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Introduction

In recent years, migration has become a central issue in the economic, social and
political spheresn the world In the EU the question of illegal migration originating
especiallyfrom Southern Mediterranean countries (SM@gmbined with persistent
unemployment, have forced EU countries to reconsider their migration policies.
While skilled migration hagecently been encouraged, most EU countries have
implemented more restrictive policies for unwanted migration. The central question of
this paper is to assess whether these policies have been effitieagulating

migrations inflows from SMCs.

In the mst few yearsthere has been a considerable improvenetite availability

and the quality of the data atacrelevel concerning bilateral migratiofiows. This
makes it possible to provide a quantitative assessment of the impact of migration
policies. In this regard, several studies have been recently published, niatéiyn

and Williamson (2005, Ortega (2005)Clark et al. (2007as well as Mayda (200.7
However,these studies mostly focas theUS or OCDE immigration. In particular,
none ofthem specifically focus on EUmigration policieswith regard toSMCs One
partial exception is Peridy (2006). However, thggudy de@s not specifically
concentrateon the impact of EU migration policies. Moreover, it includes a very
rough proxy of migration patly, while excludingsome Mediterranean countrikise

Turkey.

The present studfls this lack of literature by providing the following contributen
Based on the analysis of a new dataset which is specifitetbterranean countries
(Carim, 2005) secton 1 discusseghe most important features corresponding to
recent migration patterns the EU It shows that migration from Southern to
Northern Mediterranean countries hsignificantly increasedn the past ten years
Although it is difficult to estimte the number of migrants originating from
Mediterranean countries (especially because of illegal migratian}entative
estimation of about :@5 million is proposeddepending on whether migrants are
counted by the origin dhe destination country. Aa result, Mediterranean migrants

account for about 3.8%.8% of the overall population SMCs. It is also shown that



migration has changed at qualitative lesahce the proportion of wonme qualified

workers and young people is increasjrag well ashe proportion of illegal migrants.

Section 2provides a detailed comparatigarveyof recent migation policies in EU
countries and discusses policy regulations at the EU level. It shows that most EU
countries have recentlyut an emphasis on their netedattract skilled laborAt the

same time, the survey shows that Germany, France, the Netherlands, and the United
Kingdom havegenerally able to curtail simultaneously unwanted immigration, thus
mostly accomplishing their aimddowever, Italy and Spainave failed to control
migration flows, because of the use of massive regularization policies. Moreover,
changes in the migration policies of the EU member states have not been the product
of a united and consistepolitical strategy. Despitan increaseduropeanization of
migration policies there is still a long way to go before achieving consistent and

unified migration policies throughout the EU.

The impact of migration policies is tested in section 3. Basegew developments in
migration theoriesan original model of migration determinants is developed. This
model is applied to migrations fromne Southern Mediterranean Countries (SMCs)
to the EU-15 over the period 1992004 For that purpose, dataset of bilateral
migration flows isbuilt up fran varioussourcesincluding Carim (2005) and OECD
(2006a). The effects of migration policies are tested by ussegeral variables,
includingoriginal ones(FRDB, 2006)

Results show that migration policies in Northern EU countries have been eff@ient t
regul ate migration fl ows. Conversely, t he
is not significant. These results are consistent with the analysis presented in section 2.
However,mixed results are obtained for Germany of France, for wihieleffecs of

migration policiesare barelysignificantat a global levelResultsalso show that the

impactof migration policies diffes depending on the country of origin. As a matter of

fact, these effects are significant for Mashrek countries, whereas theyotafer

Maghreb countries and Turkey. Severhsonsare put forward to explain all these

findings.



The final section focuses on the policy implications of our results. In particular, it
points out problems of consistency at several levels: first, matmigration policies

are not always consistent across EU countries. This is why these policies produce
different results. Second, the objectives of the trade and the migration policies are not
consistent either. Finally, there is a last problem of colverdéetween the objectives

of these policies anthe facts.In conclusion,considerablesffort should be made to
harmonize and coordinate the objectives and the tools of EU national policies.
Beyond thatthe development i common EU migration policy shid substantially
increase the efficiency and the consistency of these policies. Finally, the coordination
between trade and migration policies at EU level should be promoted with clear

common objectives.

