0,1>; Ed ∈ <0,1>; Eh ∈ <0,1>
where ER(0) is the expected net return to migration calculated just before departure
at time 0. Ad is the probability of avoiding deportation from destination country
(equals 1 in case of legal migration), Ed is the probability of employment at the
destination, Yd are benefits in case of employment in destination country. Eh is the
probability of being employed in the country of origin and Yh are benefits in case of
employment in country of origin. C(0) is the sum of all costs that the migrant must
bear if he decides to leave home region.
The individual will migrate on condition that ER(0) > 0. For ER(0) < 0 he will stay in
home region and in case that ER(0) = 0, he is indifferent. The potential migrant goes
to the country with the highest ER(0).
Let us explore the cost and benefit factors more precisely. Pecuniary benefits
comprise expected earnings in the country, together with fringe benefits adjusted for
promotional prospects and the taxes levied on income and expenditure, and also the
magnitude of welfare provisions which are provided in each country. In addition there
are non-pecuniary benefits from migration such as better disposed climate in society,
legislature ensuring better working and living conditions, or preferable political
system.
The costs of migration may be divided on pecuniary and non-pecuniary ones as well.
An individual incurs searching costs connected with quest for information about
destination area and evaluation of costs and benefits of migration. He or she has the
expenses with selling old, and buying, or renting new house, differences in the costs
of living, administrative fees and travel expenses. Furthermore there are nonpecuniary costs such as psychic deprivation caused by separation from family and
friends, costs of learning a new language, the distortion of valued social contacts,
interruption of children’s schooling and partner’s employment, life in unknown
environment – both in physical and cultural sense. The potential migrant must also
take into account imperfect transferability of human capital he or she acquired during
his or her life. There are some kinds of human capital that are easily transferable
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(computer programming, dress-making, photography...) and some human capital
skills that heavily depend on environment and losses from displacement are
substantial (PR with personal knowledge of journalists, legal advisor that has deep
knowledge of legal system of his country of origin, novelist with profound language
sense...).
The evaluation of costs and benefits from migration differs for each person,
depending on personal characteristics such as age, gender, marital status, number of
children, education etc.
Let us summarize some basic conclusions stemming from human capital theory. The
probability of migration decreases with age because of smaller expected gain from
migration for older people. More educated people will be more likely to migrate
because of better ability to collect and process information that reduces risks of
migration. The shorter the distance between destination and home region, the higher
is the probability of undertaking migration, thanks to better information and smaller
moving costs.
The main contribution of human capital theory is that it treats economic agents as the
individual players with different socio-economic characteristics. The income
considerations are based on their specific human capital characteristics and
subjective evaluation of costs and benefits from migration. Hence the individuals in
one country may have very different propensities to migrate. The neoclassical theory
on the other hand employs only aggregated variables like wage and unemployment
differences.
The above mentioned decision-making process corresponds with findings of Borjas
(1987) who predicts that under the condition of strong positive correlation between
the earnings a worker may expect in the home country, and the earnings the same
worker may expect in the destination country, a more egalitarian distribution in home
country compared to destination country will lead to migration of high-skilled workers.
Their returns to skills are higher in destination area.
2.1.3 Collective migration decisions
Like many other branches of economic science also the migration theory was
influenced by more general view on individual’s decision-taking. Person’s decisions
are not made in isolation from other agents. They are in fact taken by larger units of
people such as families or households.
Mincer (1978) expressed the idea that family ties represent negative personal
externalities which are usually, but not always, internalised by the family. Family ties
tend to deter migration, to reduce employment and earnings of migrating wives, and
to increase the employment and earnings of their husbands. Increased labour force
participation of women leads to increased interdependence of the partner’s migration
decision, which results in both lesser migration and lesser marital stability.
The family migration theory deduces that larger families with higher number of
working family members will experience more sources of costs and benefits from
migration and migration will take place only if the family as a whole will be better off
in destination country.
The new economics of migration analyses the risk-sharing behaviour of families.
Family, unlike its members alone, is able to diversify the allocation of household
resources such as family labour, in order to minimize risks to the family income.
Family members may be employed in different economic branches and regions
whose employment and wage conditions are negatively or weakly correlated. In case
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of exasperation of conditions in home country or region, the household can rely on
migrant remittances. This migration pattern is typical for less developed economies
with insufficient insurance markets and governmental programmes. An interesting
conclusion stemming from risk-sharing behaviour is that international movement does
not necessarily cease when wage differentials disappear. This possibility is not so
important from the point of view of enlargement of EU because of the existence of
insurance markets and governmental institutions.
Stark and Taylor (1991) found that migration may be undertaken to improve an
individual or household’s position with regard to that of other individuals or
households in the relevant reference groups. They introduced the concept of relative
deprivation. Relative deprivation of household i depends on the incomes of other
reference group members. F(x) is the cumulative income distribution in reference
group and (1-F(x)) is the percentage of households whose income is higher than x.
The function g(1-F(x)) is the deprivation from not having an income that is slightly
higher than x (i.e., x+∆). yh is the highest income in community and yi is the income of
household i. Thus we can describe the relative deprivation of household i by following
expression:
yh
i

RD =

ò g [1 − F ( x)]dx

y

(2.2)

i

Because the utility of household is negatively influenced by relative deprivation that is
independent on absolute income but depends on the household’s relative position in
community, the household will send a family member abroad only in case that his or
her additional earnings increase household’s relative position in reference group.
More relatively deprived families are more likely to engage in international migration
than households more favourably placed in their reference group. Relative
deprivation has no significant effect on internal migration because internal migrants
tend to change the reference group. Instead of comparing the income with home
reference group, they confront the income position with destination area community
incomes. So the international migration is crucial for relative deprivation concept
significance. To sum up: high income inequality in home country results in stronger
relative deprivation that causes higher international migration rates. This approach is
compatible with human capital theory.
2.1.4 Network theory
According to the network theory migration may become a self-perpetuating process.
There are many reasons for the early migrants to take the first step such as income
gains, diversification of risks for household, improvement in relative income position
in home community etc. However, the first migrant faces high migration costs due to
lack of information about labour market in destination area. After the migration of first
individual the migration costs are substantially lower for his relatives and friends left
behind. The emerging migration community in destination country is supposed to
help new migrants from sending country to find jobs and thus decreases the risk of
migration. This causes the decline of costs and thus increases migration probability.
This second wave of migrants has its own ties in country of origin as well and
decreases the migration costs for them, which leads to self-perpetuating migration
process.
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Figure 2.1:
Building up the stock of immigrants

International migration tends to expand over time until the network connections in
home country have diffused so widely that all people who want to migrate can do so
without difficulty. Then migration starts to slow down. In contrast with previous
theories, network theory deals with path dependant system. Every change in current
period will affect conditions in all future periods.
2.1.5 Push and pull migration
The concept of push and pull migration was defined in Zimmermann (1995).
First, assume standard supply-demand diagram with upward sloping supply curve.
Suppose that the demand increases. Than it may be beneficial to allow immigration
to avoid inflation pressures and obtain further increase in output. With inflow of
immigrants the supply curve shifts downward.
Figure 2.2:
Push and pull migration

Source: Bauer, Zimmermann (1999)
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The distance AB in figure 2.2 represents the effect of pull migration – immigration
caused by strong economy enticing migrants from abroad or by active migration
policies. Push migration occurs when the supply curve shifts without change in
demand. The distance AC in figure 2.2 represents the pull migration – migration
encouraged by conditions in sending country.
All internal factors affecting aggregate demand are considered to be determinants of
pull migration. All internal and external factors that affect the aggregate supply and
that are associated with migration are defined to be determinants of push migration.
In particular these factors are demographic characteristics of the labour force, better
economic conditions in the destination country compared to sending country
measured for example by unemployment, wage level, working conditions, social
security benefits or wishes to reunion of migrant’s families.
2.1.6 Dual labour market theory
Dual labour market theory suggests that the international migration is not caused
only by push factors such as unemployment or wage differentials but mainly by pull
factors in destination countries. There are four fundamental reasons why developed
countries request immigrant labour.
First, one of the wage’s functions is to indicate workers’ position in occupational
hierarchy. Thus increasing wages to labourers bring about discontent of journeymen
who were a little above original wage level of labourers and whose social status
decreased through being overleaped by labourers. Journeymen demand a
corresponding wage increase, and the employees who are a little higher in social
hierarchy will feel injured and so on and so forth. Consequently all wages have to be
increased. Therefore the costs of elevation of wages at the bottom of hierarchy have
far-reaching implications causing large rise in costs. The employers have strong
incentive to seek workers willing to work for low wage – migrants.
Second, there is a strong motivational problem at the lowest positions of job
hierarchy. Bottom workers have usually a poor perspective of escaping their bottom
position that inflicts impossibility to motivate them. The only way how to increase their
social status is to create new bottom composed from employees who work solely for
earning money and are not interested in social position or prestige.
Third, there exists duality between labour and capital in advanced industrial
economies. Capital is a fixed factor of production whereas labour is perceived as
variable input. Hence the industries with stable demand are more capital intensive
than branches with fluctuating demand. Workers in capital intensive branches get
skilled jobs that require specialized training and education. The employer invests in
employees’ firm-specific human capital and hence in case of decrease in output he is
less willing to dismiss these workers. On contrary in labour intensive sector the
employment is unstable and does not require special skills. Workers are easily
substituted and in case of low demand they bear the costs through low wages. These
unpleasant conditions make it difficult to find native workers in this sector of
economy. To fill the jobs employers look for workers abroad.
And finally, the problem of low-class jobs increased with demographic changes that
had taken place in modern societies. Historically these jobs were filled by women and
young inexperienced workers. Social status of woman was always linked to
husband’s status, not woman’s job. For that reason women were willing to take lowclass jobs without fear about their position in community. But emancipated women in
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modern society are much more independent on their husband’s career, they pursue
career for social status as well as for income. Teenagers also used to work in low
paid and instable jobs because they wanted to gain experience and earn money.
Their social status was determined by their family and they expected to get better
jobs in future, after completing school and gaining experience. Today, the cohorts of
teenagers entering the labour force substantially fell due to decline in birth rates and
the extension of formal education.
Dual labour market theory does not deprecate that individuals make rational, selfinterested decisions, but it accentuates the role of recruitment by employers that
helps migrants to overcome informational and other problems connected with
migration.
2.2 Empirical findings
We are not going to deal with particular empirical studies and their findings. For more
detailed survey see Bauer and Zimmermann (1999). Their research report is suitable
guide-post for searching econometric studies on the topic of migration.
They gathered over thirty empirical studies on both internal and international
migration and compared their outcomes for few variables most frequently regarded
as determinants of migration. Empirical studies are divided into two groups according
to the data sets: examination of aggregated data (on country or regional level) and
micro data analysis.
2.2.1 Aggregated data
For aggregated data they summarized signs of coefficients for basic determinants of
migration: income, employment opportunities, education, distance between receiving
and sending country and existence of migration networks.
Bauer and Zimmermann used 18 econometric studies from which 13 were based on
European data and split them according to internal and international base. Table 2.1
introduces the summary of their manuscript.
Table 2.1:
Signs of the coefficients in econometric studies using aggregate data
Y in r

Y in s

rel. Y

U in r

U in s

rel. U

E

Age

D

N

positive effect

5

3

9

3

4

1

2

1

1

8

insignificant effect

1

2

1

1

2

1

1

1

2

0

negative effect

0

2

0

5

3

3

0

2

4

0

Notes:
Y = income or wages, U = unemployment, E = education, D = distance between receiving and sending country; N = network
variables or lagged migration, r = receiving country, s = sending country. Positive effect means that variable encourages
statistically significant migration from s to r. Negative effect means that the variable discourages migration at a significant level.

We can see that nearly all studies found significant positive relationship between
wages or income in the receiving country or wage or income differential. This strongly
supports the theoretical models mentioned above. There is one other interesting
feature concerning influence of income on migration. Faini and Venturini (1994)
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found a positive coefficient for the income level of the sending country and a negative
influence of its square. This suggests that for developing countries the increase in
income may in initial period lead paradoxically to increased migration. Growth of
income diminishes the gap between home region and potential destination (this
should lead to lower migration rate) but also enables the agents to overcome the
financial constraints preventing them from desired movement.
The empirical results for employment opportunities are less clear. Employment
opportunities are usually approximated by unemployment rate, but contrary to the
theory some studies found positive relation between unemployment in receiving
country and migration rates. Also for sending countries there is no unequivocal
evidence.
Education seems to influence migration in a positive sense. For age variable we have
only three significant results from which two have a negative sign. Influence of age
will be more deeply discussed in following paragraphs for micro data. The distance
from receiving to sending country shows almost in all cases negative influence on
migration flows. All empirical studies with proxy variables for migration networks
found significant positive influence which corresponds with network theory.
2.2.2 Micro data
The survey of individuals allows to overcome problems of aggregate data and to test
the relevance of individual and local characteristics. Most available micro data sets
have the information only on the migrants´ life period after the movement to
destination country. Due to lack of information about living conditions before
migration most studies engage in internal migration. There are only few data sets
collected in sending countries1.
Let us again use summarized findings of Bauer and Zimmermann (1999).
Table 2.2:
Signs of the coefficients in econometric studies using micro data

Age

Age
squared

S

M

U

PM

Net

HO

HH

HY

HS

positive effect

5

0

9

0

3

7

2

0

0

3

0

insignificant effect

1

0

4

1

1

1

2

5

2

3

4

negative effect

9

5

2

5

0

0

0

3

3

1

0

Notes:
S = years of schooling, M = married, U = unemployed before moving, PM = prior migration experience, Net = network variables,
HO = home owner, HH = household head, HY = household income, HS = household size. Positive effects means that a
variable encourages statistically significant migration from sending to destination country, negative effect means that variable
discourages at a significant level migration.

For the evaluation of age variable impact, we will need more detailed analysis of
empirical studies. At first glance there is not any apparent pattern for age. We have
nine studies with negative effect and five studies with positive effect. However those
five studies with positive coefficients for age variable included also squared value for
age (second column). Allowing for non-linear relationship between age and migration
1

see for example Stark and Taylor (1991)
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revealed an inverted U-shaped age-migration pattern. People between 20 and 33
years were most likely to migrate.
Years of schooling, that are proxy for attained level of education, exhibit positive
effect for nine studies, insignificant coefficient was found in four studies and negative
effect occurred in two studies for Mexico and Botswana. The negative coefficient for
migration from Botswana to South Africa is assigned to apartheid system that
reserved skilled jobs for white people and hence reduced the return to schooling for
skilled black migrants. Similar explanation is used for other non-significant or
negative coefficients – dominance of low-skilled jobs for migrants discourages
migration of high-skilled workers.
Married people are less likely to migrate. This corresponds with the prediction of
collective decision-making approach. Unemployment encourages movement to
another destination according to three of four studies. Migration costs of unemployed
persons are lower because they do not experience wage loss unlike their employed
colleagues. Prior migration experience has, as expected, positive effect on repeated
migration. Network variable also increases the probability of migration. Surprisingly,
home ownership has expected negative coefficient only for three studies. This does
not conclusively support the theory which predicts higher movement costs for home
owners. Household heads are less likely to migrate than other family members.
There is not clear evidence for influence of household income and none of the
studies found relationship between number of family members and propensity to
migrate.
Although this brief review of empirical findings may suggest that some relationships
between various factors and migration are not in line with theory, there exist a lot of
studies that undertook more particular investigation. Some of them revealed that
expected relationship that remained hidden for rough tools does exist2.

2

For further information see Bauer and Zimmermann (1999)
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3. The economic consequences of international migration
3.1 Simple model of the labour market effects of migration
International migration will affect both the receiving and the sending country. The
impact of migration will differ according to migrants´ characteristics and the state of
the labour market in the host and sending country.
First, we will consider the most elementary model3 of the long term impact of
migration in order to gain some basic insight into the problem. For simplicity we will
not involve unemployment. We will suppose that the total labour force in receiving
and sending country (Lr + Ls) was originally distributed in such a way that the
receiving country’s labour force was L0 and sending country’s labour force was (Ls +
Lr) – L0. Wages were higher in receiving than in sending region. After the migration
wave occurs, the total labour force will be distributed in equilibrium point E, where net
wages are equalized.
Figure 3.1:
The effect of migration on labour market in the long run

Source: Layard (1992)

Who is the loser and who is the winner if migration arises? In the receiving country
the workers lose through decrease of wages, but the profit earners gain the area
WrAEW r´. The net gain of receiving country is the triangle ABE. In the sending
country workers gain, profit earners lose and sending country is losing CDE area.
The migrants gain BCDE and from this amount they may send home remittances that
can wholly or partly offset the loss of their country of origin. The Harberger triangle
ACE is the world’s net gain from migration. From the general point of view this is the
main consequence of migration. The discord in the issue of migration stems from
different impact of migration on various groups of people. In receiving country the
immigration is supported by rich and opposed by poor and in the sending country
conversely.
3

We ignore additional impact of migrants on demand in sending and receiving country, non-pecuniary
advantage of one of involved countries and we assume homogenous labour.
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However, in reality the size of the labour force is not steady. With the increase of
wages more people are prepared to join a labour force. Hence the supply curve is not
vertical but more or less steep. Figure 3.2 allows us to analyse the situation.
Figure 3.2:
The effect of migration on labour market – elastic supply of labour

Source: Bauer, Zimmermann (1999)

The receiving country is initially at the equilibrium point E. Then the immigrants arrive
to the country and the labour supply shifts to S2. We can see that the employment of
natives decreases from L1 to L3, wages fall from w1 to w2 and overall employment
rises from L1 to L2. The immigration also leads to enlargement of country’s output
from AEL10 to AML20. Nevertheless this model overstresses the negative effects of
immigration because it neglects the indirect labour demand effects. The immigrants
are consuming goods which boosts demand for goods and consequently the demand
for labour. The final wage and employment set-up will depend on the extent of this
shift. If the increase in labour demand is substantial, the immigration may eventually
lead to growth of employment of native workers and to augmentation of wages. At
the very least it will reduce negative effect of immigration.
3.2 The impact of migration with differentiated labour and rigid labour markets
The simple model mentioned above does not consider two basic features. First,
labour is not in fact homogenous. We can, for simplicity, introduce two types of
labour – skilled4 and unskilled5. We will further assume that these two sorts of labour
are complementary6. Second, the wages are usually not able to fully adjust to
4

By skilled labour we mean qualified, educated workers.
As unskilled labour we understand less-qualified or less-educated workers.
6
Two types of labour are complements, if an increased employment of one type of labour escalates
the demand for the other type.
5

13

changes in the labour market (especially on the European labour market with its
strong unions and generous minimum wages).
In the following model we will presume that immigrants´ labour is substitute to lowskilled native labour and herewith the complement to skilled native labour. Next we
suppose that the rigidity of wages is caused by monopoly union that sets wages at
the level wu.7 We also neglect the effect of migrants on the demand side of economy.
The consequences of skilled and unskilled labour migration are shown in the
following figure.
Figure 3.3:
Labour market effect of immigration in case of rigid wages and unskilled immigrants
(a) Skilled

(b) Unskilled

Source: Zimmermann (1995a)

We will first consider the migration of unskilled labour. The union sets wages for
unskilled labour above the equilibrium wage at the level W u. This leads to
unemployment (Lu – L0) for unskilled labour. After the inflow of immigrants who
replace unskilled natives and therefore enhance the unemployment of natives, the
union is disposed to accept lower wages for unskilled workers W u´. Owing to the fact
that both types of labour are complements, the enlarged unskilled employment shifts
the demand curve for skilled workers upwards (D´) and the wages of skilled workers
rise. So the overall employment level may rise or fall as well, depending on the
behaviour of the union.
For the immigration of skilled labour the situation is more evident. The immigration
shifts the supply of skilled labour from Ls to Ls´. The equilibrium point moves from A
to B and the demand for unskilled labour increases, thanks to complementarity, from
D to D´ and causes higher employment of unskilled workers LU´´. The increased level
of unskilled employment shifts the demand for skilled labour from D to D´ (figure
3.4(a) and introduces new equilibrium point C with wage W S´´ for skilled labour.
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For further details and formal analysis see Zimmermann (1995a)
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Hence, the immigration of skilled workers will most likely lead to fall in unemployment
of native workers8.
Figure 3.4:
Labour market effect of immigration in case of rigid wages and skilled immigrants
(a) Skilled

(b) Unskilled

Source: Zimmermann (1995a)

From the above analysis we can see that the final effect of immigration on the labour
market in receiving country is not easy to evaluate even in the simplified model. On
the top of that, immigration does not affect only labour market but brings along other
features influencing overall situation in the sending and receiving country.
3.3 Externality issues
The migration of one person usually does not entail important additional costs or
benefits for either receiving or sending country. However, when more individuals
change their place of residence, the costs and benefits they impose on receiving and
sending country may be extensive. The situation when benefits or costs of individual
action are borne by some other subject is called external costs (externality).
3.3.1 Fiscal externalities
If an individual migrates, he takes with him human capital acquired in the country of
origin. Some of this human capital was paid by migrant himself but usually large
amount of his knowledge was gained through public education. If the worker stays at
home, he partly repays in taxes the public costs of his education. The departure
especially of highly skilled emigrants is a serious loss for the emigration country. This
negative externality for sending country is a positive externality for receiving country
that gains skilled and educated people without paying for their training.
8

We can enrich our analysis also by considering different reactions of union. The increase in their
wage claims would lead to lower increase of employment of unskilled workers and conversely, the
lower wages demanded would cause even more apparent decrease of unemployment of unskilled
workers.
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The migrant is also a taxpayer. Hence he pays taxes in the country of destination but
at the same time he uses public goods provided by host country. Net taxes (taxes
minus public expenditure) vary with different types of migrants. In case of East West
migration we may assume that the taxes paid in sending country would be higher
than taxes in receiving country because the migrant will skip from above average to
less than average income group. His movement in such case imposes additional
costs on both countries. Not bearing full costs of migration may induce excessive
migration.
The amount of net taxes paid by the migrant also crucially depends on whether he
comes on his own or with dependents. If the immigrant is young and skilled, there
may be a substantial tax gain of receiving country. On contrary the migration of whole
family can bring large public expenditures for receiving country’s inhabitants.
Another important fiscal externality imposed on local residents are the unemployment
benefits paid to unemployed immigrants. These benefits are in most countries equal
for natives and immigrants. At the same time the unemployment rate of foreign
workers is usually higher than natives’ unemployment rate. According to OECD9
statistics immigrants on average (especially in EU countries) tend to have
considerably higher rate of unemployment than native population. For example
average unemployment during 1995 to 1998 was 8 percent for native labour and 22
percent for the foreign born workers in Sweden.
3.3.1 Demographic changes of population
The emigration country experiences the distortion of age and sex distribution of the
remaining population as a consequence of unequal distribution of emigrants leaving
the country. According to studies mentioned above people in productive age and
especially younger cohorts are more likely to migrate than people from other age
groups. Hereafter, men are more willing to migrate than women10. For the country of
origin this may cause serious difficulties because the social security system loses the
“paying members” and retains only “paid members”. The destination country
undergoes reverse situation that is favourable for its social security system.
3.3.2 Social externalities
The life of foreign born people in the destination country does not have only direct
economic impact on the native population. The co-existence of people with dissimilar
cultural background, habits and way of living may contribute to many problematic
situations. From the point of view of natives the immigrants should accept the culture
of their destination country. On the other hand immigrants are not keen to abandon
their original culture, religion or habits just because they moved to another country.
The reluctance of immigrants to merge in domestic population may cause negative
reactions from natives. Usually the problems get worse if11 the foreigners have
language difficulties, have different religious customs or if they are black12.
In sending country the departure of its citizens causes negative externality for their
friends and relatives but moreover, it causes breaks of social networks and, mainly
for more educated migrants, a loss of valuable social elements. But the emigration
9

see Coppel (2001)
see for example Ambler (2002)
11
in ascending order
12
Layard (1992)
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may have also positive influence on social environment in sending country. The
possibility to express dissatisfaction with country’s performance and living conditions
through withdrawal from given country substantially decreases social tensions in
society.
3.4

Empirical evidence

The results of empirical analyses of the influence of immigration on native wages are
not conclusive. According to Bauer and Zimmermann (1999)13 most exciting studies
on the impact of immigrants on the wages of natives find only negligible negative
effects. For the European labour market only few studies have been published. Hunt
(1992) investigated data for the 1962 repatriates from Algeria on the French labour
market. Repatriates settled in regions climatically and culturally similar to Algeria and
represented 1.6% of the total French labour force. Hunt found that repatriates
decreased wages of non-repatriates by at most 1.3%. DeNew and Zimmermann
(1994) found for German micro-data that an increase of 1 percentage point in the
overall share of foreign labour led to 4.1 percent reduction in the average hourly
wage of all workers. This overall decline in wages may be decomposed according to
labour qualification. For high-skilled workers the wage increase by about 3.5 percent,
whereas for low-skilled workers the wages decreased by about 5.9 percent. Bauer
(1998) disaggregated workers according to their occupational status and their skill
level. His results were in some aspects surprising. He found that the wage of native
unskilled blue collar workers increases as a consequence of immigration of all groups
of workers, native skilled blue collar workers are substitutes to skilled and unskilled
blue collar migration and complements to white collar workers. Surprisingly, he found
that native white collar workers are substitutes to all groups of foreign workers. This
result is hardly justifiable from the theoretical point of view. In 1996 Haisken-DeNew
and Zimmermann14 published another study using micro panel data for Germany.
Their results were notably different from the previous studies. Their finding is that
foreigners exhibit a complementarity effect. In the full sample the larger share of
foreign workers has positive effect on wages. This general finding occurs because
migrants seem to be complements to high-skilled workers and do not affect lowskilled natives. Wages of white collar workers are not much influenced whereas
wages of high-skilled blue collar workers’ are positively affected.
In most cases the studies that disaggregated native labour supply by level of skill,
figure out larger negative impact on the wages of the low-skilled and a positive
impact on those of high-skilled native workers. The relatively insignificant effect of
immigration on wages may be attributed to several reasons. First, there may be
binding wage floor that prevents wages from decline. If this is the case the
immigration will influence the unemployment instead. Second, some of the studies
analysed the impact of immigration on the regional scale. In this case a great inflow
of immigrants leads to the transmigration of native workers to areas with lower share
of foreigners. As a result the supply of native labour in areas with higher percentage
of immigrants decreases and the natives’ wages fall less dramatically than in case of
no response on immigration. This second possibility is not supported by empirical
studies.
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For the summary and references see Bauer and Zimmermann (1999) or Coppel (2001).
Haisken-DeNew, J.P. and Klaus F. Zimmermann (1996)
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For gaining a general perspective on the unemployment immigration relationship we
can use figure 3.5 that examines the relationship between the unemployment rates
and the share of foreign population for the OECD countries in 1998. For this data set
no clear relationship can be found. Similar analysis for countries of the European
Union and for the whole EU, the Unites States and Japan in 1991 did not find
statistically significant relationship as well. Lack of a statistical relationship between
the presence of foreigners and the size of country’s unemployment could be ascribed
to simultaneity problem. Unemployment might be the consequence of foreigners’
presence in the country but adversely the immigrants might be attracted by countries
with low unemployment rates.
Figure 3.5:
Immigration and unemployment rates in OECD countries - 1998

Notes: 1) Population data refer to 1990
2) Population data refer to 1996

Source: Coppel (2001)

The impact of immigration on unemployment is hard to capture in this figure also
because of the measurement problem. Foreign population is defined differently in
various countries. In France, for example a person born on French territory is a
French citizen, while in Germany15, Austria or Switzerland citizenship is passed on
through parents only. For example in Switzerland half of foreign population was born
there. Another misguidance is caused just by the selection of countries to the
sample.
According to theory, change in unemployment caused by the immigration should be
higher for regions with more rigid wages and vice versa. For United States the
empirical studies fail to find harmful effect of immigration in terms of increasing
unemployment16.
For Europe (traditionally considered a region with lower wage flexibility) the results
are less convincing. Some studies found small negative effect; others revealed that
while unemployment may initially increase, in the long run the overall rate of
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By January 2000 Germany adopted the French system
For information on impact of immigration on US labour market see Borjas (1994)
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unemployment falls permanently17. For Germany, the European Union country with
the largest immigration experience, Winkelman and Zimmemann (1993) found
significant but small effects of immigration on unemployment of German workers in
the ten year period 1974 – 1984. They tried to simulate an increase in the share of
foreign labour in all sectors and the results show substantial rise of unemployment
caused by immigration on condition all other things being equal. For 1980s
Műhleisen and Zimmermann (1994) found no evidence that foreign labour induces
unemployment. The same conclusion made Pische and Velling (1994) who analysed
flow data for migration between labour market regions in Germany between the years
1986 and 1988. One reason for this conclusion may be wage flexibility in this period.
The influx of repatriates from Algeria to France in 1962 was examined by Hunt (1992)
who found that the impact on unemployment of non-repatriates in 1968 was at most
0.3 percentage points. However, this result is only valid at the national level. For the
region Var, with the highest proportion of repatriates, the study implies a 1.4
percentage point increase in unemployment. For Austrian labour market WinterEbmer and Zimmermann (1998) found that immigration has negative effect on native
workers since a 1 percentage increase in the foreigner share in an industry
decreases native employment growth by 0.13%. This indicates that increasing
immigration led almost to complete displacement of native workers in the concerned
industries, with the highest effects in high-immigration industries. Donaldo, Jimeno
and Duce (1996) results show negative but not significant influence of immigration
rate on the employment of low skilled native workers in Spain.
To conclude, even if the evidence on the employment effect of immigration is not
perfectly unequivocal, majority of studies suggest that the impact of immigration on
employment in European states is rather small.
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Gross (1999) for French labour market found that immigration flows and unemployment are
negatively related in the long run, suggesting that the demand for goods and services by immigrants
creates more jobs than they occupy.
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4. History of east-west migration
At all times people moved to find a better life for themselves and their families. They
sailed across Atlantic Ocean for America for weeks, travelled across continents on
foot, their trip lasted for years and they knew that there was no way back, no
possibility to see old friends and family left behind. In spite of these hindrances the
migration flows always occurred.
Since the discovery of America by Christopher Columbus the most extensive
migration has directed from Europe to Americas but the rate of movement has of
course varied.
Figure 4.1:
Immigrants to the United States
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Source: Layard (1992), table 2

Majority of migrants came from Western and Northern Europe, after 1870 mainly
from Eastern and Southern Europe. As the diagram indicates the largest number of
migrants arrived in the first decade of 20th century – 8.8 million people.
4.1 The industrial revolution
However we will focus our attention on European continent where massive
movements of population also occurred. Primarily the European continent was the
main source of migrants for Americas and other “new” lands. Between 1850 and
1930 more than fifty million people steered for North and South America, Australia
and New Zeland18.
During the industrial revolution there were three main forces boosting the migration
from East European areas to West Europe. First, industrialisation provided paid work
and living for growing number of workers. New centres of coal, steel, and iron
industries attracted people from agricultural regions. Second, in Central and Eastern
18
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Europe feudal system kept its position whereas states like Great Britain, France and
several overseas countries already accepted the democratic principles such as
freedom and equality before law. So political migrants moved to Western Europe as
well. Third group of migrants consisted of religious and other minorities that were
forced to emigrate because of a rising tide of violent nationalism in Eastern Europe.
Therefore several hundred thousand Polish and Ukrainian workers moved to France,
Germany and England to find work. Crowds of Italians migrated to France,
Switzerland and Austria, Irishmen’s target area was Britain. Czech and Polish
citizens tried their chance in western European metropolitan areas. East European
Jews escaped from the wave of anti-Semitism in the Ukraine, Galicia, and the Baltics
to cities like Berlin, Vienna, Paris, Lwow, Warsaw or Prague19.
4.2 The inter war period
After the World War I the establishment of new national states created a large
number of additional ethnic minorities. In many cases they were not accepted by
majority population and were persecuted or even forced to leave the country. The
rough estimates speak about six million people resettled. In particular, ethnic Poles
were forced to leave their traditional domicile that had just become part of the Soviet
Union, ethnic Hungarians left Romania, Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia, ethnic
Germans and Jews with German or Austrian citizenship emigrated from the Baltic
States, Poland and from other newly established Central and Eastern European
countries to Germany and Austria. Ethnic Greeks steered from Istanbul and Western
Turkey for Greece. Balkan Muslims were displaced from Romania, Bulgaria and
Greece and resettled in Turkey.
There were also significant labour migration waves between 1918 and mid-1930s.
Some 1.2 million20 labour migrants and family dependants changed their residence in
this period. The main destination country was France and most migrants were of
Polish origin.
4.3 The World War II and the post war period
In the early forties, Nazi Germany became the main destination country for voluntary
as well as forced foreign labour. In 1944 foreign labour forced to work in Germany
reached eight million people.
Between 1938 and 1939 some 450,000 Jews and other political refugees fled from
the Nazi regime and emigrated from Germany, Austria and Bohemia-Moravia. From
1941 to 1946 some 14,000 Latvian, Lithuanian, and Estonian refugees went to
Scandinavia in order to escape Nazi occupation and the Red Army. During World
War II the Nazi government of Germany deported between seven to eight million
persons, including five million Jews later exterminated in concentration camps.
The migration flows from 1945 to 1950 are directly related to the World War II.
Rough estimates speak about twenty million people that migrated within Europe after
194521. Approximately twelve million ethnic Germans fled or were displaced from the
eastern parts of the former Reich and occupied territories. Six million ethnic Germans
and former German citizens left Poland, another one million persons had already
moved from the area just before the end of World War II. Between 1945 and 1947
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3.2 million ethnic Germans were transferred from Czechoslovakia, in Hungary the
number reached 225,000 people.
The new international boundaries and the population movements also affected other
nationalities. Almost 1.5 million Poles and Polish Jews were moved from their
traditional settlement region in former Eastern Poland (that is now part of Lithuania,
Belorussia and the Ukraine) to Prussia and Silesia (whose German population was
expelled). Over one hundred thousand Czechs and Slovaks from Hungary and
Carpatho-Ukraine were resettled in the Sudets, southern Bohemia and Moravia, and
central parts of Slovakia. More than 100 000 Italians left involuntarily Istria and
Dalmatia. Some 300,000 Hungarians were displaced from Slovakia, Romania and
Serbia.
The other important type of post war migration was return migration from colonies
that affected mainly France, United Kingdom, Belgium and Netherlands. The main
streams of migrants were from Algeria to France, from Indonesia, Suriname and the
Dutch Antilles to Netherlands, from former Portuguese colonies in Africa to Portugal
etc. Closer relationship between colonial powers and their colonies created traffic
channels that simplified migration from these preferred regions to Europe. This kind
of migration was amplified by favourable treatment that several European countries
exerted.
4.4 1950s – 1990s
In the 1950s the shortage of labour force in some countries led to openness and
even active recruitment of foreign labour force. Germany signed eight bilateral
contracts with Italy, Spain, Greece, Turkey, Morocco, Tunisia, Portugal and
Yugoslavia, which provided the basis for influx of guest workers. German employers
searched potential employees through German labour market authorities. A permit to
work and stay was initially granted for one year and was restricted to a specific job
and local community.
Portuguese and Spaniards selected most frequently France as a target destination;
Italians looked for work mostly in Switzerland. Furthermore the migration from former
colonies continued. France received most migrants from Africa, while United
Kingdom received migrants from India and Pakistan. For these two countries the
migration displayed strong pro-cyclical relation.
Since 1973 the attitude to migration changed dramatically. The dread from recession
and social tensions generated abrupt termination of foreign labour recruitment and
commenced the period of restricted migration. The exceptions to this general trend
during the late 1970s are Switzerland, Norway and Luxemburg. Some of the major
countries of immigration attempted to decrease number of immigrants by introducing
incentives to return to the country of origin and by limiting family reunification. On the
contrary of governments´ effort the foreign population increased because of higher
fertility rates, continuous immigration of family members and significant extension of
illegal migration.
For our purpose the East-West movements of people are essential. The Iron Curtain
significantly influenced East-West migration. The Cold War Era was characterized by
distinct waves of migration directly linked to political events or political bargaining of
involved countries. It is interesting to observe past migration flows from ten countries
currently joining European Union since the network theory states that migrants
already settled in destination country significantly decrease costs for other potential
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migrants. Hence we may suppose that possible migration flows after acceding EU will
aim at favourite destination countries where large migrant communities already exist.
Table 4.1:
Migration from Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary during 1950-1992
Country of Origin