1. Migration from SMCs to the EU: some stylised facs.

In the past 40 years, migrati flows from SMCs to the EU haveonsiderably
increased from a quantitative point of view. In addition, from a qualitative standpoint,
significant changes hawasooccurred, partly due tthe renewal ofigration policies

in the EU. In this regard, the 70s can be viewed as a transition period. Until this
period indeedEuropean countries experiencedmendous economic growth, which
justified a strong increase in immigratid@®everal areas were feeding migration flows.
The most important was Maghreb countries, whose workers mainly migrated to
France, but also Belgium and the Netherlands to a lesser extent. In order to make the
employment of the migranteasier several agreementvere concluded between
origin and destinatio countries. Turkeyas the second migration area. This country,
which was a net immigration country during the period of the Ottoman Empire,
becamea net emigrating countrgt the end of the 60s. Finally, Egypteaaiso started
emigrating toward Europeeven if their main destination wasGulf countries.

Moreover, Egypremaineda country where net immigratiomaspositive.

From 1974 onward, the impact of the oil crises on European economic growth,
combinedwith the strong increase in unemployment sates led to a changein
European countri esd® mi gr agrationnfronp 8BMCs toi e s . As

Europe hasslowed down. These new policies have given rsefaur migration



patterns namely family reunification, women migration, illegal migratiagveell as
brain drain. Although some of thepatternsalready existedefore that timethey

havebeenreinforcedsince then

First, migration as a means @&mily reunification has progressively replaced
individual migration. This form of migration h&agen encouraged by bilateral country
agreementdecausehe family is generallysupposed to protect its memhdmsmake

thar social integrationin the destination countreasiey and to improve their
economic resources (ADRI, 1994This process has nmy benefited migrants
already settled in Europe. It has also changed the aim of the migration ,pxbjiett

was initially transitory butturned out to be permanent. Finally, this process has
substantiallychanged the profile of the migrant populatiorthie various destination
countries. As a matter of fact, the proportion of children and woman has considerably

increased.

In this regard, it is worth mentioning that the developmentvaien migration is

not only due to thdamily reunification processin fact, an increasing number of
women have also migrated individily. These women can be singledivorced, but

also sometimes married with or without children. Turkish women have been the
pionees, since they started emigrating in the 60s. In Maghminties, Moroccan
womenhave also activelynigrated to Europe, especially from the mid 8kachani,
2001).

Since the reduction in legal migration from 1970 onwadtdgal immigration has
considerably progresse@lthough this kind of migration alreadyexisted before the

70s, it was tolerated. As a matter of fact, from 1950 to 1975, most destination
countries more or less accepted illegal migrants without any control. For example, the
French Minister of Social affairs of the De Gaulle government, jedtthe presence

of illegal migransbecause of the fAFrench economyods

Belgium government also used the same argument for the Belgium economy.

Despite more restrictive migration policies from 399nward, illegal migration Isa
not decreased. In fact, it has replaced part of the past legal migration. More recently,

the Shengen agreement signed in June 1990 (creation of visasroeinborder



controls, increase n t he selection of foreigm workers
migration but ithasnot beeneffective infighting against illegal migration, as shown

later.

In fact, Southern Mediterraneacountries haveincreasingly become the main

destination area for illegal migrants from SMCs. This is due to three reakens: t

collapse ofdictatorshipsin Greece, Spain and Portugalhes e countri esd e
take of as well as their integration into the EECbnsequentlyltaly and Spairwhich

were traditionally emigratig countrieshave turned out to beconmet immigration

countries. This process has been reinforced by the factSiathern European
marketsarevery attractive, while the governmemitenot veryeffective inprevening

illegal migratiorf. In addition, the Bengen agreement hésd these countries to

becomean open doowith regard tahe other EU countries.

These new devel opments have produced a cha
this regard, four parameters can be identified: i) Sdthough illegal migration

initially concerned meaonly, the poportion of women has sharply increagsedecent

years ii) Age: more and more childrenave attempéed to migrate clandestinely in

track trailers or in containets3) Education level: an increasing proportion of illegal

migrants is skilled withvocationd training diplomas 4) Countries of origin:

migration isbecoming more internationalized. In this regadignificant number of

migrants from swBaharan Africa crogsthe deserand reachsMorocco in the hope

of going to Europe. The migration conditis for these people are very difficaltd

exhausting (Khachani, 2006).

The number of illegal migrasis very difficult to estimate. In this regard, depending
on the statistical source, some contradictory figures are often put forkvahul
addition, thenumber of illegal migramstis itself fluctuating given the recurrent
regularization policies carried out in some countries. In this regafde
Bruycker(2000) estimates that from 1970 to 2000, about 1.8 million illegal migrants
obtained a residence perntitanks to these policieglthough thesepolicies have

°Refer to thte dirsd rwemagk mAatr&kteed argument (Peixoto, 20C
" Their presence is now visible in some Spanish and Italian cities, such as Madrid, Barcelona, Milan,

Rome, etcé).