Poland

Period

Country of Destination

Ethnic Germans
(Aussiedlers)

Federal Republic of Germany,
Austria

250,000

Political refugees

1950-1992 Federal Republic of Germany

105,000

Ethnic Germans
(Aussiedlers)

Federal Republic of Germany,
Austria, USA, Canada, Australia

162,000

Political refugees

Austria, USA, UK, former
Yugoslavia, Canada

194,000

Political refugees

1968-1969
Hungary

Type of Migration

1,430,000

1950-1992 Federal Republic of Germany
1980-1981

Former
Czechoslovakia

Number

1956

Source: Fassmann and Munz (1994)

4.4.1 German Democratic Republic
At the beginning we will shortly deal with the eastern state that joined European
Union first of all – German Democratic Republic. About 3.8 million East German
citizens and 400,000 West Germans emigrated across the border to the other
German state during the twelve years between the establishment of German states
in 1949 and the erection of Berlin Wall. Even the existence of Berlin Wall could not
prevent people from migration. Some 810,000 East Germans were able to move to
West Germany. Majority of them were pensioners who had the right to travel abroad
freely or political prisoners whose migration was individually negotiated. Since 1950
to the reunification of Germany almost 37 percent of east - west migration originated
from East Germany. In July 1989 several thousand GDR citizens walked into the
West German embassies in Prague and Budapest. After the fall of Berlin Wall and
the opening of borders between East and West Germany, another 344,000 people
left GDR in November and December 1989. This exodus of GDR citizens contributed
to collapse of Communist regime and reunification of Germany.
4.4.2 Poland
Between 1950 and 1990, about 2.1 million people emigrated from Poland, more than
one million of them in the second half of the 1980s22.
The most important type of outflow migration was emigration of persons who
declared their German origin or ethnicity. They were granted privileged treatment
from West German authorities, being granted the status of “late displaced persons”
(Aussiedlers). They came to the Federal Republic of Germany in several waves - in
period 1956-1957 (216,000 persons), in 1976-1982 (242,000 persons) and during
22
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1987-1990 (753,000 persons). The second most important flow of migrants pointed
to states with large Polish community such as the USA. During 1980 and 1981 a big
migration wave ensued the imposition of martial law in Poland when 250,000 people
escaped to Western countries (mainly to Austria and Germany). Unlike the previous
political refugees from Czechoslovakia or Hungary public opinion did not generally
perceived them as political refugees, and so the willingness to accept them was
limited. About half of the refugees returned to Poland in following years. Since 1986 it
became possible to leave Poland and emigrate. Hence many Poles took their
chance. The problem with exact evaluation of this migration flow is that official
statistics of Central Statistical Office are inconsistent with the findings of
computerized population registration system. The system was introduced in the late
1970s as a means of total police control. The data bank recorded all exits and reentries of Polish citizens from and to Poland. The size and composition of emigration
from Poland during 1981 and 1987 was published in 1988 and subsequently
elaborated by the Governmental Commission on Population in 1989. Governmental
Commission on Population also published the list of final destination countries –
48.7% of all official migrants went to West Germany, 14% to the USA, 13.6% to
Austria, Greece and Italy.
Figure 4.2:
Emigration from Poland – different data sources
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Source: Fassmann and Műnz (1994b)

For our purpose it is interesting to mention also countries where large colonies of
political emigrants were established: Austria, France, Greece, West Germany and
Italy. Migrant employees went mainly to Czechoslovakia, East Germany and USSR.
4.4.3 Hungary
During the Cold War emigration from Hungary was minimal, except during the few
months when borders were open in 1956. For Hungarian citizens the international
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traveling was practically abolished after 1948. Those who crossed the border illegally
or those who were abroad legally but did not return were seen as criminals and they
were usually sentenced to prison and their property was confiscated. Even if there
are only scarce statistical sources on migration during this time, illegal migration
occurred throughout all this period. Besides, each year between 1,000 and 2,000
legal emigrants were granted “emigration passport”. Similarly as Poles also
Hungarian emigrants were largely comprised of ethnic Germans who were allowed to
settle in the Federal Republic of Germany. The 1956 revolution opened the
Hungarian borders for a few months. The estimates of number of emigrants who left
their native country just before the Kadar regime with military support of Soviet troops
re-established the Iron Curtain between Hungary and Austria speak about 194,000
persons – 1.5% of Hungary population23. In this case everybody who came was
considered by the West a true refugee.
4.4.4 Czechoslovakia
There was one distinct migration wave from Czechoslovakia in 1968 and 1969, when
some 162,000 Czechs and Slovaks ran away from Czechoslovakia after the
occupation of their country by Soviet troops. They were welcomed with great western
sympathy on the side of the public.
Besides, about 105,000 people allowed for Aussiedler status left Czechoslovakia
within the 1950 to 1992.
This period of recent history influences the behaviour of inhabitants of Central and
Eastern European countries in two ways. First, in some countries the immigrant
communities were created that ease migration of current immigrants through
providing information, decreasing psychical barriers, facilitating asymilation and
reducing uncertainty. Second, people from Eastern Europe are not used to move
their homes abroad. They were prohibited to do so for a long period of time and even
now the movement to foreign country is something rather unusual and exceptional.
There does not exist the tradition of emigration like in some other countries (e.g.
Ireland).
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5. Free movement of people - one of the main freedoms in the
European Union
5.1 The rationale for free movement provision
First question that occurs when thinking about the free movement of people in the
European Union is why this liberty was issued at all. Why even states expressing
fears from immigration from new member states and calling for transitional periods
for free movement of people had agreed on the free movement formula.
Let us first discuss the foundation of free movement from the point of view of
economic theory. The theory of economic integration distinguishes following stages
of economic integration: a preferential tariff agreement, a free trade area, a custom
union and a common market. The common market is defined as custom union
complemented by free movement of factors of production such as labour or capital.
Why do countries decide to continue the integration process so as to achieve the
stage of common market? Economic theory explains the problem using following
scheme.
Figure 5.1:
Welfare effects of free factor mobility

Initially the labour supply and demand in both countries determine factor prices at
level W a for state A and W b for country B. In case of integration of factor markets, the
labour force is no more bound by legal hindrances and moves to country with higher
wages until the wage level reaches equilibrium W a’ = W b’. In that case total welfare in
society increases by the area E’ Ea Eb.
5.2 The legislation
After the World War II immigration labour played an important role in the
reconstruction of destroyed European countries. Some of the states were clearly
demanders of additions to their labour forces to assist with the economic recovery.
Primarily, it was Germany that lost vast volume of its working power during and after
war. Further countries attracting foreign labour force were Belgium and France. The
countries that exported their labour force were on the other hand Italy, Spain,
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Portugal and Ireland. Of the original six members of the European Communities the
only labour exporting country was Italy. Due to this particular situation the states
involved were willing to agree on the free movement principle without any major
controversy.
The legal basis on which the free movement of workers is built is in Article 3 of the
Treaty of Rome. According to this document one of the activities of the EU is to
ensure that any obstacles to freedom of movement of people are removed. Articles
48 to 51 of the Treaty of Rome deal in more detail with the principle of freedom of
movement. The free movement of people was in that time assured only for workers
and their family members. The article 48 prohibited all kinds of discrimination
between workers of the member states as regards employment, remuneration and
other conditions of work and employment. This regulation was not applied to
employment in the public service.
The Treaty of Rome also obligated the council to bring about freedom of movement
for workers by ensuring cooperation between national employment services,
abolishing administrative obstacles to free movement of workers and setting up
machinery that would meet offers of employment with applications. Article 50 deals
with the encouragement of exchange of young workers. The necessity of measures
concerning social security is established in Article 51. The above mentioned articles
are backed by the Articles 52 to 58 on the freedom of establishment.
Despite general accord on the free movement there existed anxiety about full
opening of national markets to foreign labour force. The reason was identical to
today’s doubts. The issue concerns very sensitive market and the migration flows are
hardly predictable. Therefore the free movement of workers was finally introduced by
progressive stages. In 1961 the Regulation 15/61 allowed member states to continue
to give priority to their own nationals, but in case that no national could be found
within a certain period, a national of one of the other member states was entitled to
take up the job without restrictions. In 1964 the priority for own nationals was
abolished. Nationals of other member states had the right to be employed under the
same conditions as own nationals but only concerning the jobs advertised in
employment services. The workers were still not enabled to go and look for work in
another member state on their own initiative. The state was also allowed to stop free
movement of workers for particular region or profession in case of serious
disturbances. In 1968 the Regulation No. 1612/68 was issued that embedded the
principle of equal treatment into the Community law. Every citizen of a member state
enjoys the right to take up available employment in another member state under the
conditions applicable to that member state’s own nationals.
Between 1973 and 1975, the provisions on the free movement of workers were
extended to cover the self-employed. The constituency was further widened in 1990
and 1993 when provisions for workers who had stopped working and students were
included.
5.3 Current situation concerning the cross border mobility within EU
At present the citizens of the European Union have a right to24:
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§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Travel freely, settle and receive tourist and other services without
discrimination in any member state.
Work, practice a profession or set up a business in any member state.
Travel to another member state to seek work and retain entitlements to
unemployment benefit for up to three months.
Study, take up training and conduct research in another member state.
Retire to another member state and be paid statutory pension in the new
country of residence.
Stand and vote in local and European elections in the country of residence.
Receive medical treatment in another member state and still be covered by
national sickness insurance scheme.

Looking at this extensive list of freedoms and rights we may ask how many people
have actually used them and whether the mobility of European citizens increased as
a consequence of existence of internal market.
In 2001 the study initiated by European Commission25 stated that labour markets in
the EU are characterised by low levels of geographic mobility. In comparison with US
labour markets the mobility of European citizens is of one half. In 2000 only 255,000
people (0.1% of the total EU population) changed their official residence between two
countries.
Before we start to analyse mobility between member states we should mention some
difficulties concerned with data on mobility. Data concerning the movement of people
are mostly less well founded. This is even worse for the mobility data in terms of flow.
Let us compare data sources for migration flows across Europe. The definitions and
also reliability of data provided by the Council of Europe, by the Labour Force Survey
and by the Euro barometer are far from being similar. Accordingly the mobility levels
reported diverge. Figure 5.2 compares the three results.
Figure 5.2:
Inter-Member State mobility related to the population (annual basis)

Notes: A...Council of Europe (1998)(12 Member States) – Long term migrants according to
the UNO definition
B...Labour Force Survey (2000) (11 Member States) – Persons who had their residence
in another Member State the year before
C...Eurobarometer 54-2 (2000)(EU 15) – Declaring they moved once or more to another
Member State in the last 10 years (divided by 10)

Source: Coomans (2002)
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The moves across borders connected with the change of residence are at quite a low
level. However, commuting is turning to be still more important factor of labour
mobility across EU borders and is generally the most frequent form of geographic
mobility undertaken by EU citizens.
Table 5.1:
Cross-border commuting in European Union in 1999
A
Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France*
Germany
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain**
Sweden

B

DK

FIN

F

GER
15528
5348 5712
1339
61084

5388

582

1141

591

IRE

I
300

LUX

NDL

P

SPA

S

UK

22100 16740
500***
600***
352

41500
14800 16534

1438

2702
9000***

1600***

687
108

382
6200

298
16573
3000***

762

1000***

2500*** 320***

United Kingdom
2500***
*without 964 commuters between Paris-London
**without 1.270 commuters between Gibraltar and Spain
***data based on company surveys, expert talks, recently published scientific studies etc.

Source: European Commission (2001c) p.7

Altogether 83% of all commuters26 come from only four countries - France, Germany,
Belgium and Italy. Half of all cross-border commuters originate from France alone. The
commuters’ countries of destination are even more concentrated, with 70.9% commuting
to Switzerland, Germany and Luxembourg. When considering the characteristics of
cross-border workers we can see that the traditional picture of the cross-border worker
(male, blue-collar-worker) has been undergoing a significant change in the past years.
The share of women and those employed in service professions (white-collar-workers)
among cross-border workers has been increasing constantly.

European Commission initiated a survey27 concerning among others the obstacles of
movement within EU. 11% of survey respondents said that they had thought about
making the move but had given up the idea. The most often quoted reasons for
immobility were family considerations and language barriers. 29% of respondents
said that they have lack of information about the opportunities and 18% found difficult
to find an appropriate job in another member state.

26

included countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, Norway, Switzerland, Andorra,
Liechtenstein, Monaco and San Marino
27
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Figure 5.3:
Reasons for giving up the idea of moving to another member state
Family consideration
Language barriers
Lack of information about the opportunuties
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Source: European Commission (2003)

According to quoted survey the main reason for giving up the idea to move to another
member states are hindrances related to family life. We can see that some of the
arguments are general obstacles to mobility not only the cross border movement.
5.4 General patterns of geographic mobility of EU citizens
In this part we will focus on behaviour of the European citizens concerning their
mobility. During 1991 and 2001 a total of 38% of EU citizens changed their
residence28. Majority of them had only moved house once. 68% moved within the
same town or village and 36% moved to another town in the same region. 21%
moved to another region in the same member state and only 4.4% moved to another
member state. Labour mobility between member states remains consistently below
the levels of the 50’s and 60’s. Figure 5.4 displays the fact that people move
predominantly within the town or city they live in.
Citizens of Scandinavian countries are the most mobile of all fifteen member states.
However, they are just a little above the average as regard moves to another
member state of the European Union.
The citizens of Luxembourg stand out from other European citizens with regard to the
long distance moves. 20% of Luxembourgers who had moved house within ten year
period did so to another European Union country (compared to 4% for the European
average). The same but to a lesser extent is valid for Austrian citizens. Irish people
are quite an interesting case. They are in general very unwilling to move, but in case
28

Eurobarometer 54.2
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that they decide to move 13.4% of them move to another member state which is the
second highest share of inter member state movers among all EU countries.
Figure 5.4:
Moving distance in the EU - 2000

Notes: Share of people declaring that they moved in the same town / same region / to other region / to other
Member State. Annual average per 1990 – 2000 given by dividing 10-year value by 10.
Total makes more than total share of people that moved because some people moved more that
once and to other type of distance.

Source: Eurobarometer 54.2

The citizens of Southern Europe – the Italians, Portuguese, Spaniards and Greeks
figure amongst the most sedentary citizens in Europe and at the same time they tend
to move within the same city or region provided they decide for migration.
When asking which were the reasons for move we find out that labour market
reasons account only for 15% of the house moves. In majority of cases people move
for family and housing reasons. Figure 5.5 shows that the mobility level in the USA is
much higher than in the EU but similarly to the EU most of house moves are not
driven by professional reasons.
Professional reasons are most often put forward compared to the EU average by
citizens in West Germany (21% of mentions) and French (21%). 18% of men and
12% of women replied that they moved for professional reasons. As far as the age
structure young people from age group 25-39 showed the greatest proportion of
“professional reasons” answers (17%).
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Figure 5.5:
Share of people moving depending on work-related vs. other reasons

Notes: The annual average is given by dividing share of people who moved over ten year period by 10

Source: Coomans (2002)

5.4.1

Possible explanations of low general willingness to move

In the European Union the geographical mobility, in terms of “moving house”, is not
even one half of the US mobility. Only 7.2% of people are involved in the
geographical mobility whereas in the USA the number reaches 16.1%.
Figure 5.6:
Share of movers in the population (%)

Notes: Annual average 1990 – 2000

Source: Coomans (2002)

We can also see that Mediterranean countries and Ireland show much lower figures
compared to the Nordic states. Finland, Denmark or Sweden have on the contrary
mobility levels comparable with those of United States. How to explain such huge
differences between states’ mobility levels?
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a) culture
The explanation of mobility patterns may partially be in the varied cultural habits and
traditions that influence the behaviour of European citizens and the social and
political system as well. In Europe we can distinguish three relevant models of
behaviour29.
First, the Nordic model with high mobility rates that is typical for Sweden, Denmark
and Finland. In these countries the early departure of young people from parental
home is common and social rights are rather individual-based. Figure 5.7 present the
age at which 50% of young people left their parental home for the European
countries. We can clearly see the different comportment in Southern countries such
as Italy, Spain or Greece and in Northern states such as Finland or Denmark.
Figure 5.7:
Age at which 50% of young people have left the parental home (1999*)

Notes: *except IRL, UK, FIN (1995) and DK (1992)

Source: Coomans (2002)

Second model is sometimes called “simple nuclear family” model and prevails in the
Netherlands, United Kingdom and France. For these states relatively high degree of
mobility is also typical.
A third group of countries comprises states with low mobility rates. Here we can
separate the cases of Germany and Belgium with family-derived social rights and
relatively close labour markets with more lifelong-like jobs. The other group of
countries is currently referred as the “extended family area” and consist of Italy,
Spain, Greece, Portugal and Ireland. In these states young people stay in their
parental home for a long period of their life. In Italy for example, the median age at
which half the young men have left the parental home has shifted, between 1992 and
29

Coomans (2002)
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1999, from 28.2 years to 29.730. This trend is accompanied by the traditional localism
and a job system that is based on the family network. Italian labour market is an
engrossing example of resistance to economic theory. We could hardly anywhere
find such huge differences between regions concerning product and unemployment
like the differences between Southern and Northern Italy and at the same time such
enormous reluctance to move.
b) demographic development
Empirical evidence confirms the observation that young people are notoriously the
most mobile among all age groups. Both in Europe and the US, willingness to move
declines sharply after the age of 30-35.
Figure 5.8:
Net 5-year residential inter-regional mobility

Notes: Expressed as % of the number of people in the age-group. Avarage of
Nuts 2 regions in (1994-1999) A, B, D, E, I, NL, PT, UK and (1993-1998)
F, EL.

Source: Coomans (2002)

The demographic development does not help to stimulate mobility of EU workers.
The rate of growth of the working-age population is decreasing and is expected to
become negative after 2011. There are fewer young people in the labour force and
an increasing share of older workers who tend to be less mobile.
c) “home sweet home” attitude
In Eurobarometer 54.2 from February 2001 people who hadn’t moved house within
the ten years period were asked about the reason of their immobility. 81 % of them
replied that they were satisfied with where they live. Surprisingly, family or financial
reasons were cited only in 8 % of cases. Work reasons for immobility were cited only
by 2 % of people who hadn’t moved.
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One way to explain the immobility of European citizens is to employ Maslow’s31
pyramid of needs. According to this view there are five stages that are hierarchically
connected. At the base of the pyramid there are physiological needs, second stage is
safety then belongingness and love followed by self-esteem and at the top of the
pyramid is self-actualisation. Majority of EU citizens is probably able to fulfil their
physiological needs and feel safe within their current place of residence. Hence these
reasons are no more the driving force of mobility as in past times when people
moved to feed their family and escape from uncertain places and countries. We can
say that extensive social security lowers motivation for migration. On the other hand
Scandinavian countries provide extensive social security levels and in spite of that
their citizens are among most mobile in Europe. Hence there exist ways how to
motivate people with saturated feeling of security and high standard of living to move.
5.5 Obstacles to inter-member state mobility
The levels of inter-state mobility within EU states are much lower than intra-country
moves. Let us investigate the obstacles to mobility within the European Union.
Figure 5.9:
Share of people that moved house to another member state within the ten year period*
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Source: Eurobarometer 54.2

There exist barriers typical for cross border change of residence and commuting.
These are for example language problems, tax handicap, loss of value of attained
qualification due to different educational systems and practice requirements,
administrative formalities or pension transferability.
a) language barriers
For European Union the existence of variety of languages and dialects is typical.
Living and working in another Member State implies at least a working knowledge of
its language in order to integrate. As a matter of fact only half of the EU population
speaks any other EU language than their own. The foreign language most taught in
31

Abraham Maslow (1908 – 1970) was American psychologist and sociologist, one of the founders of
humanistic psychology. Among his most famous writings are: Motivation and Personality (1954),
Towards A Psychology of being (1962) or The Further Reaches of Human Nature (1969).
(http://www.ship.edu/~cgboeree/maslow.html)
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schools is English (41% of primary pupils and 93% of secondary pupils learn it), only
33% learn French and 15% German in secondary schools32. The language education
generally comprises English, French, German, Spanish or Italian. Other languages
are taught to a much lesser extent which means that countries with these “minor”
languages have reduced chances to attract mobile migrant workers with higher
educational level.
The possibility to study in foreign country is supported by the European Union. Over
one million young people have completed part of their studies in another country with
the help of Erasmus programme until 200333. At the university level, international
contacts and project work in foreign languages are common, in particular in English.
All these measures have significantly diminished the obstacle “language”, but mainly
for people with a higher level of education. Workers with lower educational levels are
usually not able to communicate professionally with colleagues from another member
state.
b) culture
The European Union incorporates a large number of different cultures with specific
traditions, religious beliefs and prejudices, due to a long history of separation and
conflicts just few decades ago. The cultural diversity creates a psychological barriers
that leads people to commute 100 kilometres each day to the next major city within
their own country rather than commute just a few kilometres to the city situated
across the border. As an example of such cultural barriers we can use two
neighbouring states – Denmark and Sweden. Although every Dane is able to read
Swedish and vice versa, there are important differences in the way of decision
making34. Swedes are used to consider a task for a long period which is the sign of
precision and seriousness in Sweden, in contrast this way of behaviour is considered
to be inefficient and slow in Denmark.
c) lack of information
Even in cross-border regions, workers and employers have surprisingly limited
knowledge of working and living conditions on the other side of border. This state
stems from more difficult access to relevant information across the border due to
dissimilar legal and social system, longer distances, different language, no contact
addresses, no personal connections etc. If the worker, after all, accepts a job in
another member state he is almost unable to evaluate the effect of his decision. In
addition, the employers have only a poor competency to judge the qualifications of
the candidates from another member state.
To facilitate the cross border movement of workers the European Employment
Service (EURES) was established in 1994. EURES links more than 500 Euroadvisers
throughout Europe and operates the Internet services. Euroadvisers are specialists in
employment matters who provide information to potentially mobile workers on the
living and working conditions in all countries in the EEA, administer a job placement
service for job seekers and offer recruitment and information service to employers
who wish to recruit in other EEA countries. During daily practice and contact with job
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seekers the Euroadvisers identified lack of information regarding job vacancies as
one of the main obstacles to mobility.
d) recognition of qualification
Problems with recognition of qualification together with recognition and comparability
of vocational training might be identified as two major hindrances to mobility across
border. The reasons for this major obstacle to mobility are to be found in legal and
administrative regulations and practices that vary from one state to another.
In all member states the access to some specific professions (such as doctors,
lawyers, tax advisors, pharmacists etc.) is regulated by law due to protection of public
health and security, consumer protection etc. Naturally, the states demand
qualification which can be obtained through their national educational system. This
system inhibits foreign workers from practicing their profession in given country.
Therefore, EU regulations have been established for most of these professions which
guarantee mutual recognition of diplomas and time of work experience among
member states. In specific cases national authorities can demand additional training
and qualification. There are two main drawbacks. First, in many states regulations
concerning the recognition of qualification have not yet been fully implemented.
Second, national authorities sometimes come under pressure of national professional
association and require additional qualifications from applicants in most cases
instead of in exceptional situations only.
Workers from non-regulated professions face similar problems as well. We have
already mentioned that employers are not able to evaluate properly qualification,
professional know-how and experience of foreign applicants. In many cases they are
also under the pressure of unions to prefer nationals to foreign workers.
As concerning the public sector its accessibility to foreign workers is usually limited.
Article 39 item 4 of Treaty of Rome allows the exclusion of foreign EU citizens from
public services which execute duties of state like defence, diplomacy, justice or
police. All other public services must remain open to all EU citizens. Nevertheless,
member states are more or less reluctant to completely fulfil their commitments in this
field. The applicants often have to start their professional career from the beginning
in another member state’s services because either their diploma or work experience
are not recognised. Cases when the access of EU citizens to the public service was
denied completely due to exaggerated demand for excellent language skills, refusal
to recognize qualification or work experience are not rare as well.
Recently the European Commission adopted a proposal on the creation of a
“Europass” designed to increase transparency and the EU-wide recognition of skills
and qualifications35. This booklet (which will be also available online) brings together
five existing documents covering the following skills and qualifications: the European
CV, a list of language skills, experience of transnational mobility, higher education
diplomas and vocational qualifications. The draft decision is expected to be adopted
by the Parliament and Council by the end of 2004.
e) taxes and social security
According to the regulation 1408/71 established in 1971 the social security for
migrant worker within the EU is based on three principles.
35
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I. No discrimination based on citizenship.
II. In the case of social security, the law of the member state where a person is
working is relevant.
III. For a person who has worked in several member states and paid social
security contributions in these countries, the years of social security payments
in all member states are cumulated in determining his or her final pension
entitlement.
The regulation proved to be highly effective in resolving most problems but some
complications still exist. There are big differences between member states in the
entitlement to benefits (e.g. pensionable age and benefit levels). Sometimes crossborder workers are obliged to contribute to certain aspects of social security without
their contribution resulting in equivalent rights in the country where they reside36.
Furthermore, every state has a different system for taxing stocks, private pension
funds etc. Differences in taxation may impose a huge obstacle to mobility when
workers are faced with possible loss of pension entitlements or double taxation.
Differing social regulations are of far greater importance for temporary and multiple
migrants than for workers who migrate permanently, because they have to fear
potential disadvantages for their future social security. For instance that periods of
employment in a foreign country might not be recognised in their country of
retirement.
The cross-border mobility may be significantly influenced by the combined effect of
taxes and social security system. Suppose the following example. We have two
workers. Worker A lives in the Netherlands and works in Belgium, while worker B is in
the opposite situation. Then worker A pays low social contribution in Belgium and
low taxes in the Netherlands whereas worker B pays high social security
contributions in the Netherlands and high taxes in Belgium. Although their gross
salaries are equivalent, their net income differs. As a consequence workers from the
Netherlands are interested in work in Belgium but Belgians are reluctant to work in
the Netherlands.
In some states social benefits are funded by taxes. This may pose a problem for
commuting workers, because they are forced to contribute to both systems of social
security simultaneously – just because their native country treats this particular
contribution to the social security as a tax in its legal system37.
f) administrative barriers
Although EU law requires member states to simplify the procedures for obtaining a
residence permit, applicants often have to provide expensive certified translations of
documents.
A permanent residence permit is required in order to have access to specific social
benefits like childcare payment, interest-free loans, tax concessions or tax
exemptions. Due to ponderous administrative bureaucracy, the process of receiving
36
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a permanent residence permit can sometimes take so long that people are unable to
apply for social benefits they are entitled to, thus losing money for a period of time. In
practice, there are cases when migrants are even denied social benefits because
these benefits are designed only for nationals, which is a clear violation of EU law.
All barriers mentioned above will influence migration decision-taking of citizens of
new member states as well. Lack of information may be even more serious problem
for new citizens of the EU.
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6. Previous enlargements and the introduction of free movement of
people
During the existence of the European Communities and the European Union there
were actually four enlargements. In 1973 Great Britain, Denmark and Ireland joined
the European Communities, in 1981 Greece acceded followed by Spain and Portugal
in 1986. Austria, Sweden and Finland joined the European Union in 1995. Finally, in
1990 German unification took place and East Germany became part of the EU even
if its accession was after all anomalous.
For our analysis the accession of three South European countries is most relevant
due to common characteristics of acceding economies in relation to states already
present in the Community. Also the unification of Germany is an interesting case
because East Germany was one of the former communist countries.
When Great Britain, Denmark and Ireland joined the European Union in 1973, fears
of the inflow of immigrants and disturbances on labour markets were not revealed by
current member states. Great Britain and Denmark were at the same economic level
as six original member states. Irish economic performance was the weakest of all
member states in the time of accession and Ireland had long emigration experience
but with its less than 4 million inhabitants was not a serious threat. Irish emigrants
also traditionally looked for work in Great Britain rather than other European
countries. In addition a safeguard clause concerning in free movement of people was
in force. This clause allowed member states to request the Commission to suspend
the operation of vacancy clearance services if the labour market in a particular region
or occupation was seriously disturbed38.
For Austria, Sweden and Finland the rules on free movement of workers were
already applicable prior to accession under the EEA agreement. Hence the full
integration was already assured at the time of accession.
6.1 Southern enlargement
Under the term Southern enlargement we mean accession of Spain, Portugal and
Greece. All these countries were far below the economic level of EU member states
in time of their accession and the reasons for their acceptance to the Community
were more political than economic. Each of these countries went through a period of
dictatorship and the threat that they might get under the influence of Soviet Union
was a main driving force for West European countries. Their inclusion to the
European Community was the way how to assure further democratisation of these
countries.
6.1.1 Spain
Spain is a big country which had almost 39 million inhabitants in 1986 and also a
long tradition of migration mainly to bordering France and to Germany. In the time of
accession there existed huge income gap between Spain and the European Union
member states. Unemployment exceeded 20 per cent in 1986 in Spain. All these
38
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factors led to significant concerns in relation to expected labour migration from Spain
to the member countries. As a consequence the acquis on the free movement of
workers became fully applicable only after the transition period of seven years39. The
transitional period was even 10 years for Luxembourg. The provision of services and
self-employment were not subject to transitional measures.
During the transitional period member states were allowed to maintain national
provisions or those resulting from bilateral agreements so as to adjust the
accessibility of their labour markets according to their individual needs and intentions.
Member states were not allowed to introduce any new restrictions and in case that
provisions of bilateral agreements were more favourable to the worker, these took
precedence over Community provisions.
Additionally a distinction was made between the worker himself and his family
members and also between first access to the labour market and a change of job
later. In practice all new arrivals to the labour market needed a work permit from the
member state. The workers that were already employed in a member state prior to
date of signature of the accession treaties were allowed to continue their work but
still needed a of work permit. The change in their status was given by right to equal
treatment in all working and employment conditions. They had the right to renew their
work permits and to change jobs, unless they were admitted for only a short period of
time40.
Family members had the right to install themselves with the worker, and they had
access to labour market of destination country if they were already living in this state
at the date of signature of accession treaties. Those arriving later were given a
progressive right to enter the labour market with full access at latest 3 years after
joining the worker.
The transitional regime included a clause that required revision of the situation after 5
years. Hence in 1991 Commission issued the Report on the implementation of
measures of derogation41 where it proposes that “the measures of derogation shall
cease to apply after 31 December 199142”. The decision of the Commission was
based on statistical data provided by member states (although many of them did not
reply to the questionnaire sent to them43) and indicators of economic performance of
Spain.
Let us investigate migration before and after the accession to the EC. During 1950s
and 1960s great movement of population out of Southern Europe took place. This
was a period of high economic growth and low unemployment in Western and
Northern European states and also a period of recruitment of employees by German
employers. For example in 1970 one million of Spaniards resided in Northern
countries44. But everything changed from 1974 onward. The oil price shock caused
39

Article 55 of the Act of Accession
Seasonal workers – admitted for less then one year.
41
Commission of the EC (1991)
42
for Luxembourg the measures of derogation shall cease to apply after December 1992
43
In the report issued by the Commission in 1991 the data were not available or notified for Belgium,
Denmark, France and in case of Germany 0 was reported for years 1986 to 1989 for number of work
permits issued or renewed for Spanish nationals. From the data published in the Report it is really
hard to decide on real flows of migrants because two main destination countries did not provide
competent data. Probably the decision of Commission was driven by other sources of information from
these states.
44
Layard (1992), Northern countries = France, Germany, Benelux, Switzerland, Sweden
40

41

serious problems to all European economies. Because of problems with
unemployment and social tension concerning immigrants, all European countries
stopped issuing further work permits to primary immigrants. Since 1974 the number
of Southern Europeans in the Northern countries has fallen.
Figure 6.1:
Migration flows from Spain to Europe

Notes: For the year 1983 no comparable data on total emigration are available

Source: Kraus, Schwager (2000)

Figure 6.1 shows migration flows from Spain to EU member states contrasted with
important milestones of Spain’s integration to the EU. In 1969 the free trade
agreement was established between Spain and the European Economic Community.
In 1977 Spain delivered application for membership in the Community and in 1979
the negotiations began. From 1st January 1986 Spain became a member of the
European Communities. We can see that the migration in general tends to decline
over the period from 1970. In the early seventies over 200,000 people left Spain for
some European state. In the nineties the number of emigrants reached hardly 2,000
or 3,000 per year. The fears of huge migration after the introduction of free
movement and accession to the European Union did not materialize.
The question we want to answer is why the inhabitants of Spain did not migrate to
other European countries with more favourable living and working conditions even if
the barriers to movement were eliminated.
First, unemployment in Spain in 1986 was enormous. It surpassed 20% and for the
whole period after accession the unemployment in Spain was substantially higher
than in the EU-9 countries45. On the other hand unemployment rates in the EU-9
countries were high as well especially when we realize that immigrants take into
45
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account unemployment rate of foreign population in destination area that is generally
considerably higher than unemployment rate of native population46.
Figure 6.2
Unemployment rate in Spain and EU-4*

Notes: * EU-4 denotes the unweighted aggregate of the variables for France, Germany, Italy and the UK.