8 EUROPOL estimates that 500,000 illegal migrants come each year to the EU.



always been presented as exceptional by EU countries, theyrhéaa oftenbeen

renewed. For instance, the French socialist governments adopted these policies in

1981, 1990 and 1997n the past f&v years, the French governments have become

hostile to regularization progran because of NRappeal effec

regularization is thus preferred.

Belgium has also adopteegularization policiesn 2000, which concerne&0,000
migrants. Despitéhe current political problems, another group of 100,000 migrants
may be soon regulariz€din the Netherlands, the current government dgreedto

do so for 25,000 mgrants who arrived in thatountry before April 2001 and who
havedemanded resident prmit since then.

Overall, since the 90s, these regularization progrdmage concerned 150,000
migrants in the Netherland480,000 in Portugal350,000 in Greece, 530,000 in
Spain up to 1.3 million in Italy (Péridy, 2006). These prograntsve certain
advantagesthey reduce the blaakarketlabor, theinfluence ofclandestine networks
and the power of mafias. They also incredke tax revenuecharged bythe
government and they force firms to pay social contributfons addition, the
economic and sodiantegration of the migrants is made easkowever, the massive
use of regularization policiggas a major drawback relatedti@ lack ofregulation of

migration flows

The brain drain is the last typ of migration, whichs a major challenge for SMCs
This new migration channel coincides with the growing importanceéedifnical
progressn Northern countries. Moreover, the baliyomers are increasingly retiring
and the lack of skilled workers foredlorthern countries to look for Southern skilled
peope (AMERM, 2002).As a result, the proportion of skilled migrants is equal to
15% for Morocco, up to 50% fdrebanon Syriaand Egypt (Carim, 2006 and OECD,
20063.

This inverse technologicatansferbroadens the skillisequilibrium between the EU

andSMCs.lt also raises important questions about the capacity of Southern countries

° Refer to:CourrierMigration 14 AFVIChttp://fr.news.yahoo.com. 26 May 2007
19 For example, the last Spanish regularization program has contributed 120 million euros to the social
security budget.



to foster their economic growth with less skilled workers. shewn later, skilled
workers in SMCs are attracted by greater returns to skills in Europe. As a result, the

brain drain has become a majorgration determinant in the EU.

Now that the four migration types have been described above, we now turn to a
tentative quantification of the migration patterns from SMCs to the EU countries.
Given the problemselatedto the @lculation ofthe number of illegal migrantand
given the important number of naturalized people, statistics diffdely depending

on the source used. Generally speakithe number of migrants wtame counted by

the country of origin is greater thame migrantswho are counted by the countof
destination. This differenaanges from +19% for Turkey, up to +145% in the case of
Egypt (Table 1) Adding up the five SMCs for which these double statistics are
available, the overall difference is about 3lliem migrants. As argued by Carim
(2005),in addition to the problerof countingillegal migrantsthis gap isalsodue to
various statistical problemsincluding migrans with two natioralities, temporal
migrants whohave returned to their home counteyc.. Nevertheless, Carim (2005)
tentatively estimates that the total number of migrants in the EU originating from
SMC rangesfrom 10 to 15 million people, depending on the counting country. This
amounts tdetween3.8%to 5.8% of the overall population SMCs, i.e. 260 million
inhabitants in 2005.

In we only take the legal migrants into account, national statistics in EU countries
estimate that their total number is equal to 5.8 million pedpégmany and France

are two taditional destination coun&s which account for more than 70% of the
overall migrants. These two countries are followed by the Netherlands, Italy and
Spain (20% of the migrantsys well aBBelgium, the UK and Austria (7%).

In recent yearsSpain and Italy have beconaemajor areaof attraction formigrants
from SMCs and sulsaharan Africa. In particulain the past decade&Spain has
registered the highest migragitowth rates. This country is also characterised by the

greatest migration balande the EU. As a matter of fact, Eastat (2006) estimates



that over the period 2064006, the number of migrants increa$gd3,613,000. This

amounts to early average of 600,000 additional migrahts

From the origin countriesodo standpoint,
migrants, namelythe Palestinian territories, Turkey, Morocco and Egypt. They are
followed by Algeria (more than one million) as well as Tunisia and Lebanon (half a
million each). As a proportion of their population, the Palestinian territories are in a
particular position, since the number of migiaexceeds that of the population living
within these territori¢s. For the other countries, the emigration rate is below 10%,

with the exception of Lebanon (16%).