Source: Bentolila, Jimeno (2002)

Second, income gap between Spain and other EU countries had been substantial but
it has been diminishing over time. From the human capital theory47 we know that the
potential migrant evaluates the expected return from migration which includes the
benefits and costs from migration or not migration over all period he or she is abroad.
Hence he is working with expected benefits and costs. From the low levels of
migration we can deduce that Spanish citizens were after accession rather optimistic
about future development of Spanish economy. Sometimes the period from 1985 to
1991 is called euro-optimistic. People in Spain expected improvement of the situation
in their country and approximation of Spanish standard of living to the European
standards. After all, the economic convergence really occurred. Especially first few
years after accession were very successful for Spanish economy. Unemployment
rate started to diminish and inflow of foreign investments grew.
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Figure 6.3:
GDP per capita at current prices and exchange rates

Source: Sinn, Ochel (2003)

Another factor that might influence the decision about migration was a guarantee of
political stability and democracy given by membership in the European Union. For
people that experienced forty years of dictatorship it is an important fact.
As many other countries Spain experienced steady growth of female labour
participation in the last decades. The gap between male and female labour
participation rates has fallen from almost 70% in the mid-seventies to 30% today. As
we know the employment of the migrant’s spouse increases costs of migration.
There is an interesting influence of freedom of movement that leads to lower
numbers of immigrants in host countries. Barriers to labour mobility may discourage
workers already resident in the EU from their return to home country, because they
would typically lose residence and employment rights in the destination state. This
was exactly the case of Spanish and Portuguese immigrants in the EU member
states who decided to return to Spain and Portugal after the free movement of
workers between their home country and the EU was established.
To conclude, we can identify these major causes of absence of migration wave after
the introduction of free movement of workers from Spain to the European Union.
First, the economic situation in Spain improved and optimistic expectations among
people prevailed. Political stability was ensured by the membership in the EU.
Second, economic situation in destination countries deteriorated especially with
regard to unemployment. France and Germany were no more recruiting workers from
Southern Europe and social tension has been present in relation to immigrants.
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6.1.2 Portugal
For Portugal only data on total net migration are available. Figure 6.4 displays the
difference between immigration and emigration for each year. We can see that there
was no sudden increase in net migration after accession to the EU. In comparison
with the sixties net migration noticeably declined in the eighties. During nineties
Portugal even became an immigration country.
Figure 6.4:
Net migration Portugal 1960 – 1997

Source: Kraus, Schwager (2000)

The three main destination countries for Portuguese citizens were France, Germany
and Luxembourg. In general Portuguese citizens have the highest propensity to
migrate into the EU of the three Southern countries. Almost 10 per cent of
Portuguese population are resident in other EU countries48.
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Figure 6.5
Stock of Portuguese workers (in thousands)

Source: DG for Economic and Financial Affairs (2001)

After Portugal joined the EU, number of Portuguese workers fell significantly in
France but rose in Germany. During the transitional period49 when work permits were
still required, about 6,000 Portuguese workers received permits in other member
states every year50. Refusals of requests for permits represent only a fraction of
these numbers51. The end of transitional period on free movement of workers did not
bring any dramatic change. Flows from Portugal remain small even if they increased
somewhat.
The cause of this evolution of emigration from Portugal is probably similar to the
Spanish experience supported by the fact that Portugal did not go through the period
of high unemployment on contrary to Spanish huge problems in this field. Other
arguments explaining the decline of emigration after accession seem to be identical –
better economic performance, political stability guaranteed by membership in the EU
and less favourable situation in destination countries.
6.1.3 Greece
As concerns the migration from Greece to the EU only net data are available. Figure
6.6 shows that after Greek application for membership in 1975, Greece became an
immigration country. However, after the expiry of Greek transitional period in 1987,
the number of Greek nationals abroad in the EU did rise to reach the net emigration
of 135,200 people by 1995 (1.3% of the population)52.
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Figure 6.6:
Net migration Greece 1960 – 1997

Source: Kraus, Schwager (2000)

Most Greek emigrants chose as their destination country Germany (4/5 of them)53.
The stock of Greek citizens in Germany increased by about 80,000 over the period
1985-1995. About 1/3 of them joined the labour force. Thus, the labour market
participation rate of immigrants was lower than that of the initial stock of Greek
citizens in Germany.
6.2 German unification
East Germany was in fact the first of post-communist countries that joined the
European Union. After all, German unification was a special case because of the
absence of language and cultural barriers and existence of historical and also family
links between inhabitants of once divided states. All these factors made migration
between the two countries more likely than would be the migration between other two
European states.
In June 1990 the economic and social union was accomplished, in which German
Democratic Republic adopted legal and institutional structure of the Federal Republic
of Germany. German citizens from both states acquired the freedom of residence. At
the same time eastern part of the newly unified state was characterized by
significantly lower wages and high unemployment rates.
During ten years after the opening of borders about 7.3% of eastern German
population moved to the western part, 2.8% of eastern population migrated during
the first six months54. After the monetary and economic unification the flow quickly
subsided in 1990, although east-west migration still continued involving mostly young
people from eastern part of the state.
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Figure 6.7:
East West migration flows 1987 – 1998
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Sudden increase of migration from east in the late eighties can be attributed to
political reasons. People that were involuntarily held in one part of a divided country
under the communist rule caught the opportunity to leave because they were not
sure that such possibility would take place someday in future again. We can see that
after 1990 when the political situation calmed and people began to believe that what
happened is irreversible, migration decreased substantially.
After unification wages rose extensively in Eastern land, partly due to union
bargaining. East German wages were in fact appointed by West German labour
bargainers. Relative wages in East jumped from about 7% of West wages to 37%
within the unification year and the wage rate quickly increased to 72% in 1995. The
huge growth of wages destroyed many less productive firms and contributed to
increasing unemployment that remains between 15 and 20% in East Germany55. We
can see that motivation to move decreased as concerned the wage differences but
high unemployment in eastern part of the country still drives especially young people
to search work in West Germany.
6.3 Comparison with Eastern enlargement
When comparing previous enlargements with enlargement in 2004 we find many
similarities especially as concerns Southern enlargement. All three southern
countries experienced long period of dictatorship, their economic level was in time of
accession far below the EU average, some of them had serious problems with
unemployment and current members feared a large immigration wave that would
follow their accession to the EU.
However, there were many aspects in which the accession differed.
First, in time of accession the migration was behind its peak and large number of
South European citizens already lived in other EU countries. It is questionable
55
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whether the peak of migration from CEECs will ever occur or these countries simply
missed the period of mobility that hit other European states during fifties and sixties.
Second, the economic gap between Southern states and the EU was smaller.
Portugal entered the European Union as the poorest country with GDP at 54% of the
EU average. It is likely that in 2004 five of ten acceding countries will not surpass this
threshold56.
Furthermore, candidate countries share long common border with the most advanced
European economies and when we investigate eastern border regions more deeply
we find out that some of them are regions with the highest unemployment rates.
On the other hand, in case of present enlargement the free movement of goods and
capital has been largely extended even for the applicant countries as a part of preaccession strategy. As we know, neoclassical theory predicts that the free movement
of goods may be seen as substitute to labour migration because it leads to
equalization of wage levels. Hence the freedom of movement of goods and services
might accelerate the wage convergence and decrease temptation to move for
candidate countries’ citizens.
Southern and Eastern enlargement seem to support the idea that political and to
some extent economic stability ensured by membership in the European Union lower
the temptation of citizens to move out of home country. This is visible especially in
case of German unification where migration wave from East Germany fell almost
immediately after unification57.
From previous experience we may derive one favourable conclusion. We know that
even the entrance of less economically developed countries need not lead to huge
migration waves. However, this is not any conclusive proof that present enlargement
will not cause problems on EU labour markets (especially in some regions).

56
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Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland and Slovakia, source: europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/newcronos
Of course other factors influenced this development as well.
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7. Eastern enlargement
7.1 Current migration flows from candidate countries
Current migration patterns may be a good indicator of future migration flows
especially for specification of destination countries58. Also the magnitude of present
migration predicates general willingness to move of candidate countries’ nationals.
When speaking about migration flows from candidate countries most people are
surprised by low number of migrants within EU, especially in comparison with
migration flows from other non-EU countries. In 1999 there were nearly 300,000
persons from the candidate countries legally employed in the EU59 which is only
about 0.2% of the EU workforce. More than half of immigrants come from Poland,
followed by Hungary and the Czech Republic.
Annual net migration from the CEEC-10 into the EU reached a peak in 1990 when
number of migrants exceeded 300,000 people. Economic decline and tightening of
immigration rules led to sharp decrease of immigration rates in following period.
Figure 7.1:
Net immigration from the CEEC-10 into the EU*

Notes: *Germany, United Kingdom, Spain, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Sweden, Finland, Denmark

Source: Boeri, Brücker (2000)

After the fall of iron curtain conditions for migration dramatically changed in CEECs.
New migration laws were adopted that guaranteed the right of free movement and
conformed to international standards. EU member states also lifted visa requirements
for the candidate countries. From the fall of Berlin wall European Union started to
58
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see section 2.1.4 about networks of migrants
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sign agreements60 with candidate countries that contained provisions granting the
workers who are already employed in EU the right of non-discrimination in respect of
working conditions, remuneration and dismissal.
On the other hand regulation of the immigration of labour remained under the
authority of particular member states. In the early nineties majority of migrants from
candidate countries conformed the asylum and refugee laws despite that their
movement was rather a labour migration. Rules for immigration were tightened during
the 1993 recession and it became nearly impossible for nationals from candidate
countries to apply for asylum in the EU countries.
Several member states granted nationals from candidate countries the right of
temporary labour immigration on the basis of unilateral or bilateral agreements.
Temporary labour migration includes categories of guest workers, seasonal workers,
project-tied workers and border commuters. Workers immigrating to EU countries
under these provisions are not entitled to seek new occupations in destination
country, they have not the right to family reunification and their stay is usually
restricted to some specified time period.
Table 7.1 describes conditions for labour market access of non-EU nationals on EU
member states labour markets and special regimes for candidate countries if there
are any.
Table 7.1:
Labour market access in the EU countries

Austria

Overall national quota for all nationalities, subdivided by Land. Each
Bilateral agreement for border commuters and
land may permit additional quotas for seasonal workers. Employer
trainees with Hungary (1,200 and 600 in 2001);
must ask for the work permit. Labour market need has
similar agreement with Czech Republic.
to exist.

Belgium

Employer has to ask for work permit before foreigner enters the
country. Labour market need has to exist. Only for nationals of
countries with which bilateral work convention was signed. Total
number of permits: 83,500 (1997).

Denmark

Special regime for candidate countries?

Very limited access. Work permit needs to be obtained prior to
entering Denmark. Labour market need has to exist (i.e. no Danish
/EU workers available). Third Country nationals holding a valid work
permit issued by EU state do not need Danish work permit. Total
number of permits: 73,092 (1999).

Finland

Access of third country nationals to the labour market?

Work permit needs to be obtained prior to entering Finland. Labour
market need has to exist. Privileged regimes for qualified workforce.
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Czech Republic and Slovakia, on 1.2.1998 for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and on 1.2.1999 for Slovenia.
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France

Visa, work contract and work permit required.

Germany

Residence permits (granted up to 5 years) and work authorisation
needed. Work permit normally requires existence of need
in labour market. People usually residing outside Germany in
principle cannot get a work permit. There are very few exceptions to Quota-based agreements on trainee
that rule, namely for: short-term cross-border occupation of
workers with the Czech Republic, Estonia,
employees of foreign enterprises; occupation where an international Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia,
exchange is usual; professional education and training; high-level
Slovenia. Agreements on “posted workers”
employees and highly qualified specialists
mostly employed in construction, e.g. for 2
in the framework of international cooperation between enterprises;
years on a specific project) with the Czech
seasonal occupations. Special regime exists for border regions
Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia,
(approx. 50km zone) granting local authorities the right to issue work Slovenia. On condition that salary is
permits to commuters outside national restrictions on the basis of a comparable to German collective agreements.
locally existing need in the labour market (also applies
to Poland and Czech Republic). Total number of permits: 1,083,268
(2000).

Greece

Work and residence permits (for 1 year) required. Number of work
permits is decided each year (per country of origin, per profession
Agreements with candidate countries: special
and per region). Employer must ask for the work permit.
provisions apply to key personnel and their
Proportion of third country nationals to Greeks must not surpass 10%
family members.
in companies with more than 5 employees. Total number of permits :
69,600 (in 1997, incl. EU citizens)

Ireland

Work permit required. Employer must submit request. Work
permit requires existence of need in labour market (i.e. no
Irish/EU nationals available). Exception: posted workers. Work
permits granted to foreigners in 1997: 2,600 (excluding Indian,
Pakistan, US American and Canadian citizens).

Italy

Each year the maximum number of third country nationals
admitted to Italy is defined (in 1999: 28,000 for salaried workers,
2,000 for self-employed workers). Special quota is reserved for
workers from countries that have signed bilateral agreements with
Italy. Employer must ask for the work permit. Several exemptions
exist.

Luxembourg

Work permit has to be applied for by the employer. Bank
guarantee must be paid. Different schemes of work permits are
awarded depending on place of birth, residence in Luxembourg and
place of employment. Total number delivered to third country
nationals: 6,800 (1997)

Netherlands

Work and residence permits have to be applied for simultaneously.
Work permits require existence of need in labour market (no
Dutch/EU worker available). Duration of work permits: max. 3 years.
Total number delivered: 20,816 (1999).

Portugal

Work permit (up to 1 or 2 years) needed; special regime for seasonal
workers. Residence permit allows work without any need for a work
permit (same rights as a Portuguese).

Spain

Work permit has to be applied for by the employer. Quota system in
place (set annually). Work permits are granted only in sectors where
there is a shortage of labour. Quota was increased from 20,000 to
30,000 in 1999. An agreement with Morocco exists on seasonal
workers. Total number of foreigner workers: 85,526 (1998).
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Sweden

Different counties decide together with the national authorities on the
issuance of temporary work permits (temporary residence permits are
Bilateral agreements on trainees with the Baltic
issued accordingly). Work permits are only issued in case of labour
States.
shortage. Number of permits delivered in 1997: 4,000. Total number
of foreign workers: 220,000 (incl. EU origin).

UK

Work permits (normally for 3 or 4 years) must be requested by the
employer before the worker enters the UK. Residence permits are
issued accordingly. Usually only work permits for high-skill jobs
are issued. Other permits require the existence of a labour market
need. Number of permits delivered: 72,599 (1999).

“Au pair” aged between 17 and 27 from Malta,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Hungary admitted without need for work permit.

Source: European Commission (2001a)

Legal provisions applied to immigrants from candidate countries are probably one of
causes of prevailing temporary migration. In Germany approximately 80% of
temporary migrants are seasonal workers whose employment is limited to a
maximum of three month a year. In 1996, 90% of seasonal workers were employed
in agriculture, 4% in the hotel and restaurant sector61. Project-tied workers were
employed mostly in the construction sector.
Table 7.2 displays number of residents from candidate countries in the EU member
states. We can see that Polish nationals are most frequent migrants from candidate
countries. At the same time majority of mobile persons head for Germany. Germany
and Austria host over 70% of the candidate countries workers in the European Union.
Table 7.2:
Residents from the candidate countries by countries

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
Germany
Greece
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United Kingdom

2001
1998
2003
2001
2001
1998
2002
2003
1997
1998
1998
2001
1996

Czech
Republic

Slovakia

Estonia

Hungary

Latvia

Lithuania

Poland

Slovenia

7313

7739

54
n.a.
523
10839
3880
36
205
131
86
2
22
1662
n.a.

12729
966
457
654
55978
623
3066
417
1164
91
298
2727
2000

153
n.a.
894
227
8543
73
467
41
88
1
32
780
n.a.

208
n.a.
1583
204
11156
109
322
32
185
10
65
727
n.a.

21841
6034
5410
694
310432
5185
29282
885
5642
186
5496
15511
27000

6893
n.a.
56
10
19395
30
1583
72
102
4
56
627
n.a.

824*
412
125
38504
n.a.
3468
173

216
51
23004
n.a.
6
114
797*
29*
512*

471

363
5000*

Notes: *Czech and Slovak Republic

Source: Boeri, Brücker (2000), Brücker, Alvarez-Plata, Siliverstovs (2003)

The characteristics of migrants from candidate countries are somewhat different from
other migrants. Formal education levels of immigrants from candidate countries are
higher than those of other foreigners and natives. Despite this fact immigrants from
candidate countries seek the employment in same branches as other foreigners - in
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blue collar jobs in construction, manufacturing and low-skilled jobs in the service
sector. These empirical findings lead to the belief that human capital acquired in
candidate countries is hardly transferable to western labour markets. Additionally lack
of language abilities decreases the value of human capital of CC natives.
Employees from the candidate countries are significantly younger than EU workforce
and also than other foreign workers in the EU. 70% of workers from candidate
countries are aged 25 to 44 whereas in the EU labour force this age group account
only for 55%.
We already mentioned that Germany and Austria host high share of immigrants from
candidate countries compared to other EU members. This fact is in line with
theoretical prediction that closer destination will be chosen more frequently because
of lower migration costs. Furthermore, developing cross border infrastructure and
decreasing transport costs encourage commuting across borders. Commuting is still
a more common way of labour migration and is supposed to evolve further in
following years. Thus, it is not surprising that regions bordering the candidate
countries are affected by east-west migration more than other areas. This is true for
Austria with the highest share of foreigners from candidate countries in Burgenland,
Lower Austria, Vienna and Upper Austria and also for Germany.
German example is an interesting one, because we can clearly see that eastern
Germany does not attract migrants so much as the regions bordering on the Czech
Republic. Migration is concentrated mainly in the industrialised centres of Bavaria
and Baden-Wurtemberg. This is quite in line with our theoretical predictions about the
importance of wage differentials, unemployment and distance between sending and
receiving region. Regions most attracting migrants from candidate countries are
those with high prosperity and flourishing industries, with low unemployment rates
and favourable geographical position. East Germany has convenient geographical
position but does not meet the requirement of high prosperity and it also experiences
too high unemployment rates that discourage migration.
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Figure 7.2:
Regional distribution of employees from CEECs* in Germany

Notes: * Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Bulgaria, Romania

Source: Boeri, Brücker (2000)

We may assume that even after the introduction of free movement of people between
candidate countries and EU member states, migrants will tend to head for
prosperous regions and hence will not disturb already problematic east German
labour market.
7.2 Estimates of total migration from candidate countries
Many researchers and research groups attempted to forecast migration flows from
candidate countries to the European Union after enlargement. Their results differ
according to the methodology, underlying assumptions and used data sets.
One of the first predictions of migration flows from acceding countries to the
European Union was made by Layard et al. (1992) who wrote: “If we draw on the
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experience of migration from Southern Europe and from Mexico and add the element
of unemployment and ethnic upheaval in the East, we should surely expect at least 3
percent to want to go west within the next 15 years.” Three percent of population of
candidate countries are 2.23 million people which is in accordance with other
estimates based on regression analysis. Table 7.3 summarizes results of few most
frequently quoted studies.
Table 7.3:
Estimates of potential migration into EU15 from the CC-8*
under conditions of free movement

Boeri, Brucker (2000)

Sinn*1 (2001)

Stock

Flow per year over first 10 years

860,000 after 10 years
only workers

70,000 declining to 30,000
only workers

1.8 million after 10 years
all migrants

200,000 declining to 85,000
all migrants

2.7 million after 15 years

240,000 declining to 125,000

Walterskirchen and Dietz*2 (1998)
Bauer and Zimmermann*3 (1999)
Fassmann and Hintermann*4 (1997)
Brucker, Alvarez-Plata, Siliverstovs*5 (2003)

Salt et al.*6 (1999)

160,000 declining to 110,000
2.5 million after 15 years
720,000
long-term migration
2 million after 25 years
German sample

155,820 first year, peak 196,100 one
year later
German sample

1.2 million after 25 years
European sample

58,830 first year
European sample

2.25 million after 15 years
3% of population

Notes: * Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary. Slovenia, Slovakia, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia
Some figures are extrapolations, for the sake of comparability in terms of time span and geographical coverage.
*1 Sinn, Hans-Werner et al. (2001) “EU-Erweiterung und Arbeitskraftemigration. Wege zu einer schrittweisen Annaherung der
Arbeitsmarktes”, Ifo Beitrage zur Wirtschaftsforschung, 2, Munchen. Excluding Slovenia and Baltic states. Figures are
extrapolated to the whole EU from research results for Germany, assuming the present distribution of migrants among EU15
remains the same.
*2 Walterskirchen, Ewald – Raimund Dietz (1998) “Auswirkungen der EU-Ost-Erweiterung auf den Osterreichischen
Arbeitsmarkt”, Osterreichisches Institut fur Wirtschaftsforschung, Wien, April 1998. Figures are extrapolated to the whole EU
from research results for Austria, assuming the present distribution of migrants among EU15 remains the same.
*3 Excluding Slovakia and Baltic states
*4 Fassmann, Heinz – Christiane Hintermann (1997) “Migrationspotential Ostmitteleuropa – Struktur und Motivation Potentieller
Migranten aus Polen, der Slowakei, Tschechien und Ungarn”, ISR-Forschungsberichte, Wien 1997. Excluding Slovenia and
Baltic states
*5 Numbers for CC-8 were calculated as follows: CEEC-10 x share of CC-8 on migration flows in 1991-1997 period
*6 Salt, John et al. (1999) “Assessment of Possible Migration Pressure and its Labour Market Impact following EU Enlargement
to Central and Eastern Europe. Part 1, London, UCL. Excluding Baltic states

Source: European Commission (2001a), Brucker, Alvarez-Plata, Siliverstovs (2003), own calculations

These studies based on econometric methods incorporate one basic difficulty. The
accession of candidate countries into the European Union and introduction of free
movement of people means fundamental political and institutional change. This is
exactly the case that Lucas62 critique is mentioning – “any change in policy will
systematically alter the structure of econometric models...” It implies that
comparisons of the effects of alternative policy rules using current macroeconomic
62
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models are invalid regardless of the performance of these models over the sample
period.
Although even authors of these macroeconomic studies admit its weak sides63, there
is an interesting fact pointed out by Staubhaar (2001): “Independent of variety of
assumptions and models that have been used to forecast potential East-West
migration flows, the old simple rule of thumb is strongly confirmed that East-West
migration would reach 3%-4% of the CEEC population within one or two decades
after EU-wide freedom of movement has been granted to CEECs citizens. Taking
into account the return migration, the net migration rates are about half as large as
the gross migration rates and would lie between 1% and 2%.” This would indicate
gross migration between 2.23 and 2.97 million and net migration between 0.74 and
1.49 million. 3 million people from candidate countries make up 0.78% of EU
population. So apprehension from mass migration seems groundless. However, for
Austria and Germany such number of immigrants would mean 4.5% respectively
2.4% of their population, assuming the present distribution of migrants among EU-15.
To compare, in 1999 there were 9.2 per cent of foreigners in German population and
8.9 per cent of foreigners in Austrian population64.
Actually, we need not know exactly the precise numbers of immigrants from
candidate countries that will enter EU-15 labour markets after enlargement. All
estimates indicate that these numbers will not be high in comparison with EU
population and even with numbers of immigrants from other than candidate
countries. Therefore general situation on European labour markets will not be
disturbed by inflow of migrants from candidate countries. Though, as we already
mentioned, some regional or branch labour markets may be endangered.
7.3 Opinion polls and surveys
In order to overcome problems connected with econometric analysis and forecasts,
some researchers tried to get the information about future migration flows from
opinion polls and surveys. This approach has its own weak points, too. It turned out
that the results show rather high migration potential. This is not surprising when we
realize that answer to question “Would you like to migrate to some EU-15 country?”
or similar is quite a non-committing act. It can be given without any consequences
and information about real costs and benefits from migration.
In connection with this aspect of human behaviour it was interesting to observe panic
raised by PriceWaterhouseCoopers study65 on mobility according to which nearly six
million Poles would like to move to live and work in another European country. It is by
the way 40% of Poles of working age. The non-costly indication of potential
willingness to migrate clearly appeared in this case.
Researchers tried to overcome the problem through two different approaches. First
method used for example by Bauer and Zimmermann (1999) was conduction of
survey only among experts – academic and administrative employees in the sending
63
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country. Second approach is based on investigation of actual steps taken by potential
migrants in realising their plans.
Let us now summarize information acquired through opinion polls and surveys.
Table 7.4:
Migration potential of candidate countries’ citizens (opinion polls)
Ambler
(2002)

IOM
(1998)*
Few
Few
Weeks Months

Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Slovakia
Slovenia

Few
Years

Rest of
life

Baštýř
(2001)

TNSofres
(2001)

Drinkwater**
(2002)

14.30%

5.1%

10.7%
10.8%
4.6%

16%

49%

44%

24%

11%

13%

33%

30%

20%

8%

40%

46%
56%

37%
47%

18%
27%

14%
10%

22.9%
36%
22.8%
38%
42%
33%
41%

29%

26%

18%

7%

49%

3.8%
4%

Notes: Number of people that said they would like to work abroad “very likely” or “likely”
*IOM (1998) “Migration potential in Central and Eastern Europe”, Geneva in Bauer, Zimmermann (1999)
Categories are non-exclusive
**Respondents answered the question “If you can improve your work or living conditions, how willing or unwilling would
you be to move outside your country? 1- very willing ... 5 - very unwilling, Percentage of individuals who gave the
response “very willing” is displayed.

It is very interesting to observe differences between opinion polls listed above. Not
only percentage shares of people willing to work abroad differ but also order of states
diverges.
First, we will compare willingness to move in three most populous countries – Poland,
Czech Republic and Hungary. As stated by Ambler (2002) Poland is a country with
people most willing to migrate. This conclusion is in line with TNSofres (2001) and
Drinkwater (2002). Situation is not so clear for IOM (1998) where Czech Republic is
ahead of Poland for short term stays and in case of migration for few years even
Hungary is ahead. Contrariwise, permanent migration is mostly desired by Polish
citizens. Thus according to three of four studies Polish citizens are most keen to look
for a job in foreign country followed by Czech citizens and the least willing to move
are Hungarians.
In TNSofres (2001) 49% of Slovenian citizens expressed their intention to work
abroad which is the highest share among CC-8. This is exactly opposite result to IOM
(1998). There Slovenian citizens are least willing to move from all five countries
involved. We are not able to evaluate Slovenian potential mobility because results
among surveys do not seem to be compatible.
Slovak Republic is in all studies placed on rather front positions. Its nationals will
probably be quite mobile after enlargement.
From table 7.4 it is clear why anxiety about mass migration from candidate countries
appeared. But “potential migration” does not correspond with “probable migration”
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and even less with “real migration”66. For example in German Socio Economic Panel
only 5 per cent of those East Germans who said they planned to migrate to western
Germany in 1991 had actually moved there two years later67.
IOM (1998) survey contains also questions that should help to estimate real and
probable migration from Central and Eastern European countries.
Table 7.5:
Preparations for emigration (in%)

Learned foreign language
Obtained qualifications
Sold property
Obtained information
Applied for jobs
Found place to live
Applied for permit
Contacted people
Other

Czech Republic

Hungary

Poland

Slovakia

Slovenia

24
17
1
13
5
5
3
3
4

13
10
0
8
4
2
3
6
2

39
21
11
38
28
23
24
16
12

17
9
2
14
5
4
3
2
2

14
13
2
9
2
2
2
2
3

Source: Bauer, Zimmermann (1999)

Also these indicators must be treated with caution. For example learning foreign
language or obtaining qualifications are not necessarily good indicators of migration
intentions. They improve labour market prospects both at home and foreign country
too. Number of individuals that have taken really concrete steps towards migration is
very low in all countries except Poland that has the highest share of people who took
concrete steps in all categories. When we compare results in each category offered
we find out that countries might be ranked as follows: Poland, Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Slovenia and Hungary.
The advantage of opinion polls and survey in comparison with econometric methods
is the possibility to find out other intentions and characteristics of potential migrants.
First, very important question is the intended destination country. Econometric
studies usually assume that geographical distribution of migration will be identical in
future which in reality need not be necessarily true.
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Potential migration – Answers likely or very likely on question “Would you like to work abroad?”
Probable migration - Answer YES on question “Did you look for information about work abroad?”
Real migration – Answer YES on question “Did you made any concrete preparations for migration
(request for visa, accommodation, settled job...)”
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Table 7.6:
Destination areas

Czech Republic

Estonia
Hungary

Latvia
Lithuania
Poland

Slovakia
Slovenia

IOM (1998)
Baštýř (2001)
Ambler (2002)
TNSofres (2001)
TNSofres (2001)
IOM (1998)
Ambler (2002)
TNSofres (2001)
TNSofres (2001)
TNSofres (2001)
IOM (1998)
Ambler (2002)
TNSofres (2001)
IOM (1998)
TNSofres (2001)
IOM (1998)
TNSofres (2001)

1st most popular

Germany

Austria

France

Britain

Scandinavia

38 (15)
25 (15)
1st place
37
38
25 (10)
1st place
52
26
31
36 (15)
1st place
45
17 (0)
30
1 (0)
28

26 (6)
5 (4)

17 (6)

17 (10)

2 (2)

24 (5)
12 (5)
2nd place
14,5
13
3 (2)

5 (5)

11
18
20
6 (7)

14,6
13 (6)
2nd place
16

4 (3)

Italy

Netherlands

9
2 (2)

11
9
5 (5)
2nd place

8 (1)
22
4 (0)
15

2 (1)
1 (0)

12
4 (0)
10
2 (0)
14

8
1 (1)
1 (0)

2nd most popular

Notes: Figures in brackets indicate the percentage of people who want to emigrate, figures without brackets indicate the
percentages of people who want to work abroad temporarily.
IOM (1998) percentage of whole sample.
Baštýř (2001) among people who are interested to work in another state after accession.
Ambler (2002) Only EU countries.
TNSofres – among people who are interested to work in another EU member state after accession.

Germany is by far the most desired destination followed by Austria and Great Britain
whose exact position in not so clear. However it seems a little bit more in favour of
Great Britain when compared with current state of stocks of foreign workers. Now
United Kingdom has third most numerous group of immigrants from candidate
countries behind Germany and Austria.
Opinion surveys results indicate that potential migrants are young people under 25
years, single with complete secondary education or university degree68.
Baštýř (2001) undertook really deep study of migration patterns in the Czech
Republic and found out some appealing facts. People with intention to migrate are
relatively well educated but they would agree to take a low skilled non-qualified job
abroad. Nevertheless this number decreased compared with 1996 by 10%. In
comparison with Poland, Hungary and Slovakia the share of people that would
accept job under their qualification was low even in 1996. For other countries it was
77% of people and for Czech Republic 70% of citizens69.
As concerns the amount of money that would motivate people to migrate, 22% would
migrate for wage at least twice as high, 33% want 2 – 3 times higher wage, 20% of
people 3 – 5 times higher.
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Age structure of migrants is in line with economic theory when 46% of potential
migrants are younger than 25 years. Men are little bit more potentially mobile than
women.
Economic theory also predicts connection between language proficiency and
migration costs. Survey confirmed this relationship especially as concerns knowledge
of English language. People with positive attitude towards migration have perfect or
good knowledge of English in one third of cases in contrast with only one tenth of
people who do not intend to migrate70. Significant link between knowledge of
language of given country and choice of destination country has been found. For
example 91% of people wishing to work in Germany declared perfect or good
knowledge of German. For Great Britain 96% of potential migrants can speak English
perfectly or well.
There was found no significant connection between willingness to migrate and
unemployment of particular person but rather link with economic performance of
region and perspectives of further development.
7.4 Incentives and hindrances for migration in candidate countries and EU
member states
As we know from previous sections the main driving force for migration are
differences in economic performance between regions. That is the reason for
summarising economic conditions in CEECs and EU countries so that we are able to
evaluate relevance of fears of migration among some member states.
7.4.1 Sending countries and regions
In this section the economic and social situation in candidate countries will be
introduced. We will try to identify countries and regions that have according to
demographic and economic situation the highest probability of being source regions
of east west migration. Furthermore, we will present other features influencing
migration decision of potential migrants.
a) population
First, we shall compare population of current member states and candidate countries.
This simple chart will be helpful for the following evaluation of migration trends. From
figure 7.3 we are able to derive that we will be most interested in Poland followed by
the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia because absolute number of migrants will
be probably highest from states with larger population.
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This may be caused by age structure of migrants. Younger people who studied after 1989 usually
studied western languages mainly English. On the other hand older cohorts had compulsory Russian
language.
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Figure 7.3:
Population (thousands) – 1.1.2003
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Source: Eurostat (2003)

Let us now introduce some basic economic indicators on the regional level. First, we
will focus on the income in the candidate countries’ regions.
b) regional gross domestic product
According to Baštýř (2001) the difference in income that importantly enhance
migration is 50% gap between sending and destination country. At the same time
after the income reaches 70 – 75% of real income level of destination country the
economic motivation for migration dies out because income differential is balanced
by economic and psychic costs of migration. Due to the fact that GDP levels of
candidate countries’ NUTS 2 regions are relatively low in comparison with EU
average, we will divide regions into four groups with GDP level below 34% of EU
average, 34 – 49%, 50 – 75% and above 75% of EU average.
There are 40 NUTS 2 regions in ten candidate countries. 30 of them have GDP
under 50% of EU average, seven of which have GDP lower than 34% of EU average.
We assume that regions with lower GDP will display higher emigration rate71 after
enlargement. Moreover, it is not clear whether these migrants will go to EU or to
more prosperous regions within their own country or some other candidate country.
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see for example Eurostat (2003e) page 21
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Table 7.7:
Regional GDP in candidate countries – 2001
GDP per capita (PPS)
2001

GDP per capita (PPS)
2001
EU-15 = 100

23354
21282
18177
14156
31639
11674
12879
11186
11862
12472
11235
11817
8996
12017
18993
11208
12523
9038
7876
7978
8612
8690
7790
9546
9708
8630
6689
8481
8616
8248
14880
7751
6814
7233
9482
10419
7295
6910
10139
9465
15843
10433
23782
9551
8620
7936

100
:
76
61
136
50
55
47
51
53
48
51
39
52
81
48
54
39
34
34
37
37
33
41
42
37
29
36
37
35
64
33
29
31
41
45
31
30
43
41
68
45
102
41
37
34

EU-15
EU-15 + ACC
KYPROS/KIBRIS
CESKÁ REPUBLIKA
PRAHA
STREDNI CECHY
JIHOZAPAD
SEVEROZAPAD
SEVEROVYCHOD
JIHOVYCHOD
STREDNI MORAVA
MORAVSKOSLEZKO
EESTI
MAGYARORSZÁG
KOZEP-MAGYARORSZAG
KOZEP-DUNANTUL
NYUGAT-DUNANTUL
DEL-DUNANTUL
ESZAK-MAGYARORSZAG
ESZAK-ALFOLD
DEL-ALFOLD
LIETUVA
LATVIJA
POLSKA
DOLNOSLASKIE
KUJAWSKO-POMORSKIE
LUBELSKIE
LUBUSKIE
LODZKIE
MALOPOLSKIE
MAZOWIECKIE
OPOLSKIE
PODKARPACKIE
PODLASKIE
POMORSKIE
SLASKIE
SWIETOKRZYSKIE
WARMINSKO-MAZURSKIE
WIELKOPOLSKIE
ZACHODNIOPOMORSKIE
SLOVENIJA
SLOVENSKA REPUBLIKA
BRATISLAVSKY
ZAPADNE SLOVENSKO
STREDNE SLOVENSKO
VYCHODNE SLOVENSKO
GDP per capita

<34%

34 - 49%

50-75%

Source: Eurostat (2004)
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>75%

Seven NUTS 2 regions with GDP under 34% of EU average are Latvia72 and Polish
regions Lubelskie, Opolskie, Podkarpackie, Podlaskie, Swietokrzyskie and
Warminsko-Mazurskie. None of these regions is a bordering region of EU member
state. Whence it follows that possible movement to EU member states will not have
character of commuting.
The most developed region with GDP fairly above EU average is Czech region Praha
(136%). Three other regions with GDP above 75% of EU average are Bratislavsky
(102%), Kozep-Magyarorszag (81%) and Kypros (76%). In all these regions capital
cities are situated and they are likely to attract migrants from candidate countries
after enlargement especially in cases when long-run networks73 or language
proximity exist.
c) regional unemployment rate
In section 2.2 we discussed empirical findings that were not so conclusive for
unemployment as for income variable. In studies that examined micro data
unemployment was an encouraging factor of migration. For aggregated data the
unemployment rate in sending region did not indicate any clear evidence. Hence we
will treat high unemployment as factor encouraging migration bearing in mind its
weaker relevance.
Table 7.8 displays unemployment rates in candidate countries’ regions. At first
glance Poland and Slovakia are states with highest unemployment among all
candidate countries, with unemployment exceeding 15 percent in all regions in
Poland and in three of four regions in Slovakia. Polish regions Zachodniopomorskie,
Dolnoslaskie and Lubuskie reach the highest unemployment rate with 26% of
unemployed persons.
On the other hand lowest unemployment rates are in Czech regions Praha, Stredni
Cechy and Jihozapad and Hungarian regions Kozep-Magyarorszag, Kozep-Dunantul
and Nyugat-Dunantul.
Unemployment rates of people younger than 25 years are displayed in Table 7.8 as
well. They range from 7.7 in Cyprus to 54.6 in Zachodniopomorskie. However, it does
not mean that every second person under 25 is unemployed because people
attending schools are not comprised. For our analysis youth unemployment rate is an
interesting indicator because we already saw that young people are most mobile
among all age groups.

72
73

Latvia has only one NUTS 2 region that covers whole Latvian territory.
For example Prague will be much-favoured by Slovak citizens.
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Table 7.8:
Unemployment rates in candidate countries – 2002
Unemployment 2002

Unemployment 2002
age group 15 - 24

3.3
7.3
3.6
5.0
4.9
11.4
5.4
6.8
8.8
13.4
10.3
5.9
4.0
5.0
4.1
7.9
8.9
7.9
6.3
13.7
12.1
19.9
26.1
21.5
16.6
26.3
20.3
16.2
17.0
19.7
18.2
16.8
21.5
20.1
18.8
25.9
18.2
26.0
6.3
18.7
8.7
17.5
21.4
22.2

7.7
16.9
9.4
8.5
8.9
26.2
13.0
17.0
21.4
29.1
17.6
12.4
8.8
10.3
8.8
15.9
19.4
14.9
13.9
23.0
20.8
42.5
50.2
43.2
37.8
50.1
42.1
37.5
36.9
45.3
45.7
37.9
45.1
42.0
48.7
52.2
38.0
54.6
16.5
37.7
18.4
35.5
40.6
44.4

KYPROS/KIBRIS
CESKÁ REPUBLIKA
PRAHA
STREDNI CECHY
JIHOZAPAD
SEVEROZAPAD
SEVEROVYCHOD
JIHOVYCHOD
STREDNI MORAVA
MORAVSKOSLEZKO
EESTI
MAGYARORSZÁG
KOZEP-MAGYARORSZAG
KOZEP-DUNANTUL
NYUGAT-DUNANTUL
DEL-DUNANTUL
ESZAK-MAGYARORSZAG
ESZAK-ALFOLD
DEL-ALFOLD
LIETUVA
LATVIJA
POLSKA
DOLNOSLASKIE
KUJAWSKO-POMORSKIE
LUBELSKIE
LUBUSKIE
LODZKIE
MALOPOLSKIE
MAZOWIECKIE
OPOLSKIE
PODKARPACKIE
PODLASKIE
POMORSKIE
SLASKIE
SWIETOKRZYSKIE
WARMINSKO-MAZURSKIE
WIELKOPOLSKIE
ZACHODNIOPOMORSKIE
SLOVENIJA
SLOVENSKA REPUBLIKA
BRATISLAVSKY
ZAPADNE SLOVENSKO
STREDNE SLOVENSKO
VYCHODNE SLOVENSKO
Unemployment rate

≤5%

5 – 10%

10 - 15%

≥15%

Source: Eurostat (2003d)

There are 22 regions with unemployment higher than 10% and GDP lower than 50%
of EU average from which six have unemployment over 15% and at the same time
GDP under 34% of EU average. All these regions are in Poland – Lubelskie,
Opolskie, Podkarpackie, Podlaskie, Swietokrzyskie and Warminsko-Mazurskie.
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These six regions are from the point of view of economic theory most probable
sources of emigration.
Figure 7.4:
Economic conditions in CC-8 regions

Notes: GDP 2001, Unemployment data 2002

Source: Eurostat (2003d), Eurostat (2004)

Figure 7.4 depicts regions with worst economic conditions in candidate countries74.
Regions with bad economic conditions are concentrated mainly in Poland where only
Mazowieckie exceeded 50% of EU average. Also all Slovak districts except
Bratislavsky fall within the “blue” area. On the other hand Hungarian, Slovenian and
Czech regions are not mostly oppressed by simultaneous high unemployment and
low GDP.
d) demographic factors
As we already saw in previous chapters motivation to migration is crucially
dependent on age structure of population. Young populations are more likely to move
than old populations. Figure 7.5 displays age pyramid for candidate countries. There
are two peaks caused by two baby booms in some of the candidate countries (for
74

As concerns high unemployment together with low GDP level.
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example in Hungary and former Czechoslovakia) that took place in the fifties and in
the second part of the seventies. In 2004 the strong cohorts will reach the most
“mobile” period of their lives. Still, sharp decrease of fertility rates from nineties
causes that number of young people in population will continue to decline.
Figure 7.5:
st
Age pyramid on 1 January 2000 for candidate countries*

Notes: *including Bulgaria and Romania

Source: Eurostat (2003e)

Candidate countries have in these days younger population than EU member states
but their population already started to grow old and this trend seems to continue in
future decades as well. This will lower migration flows from candidate countries in
future periods.
When evaluating regional age structure of population we ascertain that majority of
“young regions” are situated in Poland followed by Slovakia. Young-age dependency
ratio75 above 0,5 have Polish regions Lubuskie (border region), Wielkopolskie,
Kujawsko-Pomorskie, Pomorskie, Warminsko-Mazurskie, Podlaskie, Lubelskie,
Podkarpackie, Swietokrzyskie, Malopolskie and Slovak regions Stredne Slovensko
and Vychodne Slovensko. Persons from age group 0 to 19 will become members of
labour force after the accession of candidate countries to the European Union.
These younger cohorts will have better language skills than their parents’ generation
and hence lower mobility barriers. At the same time many of these “young regions”
are areas with high unemployment and low GDP performance. Therefore we have a
further factor enhancing emigration from these regions.

Figure 7.6:
Young-age dependency ratio
75

Persons (0 – 19)/(20-59)
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Source: Eurostat (2002b)

e) language barriers
In Eurobarometer 2003.1 young people identified ignorance of other languages as
main difficulty in finding a job or place to study in another country. In European
member states around thirty per cent of people see language as migration barrier. It
is second most important hindrance after family considerations. We already
mentioned that only half of the EU citizens speak any foreign language76.
Due to long lasting division between East European candidate countries and Western
Europe we may suppose that language skills will be even lower in candidate
countries. Eurobarometer 2002.2 revealed that 57% of candidate countries’ citizens
can speak other foreign language. This relatively high share of language skilled
people is to some extent given by proximity between some Slavic languages and
76

see section 5.4 a)
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further circumstances. For example Czech and Slovak citizens shared one state for
decades and hence they are usually able to understand and even speak the other
language. Also Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia have high share of people able to
converse in foreign language which is consequence of large Russian minority in
these countries and their past under Soviet Union77.
However, only 35% of respondents can take part in conversation in one of major
western languages. Figure 7.7 depicts knowledge of five major languages among
population of candidate countries.
Figure 7.7:
Knowledge of major western languages*

Malta
Slovenia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Estonia
Latvia
Lithuania
Slovakia
Poland
Hungary
0

20

40
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80

100

Notes: * English, French, German, Italian, Spanish

Source: Eurobarometer 2002.2

It is obvious that people who are able to speak foreign language have lower costs
and better migration outlooks than citizens who are not able communicate in any
western language. As mentioned above for example Baštýř (2001) found really
strong link between migration intentions and knowledge of languages. That is why we
can suppose that countries with higher language literacy will be more important
sources of immigrants.
Malta’s citizens are most language educated which is the result of English being the
official language along with Maltese. Over 40% of population can speak some
western language in Slovenia, Cyprus and Czech Republic. Language barrier for
their citizens is much less important than for Polish or Slovak citizens, Hungary is far
behind other countries. Also for this reason migration from Hungary seems to be
rather small after enlargement.
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Language proximity between some of candidate countries might lead to enhancement of migration
between them after accession. Some migrants will probably move rather to some of advanced regions
within candidate country where for example some Slavic language is spoken than to the EU-15
member states.
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f) expectation
It is questionable in which direction will the expectations influence migration from
candidate countries. We saw that in case of Southern countries optimistic
expectations were one of causes of low migration flows.
The convergence of candidate countries occurs but is relatively mild and it is hard to
predict its influence on decision making of potential migrants.
Figure 7.8:
GDP per capita in PPS, EU15 = 100

Notes: Data for 2002-2005 are Eurostat forecasts. The data for Czech Republic start only in 2000 because
The Czech National Statistical Institute has recently revised National Accounts figures for the years
2000-2002 and is currently working for establishing coherent backward calculated series.

Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/newcronos

We can use some indicators to evaluate people’s attitudes towards future
development in their country. Eurobarometer 2002.2 revealed few facts about
expectations of candidate countries’ citizens. 60% of people living in candidate
countries believe that accession to the EU will be beneficial for their country. Most
optimistic are citizens of Hungary, Slovakia and Cyprus78.

Figure 7.9:
Benefit from EU membership for the country
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Eurobarometer 2002.2
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Notes: Participants were asked: “Taking everything into consideration, would you say that
(COUNTRY) could get advantages or not from being a member of the European Union?”
(% “Don’t know” and “No answer” not shown)

Source: Eurobarometer 2002.2

Despite the benefits from accession to the EU people in candidate countries are quite
pessimistic about economic situation in their country for nearest future - year 2004.
They are even more pessimistic than they were a year before. Only 18% of people
think that economic situation in their country will be better in 2004. On the contrary
48% believe that economic situation will deteriorate. It is interesting that people are
more pessimistic about general economic situation in their country than their own
personal prospects as concerns financial situation and employment79.
Figure 7.10:
Expectations for the year 2004

Source: Eurobarometer 2003.4

In addition people seem to be quite optimistic when they are asked on country’s
membership in the EU. 64% expect that membership in the EU will lead to a higher
79

This difference in perception of personal and general economic situation is the same in the EU
member states.
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quality of life80. People from acceding countries are among the most confiding in EU
democracy. In seven of ten candidate countries EU democratic institutions are
regarded better compared to national ones.
Figure 7.11:
National or EU democracy more satisfactory?

Source: Eurobarometer EB60 – CC – EB 2003.4

From the Eurobarometer 2002.2 it seems that people in candidate countries trust
European Union and its institutions even more than citizens of EU member states. In
many different questions they tend to express their reliance on good working of
European Union81. It seems that optimism about future development in their country
stems partially from trust in EU democratic principles.
It is startling that people see large opportunities for their country and for themselves
in the membership and at the same time expect worsening of the situation during the
accession year.
Most optimistic people that expect personal benefits from enlargement are students,
people aged 15-24, people well informed about EU and enlargement, managers and
people living in large cities. In contrast, the least beneficial will be accession
according to people older than 55 years, retired persons and citizens with low
knowledge about the European Union82. So that most optimistic people are people
most likely to migrate and vice versa.
7.4.2 Receiving countries and regions
Once the decision about migration is made, potential migrant chooses the best
destination area. According to theory, economic performance of destination area is
crucial. We will compare economic level of EU regions and try to identify regions
likely to attract migrants from candidate countries. We will also deal with other
80

Eurobarometer 2002.2
see for example Eurobarometer 2002.2 pages 58, 59 and following
82
Eurobarometer 2002.2
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features influencing migration such as distance between sending and receiving
region, migration networks or society’ s attitude towards immigrants.
a) economic situation
There are 66 out of 213 European NUTS2 regions with GDP above EU average83.
Five European regions reached GDP higher than 150% of EU average in 2001: Inner
London in the United Kingdom (263%), Bruxelles-Capitale in Belgium (217%), the
Grand Dutchy of Luxembourg (194%), Hamburg (171%) and French region Ile de
France (165%). Figure 7.12 shows regional GDP performance in European Union.
Figure 7.12:
Regional GDP per inhabitant, PPS, 2000

Source : Eurostat (2003e)

Among the regions with GDP higher than EU average there are 4 Belgian regions,
Denmark, 10 German regions, 5 Spanish, 3 French, 1 Irish and 12 Italian regions,
83

GDP for 2001, Eurostat (2004)
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Luxembourg, 5 Dutch, 5 Austrian, 1 Portugal, 2 Finnish, 2 Swedish and 14 British
regions. In general capital cities are among the most prosperous regions in the
country similarly as in candidate countries.
In 2002 regional unemployment rate in the European Union ranged from 2.0% to
29.3%. Average unemployment reached 7.8% for EU. There were 68 NUTS2
regions with unemployment rate below 5%. None of them were in Spain, France and
Greece. In contrast Netherlands has all regions below this treshold.
Following table shows EU regions with unemployment rate below 5% in 2002 and
GDP higher than EU average in 2001.
Table 7.9:
EU regions with GDP above EU average and unemployment below 5%

Belgium
Denmark
Germany

Ireland
Italy

Luxembourg
Netherlands

Austria

Finland
Sweden
United Kingdom

Vlaams Brabant
Denmark
Stuttgart
Tubingen
Oberbayern
Southern and Eastern
Valle D'Aosta
Lombardia
Bolzano*
Trento*
Veneto
Fruili-Venezia Giulia
Emilia-Romagna
Toscana
Marche
Luxembourg
Groningen
Utrecht
Noord-Holland
Zuid-Holland
Noord-Brabant
Oberosterreich
Salzburg
Tirol
Vorarlberg
Aland
Stockholm
Vastsverige
Cheshire
Leiceshire, Rutland, Northants
Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire
Berkshire, Bucks, Oxfordshire
Surrey, East and West Sussex
Hampshire and Isle of Wight
Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and North Somerset

GDP per capita
(2001)
EU15=100
113
115
126
103
148
129
124
131
143
123
116
113
126
111
101
194
133
143
133
119
112
108
124
113
116
141
145
103
118
104
123
149
114
103
112

North Eastern Scotland

137

Notes: *Changed region in NUTS 2003

Source: Eurostat (2003f), Eurostat (2004)
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Unemployment
(2002)
4
4.6
4.5
4.5
3.8
3.8
3.6
3.8
2.6
2.6
3.4
3.7
3.3
4.8
4.4
2.6
4.2
2.2
2.6
2.9
2.4
3.1
2.8
2
2.5
2.9
4
4.9
4.2
4
3.5
3.4
3.8
3.5
3.6
3.6

These regions are suitable for immigration due to good economic conditions84. Now
we are going to apply some further criteria to these regions such as distance,
migration networks, language barrier or society’s readiness to accept persons from
different countries.
b) border regions
Bordering countries are from the point of view of migrants specific for many reasons.
First, countries usually have long interacted, both in positive and negative way. In
case of candidate countries many of now divided countries shared Austria-Hungary
but they also experienced political propaganda against their neighbours that tried to
paint the enemy black. Many of prejudices survive until these days.
However, reality teaches us that bordering countries are very attractive for migrants.
The reasons are clear – lower migration costs, possibility to keep connection with
home country, better information and proximity of cultures. For temporary stays,
which in these days prevail among migrants from candidate countries, the possibility
to hold contact with home region is even more important. These facts support the
idea that German, Austrian and Italian prosperous regions are going to experience
bigger inflow of immigrants than other EU well performing regions.
Special cases are border regions of current member states and candidate countries
because geographic proximity allows migrants to undertake migration with
considerably lower moving costs through commuting on a day or week basis. Worker
receives wage at the level of more prosperous region and at the same time he or she
is paying most costs in home country. Migrant can keep his house and family in
home country and thus avoid high moving costs. The wage gap is even wider
because purchasing power of migrant’s wage is higher in candidate country.
Cross border commuting is crucially dependent on the availability of suitable
transport and its costs. Travelling time is usually a bounding variable for daily
commuting whereas commuting on weekly basis is mainly limited by travelling costs.
Research shows that population density is relevant factor influencing commuting as
well85. Population density in both sending and receiving region is needed for
significant commuting flows to emerge. In case of east-west migration between
current member states and candidate countries we may identify these regions
meeting the requirement: Berlin, Szczecin, Vienna, Bratislava or Dresden. Less
populated areas of German-Polish border or north-east Austria will probably tend to
experience lower rates of commuting.

Table 7.10:
84

Requirement of unemployment below 5% and GDP above EU average are only arbitrary determined
thresholds so that we are able to rank regions.
85
European Commission (2001a)
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Border regions in the EU and candidate countries
EU member states

Candidate countries

GDP per capita Unemployment
in PPS (2001)
rate
EU15=100
(2002)

GDP per capita Unemployment
in PPS (2001)
rate
EU15=100
(2002)

Germany

Poland

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern

66

23,6

Zachodniopomorskie

41

26

Brandenburg (Berlin)

67 (90)

20.4 (18.7)

Zachodniopomorskie

41

26

Brandenburg (Berlin)

67 (90)

20.4 (18.7)

Lubuskie

36

26.3

Dresden

68

20.8

Lubuskie

36

26.3

68

20.8

Dolnoslaskie

42

26.1

Dresden
Germany

Czech republic

Dresden

68

20.8

Severovychod

51

5.4

Dresden

68

20.8

Severozapad

48

11.4
11.4

Chemnitz

64

20.6

Severozapad

48

Oberfranken

97

7.8

Severozapad

48

11.4

Oberpfalz

100

5.5

Severozapad

48

11.4

Oberpfalz

100

5.5

Jihozapad

55

4.9

Niederbayern

94

5.1

Jihozapad

55

4.9

Oberosterreich

108

3.1

Jihozapad

55

4.9

Niederosterreich (Wien)

92 (152)

3.5 (7.2)

Jihozapad

55

4.9

Niederosterreich (Wien)

92 (152)

3.5 (7.2)

Jihovychod

53

6.8

Austria

Czech republic

Austria

Slovakia

Niederosterreich (Wien)

92 (152)

3.5 (7.2)

Zapadne Slovensko

41

17.5

Niederosterreich (Wien)

92 (152)

3.5 (7.2)

Bratislavsky kraj

102

8.7

54

4.1

Austria
Burgenland

Hungary
76

4.2

Nyugat-Dunantul

Austria

Slovenia

Burgenland

76

4.2

Slovenia

68

6.3

Karnten

96

2.7

Slovenia

68

6.3

Steiermark

96

3.8

Slovenia

68

6.3

68

6.3

Italia
Friuli-Venezia Giulia

Slovenia
113

3.7

Slovenia

Source: Eurostat (2003f), Eurostat (2004)

From border regions the lowest GDP have Polish regions Lubuskie (36%),
Zachodniopomorskie (41%) and Dolnoslaskie (42%), in Czech Republic NUTS 2
region Severozapad (47%) and Slovak region Zapadne Slovensko (41%). Other
border regions reach GDP over 50% of EU average.
Low level of GDP in the three Polish regions might lead to conclusion that they will
exhibit high emigration rate especially as concerns commuting. Nonetheless, we
should take into account two other circumstances. First, these regions are bordering
on east Germany where the economic performance is generally lower. And second,
even if these regions are at the European level poor, when we compare their
performance with other Polish regions we find out that from 16 Polish NUTS 2 region
they occupy fourth, sixth and ninth place in GDP level. Relatively good performance
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in comparison with other Polish regions may discourage migration because
inhabitants of these regions feel relatively well-off within their reference group86.
In general, differences between border regions of EU and candidate countries are not
enormous. We can see that border regions usually share the same problems or
advantages. German Polish border regions suffer from high unemployment rates and
below average level of GDP. Only Berlin is considerably more prosperous than
neighbouring regions.
From German regions bordering with Czech Republic Oberfranken, Oberpfalz and
Niederbayern will probably be the most attractive destination areas due to good
economic performance.
In Austria Vienna is supposed to draw the highest share of commuters from
candidate countries. It is given by high GDP product and good traffic channels.
Furthermore Bratislava region with more than 3,000 people per square kilometre will
be an important source of potential migrants. Inflow of people will be on the other
hand alleviated by relatively high standard of living in Bratislavsky region. The length
of border with region Zapadne Slovensko is negligible.
c) migration networks
As already mentioned migration networks are another decisive factor. Figure 7.2
indicates that in Germany migration networks are with regions Oberfranken,
Oberpfalz, Niederbayern, Oberbayern and city areas Berlin, Lubeck, Elmshorn,
Emden, Stuttgart and Korbach. In Austria Burgenland, Oberosterreich, Wien and
Niederosterreich are regions with highest concentration of immigrants from candidate
countries87. Other countries with network potential are United Kingdom and Italy.
d) language magnetism
We already mentioned language barrier as factor influencing migration decision.
Now, we are going to deal with language from the other side. As an element leading
migrants more to some countries than others.
Figure 7.13:
Knowledge of major languages

Note: Participants were asked : And which languages can you speak well enough to take part in a conversation,
apart from your mother tongue?

Source: Eurobarometer 2002.2
86

Given that their reference group are Polish citizens. See Stark and Taylor (1991) on concept of
relative deprivation.
87
For other EU countries regional data on stock of foreign nationals are not available.
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Figure 7.13 depicts share of citizens able to speak English, German, French and
Russian language. Similarly to western trends population of candidate countries
tends to prefer English language. On average 21% of candidate countries nationals
speak English, 17% are able to take part in conversation in German and only 3%
speak French.
English is most known in Malta, Cyprus and Slovenia whereas in Slovakia and
Hungary less than 20% of population speak this language. German is most popular
in Slovenia, Czech Republic and Slovakia.
Not surprisingly knowledge of English will encourage migration to English speaking
countries – Great Britain and Ireland but also to countries with good English
proficiency of majority of population such as Denmark, Sweden or Netherlands88.
Germany and Austria will attract more migrants that are able to communicate in
German. Low knowledge of other European languages will together with other factors
lead to lower migration to non-English and non-German speaking countries.
Because young people are the most mobile age group, it would be of interest to have
a look at languages taught at different candidate countries at secondary educational
level. We investigate whether language structure tends to change for example in
favour of other languages than English or German.
Table 7.11:
Percentage of pupils studying English, French, German and Russian in ISCED 3 level*, 1998/99

English
French
German

CY
100
100
-

CZ
95,6
17,1
81,3

EE
87,3
4,0
44,6

HU
54,9
6
46,4

LV
88,6
4,5
57,2

LT
73,9
8,8
36,7

MT
100
12,8
2

PL
86
16,7
61

SI
94,6
9,1
82,4

SK
94,2
10,8
82

Russian

-

1,8

60,1

1,3

32,6

70,5

-

23,7

0,1

3,5

Notes: *upper secondary educational level – normally begins around age 15 or 16 with the completion of compulsory full-time
education

Source: Eurostat (2001)

When we compare current language knowledge and structure of languages taught at
upper secondary educational level we can observe interesting tendencies. Let us
begin from the country with biggest population – Poland. It seems that young
generation will be much better educated in western languages than their parents,
turning away from Russian is clearly visible. Today, Russian is the most known
language among Polish citizens but current education is focused mainly on two
languages – English and German. Similar abandonment of Russian is evident in
majority of candidate countries89.
Hungarian low language proficiency will probably survive for future, in comparison
with other candidate countries language education is on considerably lower level. In
Czech Republic and Slovakia German language knowledge dominates over English
in these days but educational system is oriented more on English with German
slightly behind.
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In Denmark 79% of people declared that they are able to communicate in English, in Sweden 76%
and in Netherlands 75%. (Eurobarometer (2001))
89
Estonia and Lithuania are exceptions from this trend. Even if English is most taught language in this
countries, it is closely followed by Russian.
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To conclude, trends in language education indicate that, other things equal, English
speaking countries will be more attractive for immigrants than other countries. On the
other hand English seems to prevail also in current member states, where 69% of
people see English as most useful language to know apart from their mother
tongue90. General knowledge of English among EU citizens might thus facilitate and
enhance migration between all EU countries in following years thanks to English as
general means of communication.
e) attitudes towards immigrants from new member states
Finally, attitude of nationals towards immigrants from candidate countries will
influence decision about destination area as well. In these days it seems that vast
majority of EU countries will establish transitional period on free movement of people.
Especially in Germany and Austria strong voices call for closure of borders and place
immigrants from candidate countries into position of unwanted intruders. These
psychological factors might lead to inclination of migrants to more open countries that
do not express fears and are going to open their borders immediately after
enlargement such as Great Britain or Ireland.
When we spoke about social externalities connected with migration we mentioned
three factors that worsen social inclusion of foreigners. These were language
difficulties of foreigners, different religious customs and if foreigners are black. In
case of new members two of these factors will be rather less important.
Hereafter, fears that people express about immigrants are rather of economical
character. They are afraid of losing work, getting lower wages and overall
deterioration of economic situation in their country. In case of CC nationals serious
problems with their incorporation into society are not expected.
7.5 Causes and consequences of transitional period
7.5.1 Causes of implementation of transitional measures
In spite of the fact that anxiety about mass migration was not confirmed by economic
studies, misgivings among the public survive. In this section we will focus on reasons
for introduction of transitional period and we will describe attitudes of groups
interested in this topic.
First, we examine public opinion in member states concerning the topic of
immigration from candidate countries.

Figure 7. 14:
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Eurobarometer (2001)
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Europeans’ expectation on immigration from candidate countries after enlargement

Notes: Respondents were asked: “Do you think that enlargement of the European Union will lead to
important or limited number of people from new member states who will reside in (COUNTRY).

Source: Eurobarometer (2002a)

We can see that important number of immigrants is expected by 66% of Greek
citizens and by 53% of German and Spanish nationals, followed by 50% of the
French. On the other hand Denmark, Finland and Sweden are countries whose
citizens expect rather limited numbers of immigrants. Let us now add one another
figure comparing opinions of EU citizens that expect important number of immigrants.
Figure 7.15:
Evaluation of the impact of migration after enlargement

Notes: Respondents who expect important number of immigrants (Figure 7.14) were asked:
“Do you find it positive or negative?”

Source: Eurobarometer (2002a)
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Eighty-seven per cent of Greek citizens who claimed they anticipate important
number of newcomers expect negative influence of immigration. The apprehesion
about mass migration concur with feelings of negative influence of immigration. This
rather unfavourable attitude towards immigration is not based on some real threat. It
might be explained through bad economic situation in Greece and hence more fearful
attitudes of its citizens to any factor that could worsen the situation. In Greece
relatively high share of Bulgarian and Romanian citizens is employed. It is possible
that Greek citizens do not fully distinguish people from Eastern Europe as citizens of
particular states. This non differentiation may lead to anxiety about migration from
acceding countries even if Romania and Bulgaria will not join the European Union in
current enlargement. On the other hand Greece is the strongest supporter of EU
enlargement with 65% of people for enlargement in 200391.
The transition period was advanced mainly by Germany and Austria. There are
different situations as concerning public opinion in these two countries. In Germany
large share of people (53%) expect important inflow of immigrants after enlargement
but it is found negative “only” by 76% of these people. In Austria 42% of people
expect large inflow of immigrants but 80% of these people see this fact as negative.
In comparison with other EU states these two countries do not differ much.
Figure 7.16:
Opposition against free movement of people in member states
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Notes: percentage share of people who expect large inflow of immigrants and at the same
time find immigration negative

Source: Eurobarometer (2002a), own calculations

We can suppose that people who expect large inflow of immigrants and at the same
time find this large inflow negative, will be most likely to advance transition period for
new member states. Hence Greece, Germany and Netherlands should according to
their citizens insist on transitional measures. On the other hand Danes, Finns and
Irishmen favour more open immigration policy. Only about 34% of Austrians expect
large inflow of immigrants and express negative feelings stemming from this fact.
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Eurobarometer (2003.60)
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71% of people seeing immigration as negative associate immigration with rise of
unemployment. Further negative phenomenons connected with immigration are rise
of criminality, social problems or lower wages92.
Now we are going to investigate interest groups that importantly influenced
bargaining about free movement of persons. There are two types of interest groups
on supranational and subnational level93. These are labour organizations and
business organizations. Labour organizations are strongly against uncontrolled
immigration from candidate countries whereas business organizations are in favour
of introduction of free movement of people immediately after enlargement.
Labour organizations argue that large inflow of immigrants will distort labour markets.
Their justification of large inflow of immigrants is based on huge wage differential
between member states and candidate countries and on importance of taking public
fears seriously in order to prevent possible economic and social upheaval in member
states.
Business organizations on the other hand emphasize welfare gains resulting from
migration, importance of implementation of principles of internal market and chance
to narrow EU skill gaps and demographic justifications94.
These two types of pressure groups are trying to persuade authorities to accept their
point of view. From the outcome of enlargement negotiations labour organizations
clearly won their game. Not only some national governments but also European
Commission, that initially fostered free movement of persons for new members,
changed its position and proposed the “flexible transnational arrangements” option
advocated by Germany to become the EU common position95.
According to Becker’s theory of pressure groups small concentrated groups are more
successful because costs of organizing are lower and benefits for each member are
higher than in groups with many members96. This would imply that business
organizations should be more effective in exercising pressure and transitional
measures should not be implemented. How is it possible that interests of large and
relatively heterogenous groups, such as the membership of trade unions and public,
reached their goal and enforced transitional period in 13 out of 15 EU countries?
Dora Husz (2002) introduces few more concepts needed to explain transitional
period as an outcome of enlargement negotiations.
As we mentioned above, majority of people associate immigration with higher
unemployment. Costs of higher unemployment caused by immigration are low at
aggregate level but the loss from being unemployed is large in individual terms. This
is complemented by uncertainty who will suffer this large loss. Hence the group
opposing possible immigration is much larger than the group of people that will be
really affected and individual agents are strongly interested in the matter.
Respectively business organisations would receive benefits from open borders but
their benefits are spread among all members and hence individual agents do not
92

Eurobarometer (2002a)
The membership of transnational interest groups cross national borders and they orient their
lobbying activity at supranational institutions. Subnational interest groups are based on national or
below national levels and their activity is oriented at local, regional or national authorities.
(Husz (2002))
94
Husz (2002)
95
Husz (2002)
96
Becker (1983)
93
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receive benefits that would overweight losses suffered by individual worker struck by
unemployment. Furthermore, business can follow alternative strategies to achieve its
profits such as to invest in new member states instead of employing immigrant
workers.
To conclude, labour effort to avoid losses from eventual unemployment is more
intensive than business effort to achieve benefits from labour migration.
7.5.2 Consequences of transitional period
First, we will examine how will transitional period alter migration flows. Brücker,
Alvarez-Plata, Siliverstovs (2003) simulated transitional period and conclude that
transitional period will have only marginal effect on the scale of migration. Postponing
free movement for seven years or more will reduce initial migration only by few
thousand persons. The reason is that economic conditions will improve in new
member states during this period but not dramatically in comparison with current
state.
Situation might be improved through partial opening of labour markets for some of
new members. This would spread migration across a larger period of time and hence
soften initial migration pressure.
Figure 7.17:
Simulation of the impact of transitional periods on migration from the CC-8

Notes: Simulation for baseline scenario. Baseline scenario: convergence rate of 2 per cent for the GDP and PPP-GDP per
capita and the average unemployment rates in the candidate countries and Germany during the period 1990-2001

Source: Brücker, Alvarez-Plata, Siliverstovs (2003)

Figure 7.17 shows that transitional period neither reduces net migration flows in the
initial period nor affects the long-run stock of the foreign population. However this
simulation is based on assumption of zero net immigration during transitional period.
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Now, the question is, how will economic agents respond to restriction of free
movement of workers in situation when flows of other factors are liberalized. We can
expect that some companies, instead of waiting for immigrants, will move their
production into new member states. Czech media already informed about fears of
Bavarians that “differences in wages between Czech Republic and Bavarian border
regions will cause outflow of future investments97.”
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Lidové noviny, 13.2.2004
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8. Conclusion
This paper studied different aspects of migration after Eastern enlargement of the
European Union in 2004. The attention was paid beside classical migration topics to
regional aspect of migration and to several non-economic factors usually disregarded
by economic analysis.
To summarize, the overall migration flow from new member states will not be
enormous. This is indicated by majority of econometric studies published in recent
years by respected economic institutions and research teams. This view is supported
by previous experience during Southern enlargement as well.
According to empirical evidence migrants tend to head for prosperous regions. This
fact together with network effect and geographic proximity favours mainly German
and Austrian well performing areas such as Stuttgart, Tubingen, Oberbayern,
Oberosterreich, Tirol and Vorarlberg. Distribution of language knowledge among CC
population favours also British flourishing regions. It is likely that the share of people
aiming at Great Britain will rise in future due to still more widely spread knowledge of
English between population.
As well as nowadays majority of migrants will come from Poland which is the most
populous country among acceding countries and at the same time a country with
relatively young population, weaker economic performance and long tradition of
emigration. In particular, eastern Polish regions will be prevailing sending territories.
However, as concerns commuting, Poland seems not to outstrip other candidates.
This is caused by bad economic situation in former East Germany that deters
commuting from Polish border regions. On the contrary, commuting from the Czech
Republic and Slovakia into German and Austrian border regions might be quite
sizeable. Hungarian citizens seem to be rather unwilling to move even within their
own country and hence are not interested in commuting into current member
states98.
Opinion polls and surveys prove that foremost young, well educated people consider
migration into EU member states. On the other hand today even educated people
from candidate states work in low skilled jobs. This trend may change in future
periods which is supported by Vavrečková (2003) who found decline in willingness to
take job below qualification among Czech citizens within last few years.
The strong tendency for temporary stays rather than permanent migration also exists
among citizens of acceding countries. Permanent migration is an attractive choice
mostly for Polish citizens.
Let us just briefly summarize possible implications of migration flows from new
member countries to current member states.
For candidate countries the outflow of educated workers will denote loss of money
invested into their education. On the other hand in case of temporary stays emigrants
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Péter Balász, the future commissioner nominated by Hungary, said in interview for Euroactiv.com
that foreign investors tried hard to get labour force for their new activities in Hungary but people simply
refused to move even if the free transport was proposed.
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will bring back acquired know-how and human capital that might be transferred to
other economic agents in candidate countries.
The most frequently mentioned consequence of immigration for destination states is
diminution of wages and rise of unemployment. Even economists are not able to
agree on the influence of immigration on host country’s economic performance. It
depends on such factors as rigidity or flexibility of labour market or characteristics of
immigrants – their education, motivation to work, length of stay etc. Less flexible
markets are more vulnerable by inflow of immigrants. Furthermore, the immigration is
a very complex phenomenon that influences economy through many different
channels, not only by tax revenues and social security costs. Hence the overall
impact is hard to predict and results of various studies differ sharply - from
significantly beneficial to very negative influence.
To conclude, I will use citation of Straubhaar (2001) that express also my own
opinion on the problem that I gained during the study of migration field.
“Having the option to migrate within a common labour market has turned
out to be the most effective antimigration policy.”
The factors such as goods and capital have much lower costs of move and, as the
European experience teaches us as well, adaptation of economy materializes
through trade rather than through massive labour movements. This leads us to
presumption that new member countries will experience rather movements of capital
and goods, with labour force staying relatively immobile.
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