The above stylized facts show that in recentrgiemigration from SMCs has been
significantly increasing, especially toward Southern Europe. However, most of these
new flows concern illegal migratiornvhich has partly replaced legal migratismce

EU countries has adopted more restrictive and seteqiolicies. Thishas ledto a
paradoxcal situation: on he one hand, the labour neadsincreasing in Europe,
especially with regard to skilled workers; on the other hahd rise in illegal
migration hardly fis these needs. This questions the efincg and the consistency of
migration policies in EU countries. This also questions the rationale of a harmonized
and common EU migration policy. The next section goes further, by investigating
these policies in a comparative analysis, whereas the lagbrsqutovides a

guantitative assessment of these policies.

2. An analysis of ecent migration policies in the EU.

This section presemtan assessment of the current national immigration policies of
several EU Member States, which attract immigrants fraenSbuth Mediterranean
countries. The main finding that arises from this section illustrates how these EU
Member States have put an emphasis on their need to attract skilled labor and also

some types of unskilled workers, while attempt to completely thedfal immigration.

™ As a result, the total number of migrants is equal to 4.8 million in 208611% of the Spanish
population. Most of these migrants are originating from Maghreb countries (especially Morocco), but
also South America (Colombia and Equator) as well asSltaran Africa.

12 Recent migration flows are very small compared with thaseesponding to refugees of the second

or third generation. These people make up the great bulk of the 4.7 million Palestinians living outside
the Palestinian territories.
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When reviewing six case studies (France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain and
the United Kingdom), the need to attract workers has been more apparent in countries
where shortages in specific sectors have been acute, such as yantdhe United
Kingdom. The different policies adopted by the six case stutieege been
summarized in Table Below according to five types of migrants (workers, asylum

seekers, family reunification, illegal immigration, and students).

In order to meetthe demands for labor, the countries studied have undertaken
numerous means, whether by running specific sector programs, attracting students to
stay in the country following their graduation, and/or by easing residence rights for
skilled workers. For inance, Germany's recruitment of foreign labor is mainly
narrowed down to very limited, projespecific, and carefully managed guesirker
programs (Wayne and Tsuda, 200%) especially in the fields of agriculture,
restaurants, hotels, construction, Heatare and the IT industriMeyers, 2004}*

Such projects have also been apparent in the United Kingdom with programs such as
the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme (SAWS), the Highly Skilled Migrants
Program (HSMP), a Science and Engineering Gradudtense (SEGS), the Secters
Based Scheme (SBS), a Working Holidaymakers Scheme (WHMS), and the
Innovators Schemg@Ensor et Shah, 2005)

The Netherlands, which has experienced a shortage efkioMd workers, has for
decadesllowedthe entry of temporary feign workers from noeU countries only

for publicly announced vacancies and when no willing Dutch or foreign resident
workers or EU workers can be foundlhis has changeavith the 2006Act on
Integration Abroad Wet inburgering buitenland which tightered regulations with
respect to the introduction and integration schemes of immig(@ESD, 2006a,
p.200).

Other countries also produced changes in their legislation to alter their immigration
policies. For instance, by granting the government powersdoueage higtskilled

migration; ease foreign students' stay; stem illegal immigration; tighten the rules on
family reunification; limit access to residence and citizenship, and promote

integration into French society, France's Sarkozy Law Il (Law no.-2QQ% is a

10



good example of how changes in national legislation hastéded the needs of the

economy (Murphy, 20067,

The success of such policies has also relied on the country's ability to control
unwanted migration, mainly of unskilled and illegalgnaints. In this area, there have

been mixed results and at times, limited success. On the one hand, countries such as
Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom as well as France to a lesser extent,
which all chose a selective labor immigration policyned at attracting specific
people with specific skills were generally able to curtail simultaneously unwanted

immigration, thus accomplishing mostly their aims.

On the other hand, by choosing guest worker programs and asystém, aimed at
relieving povisional (yet sometimes permanent) demands for labor, and at the same
time being unable to stop the inflow of illegal migration, Italy and Spain have found it
difficult to control immigration into the county. Their solution has been to
regularize (i.e.according amnesties and legalizing the residence) the foreigners
present in the country according to certain crité@arnelius, 2004; Calavita, 2004)

Such a policy does not seem to be aimed at attracting the desired skilled migrants for

permanent resicee.

Yet one interesting type of policy adopted both by Spthe Netherlandand several
other EU countriego combat illegal migratiornas beenby negotiating bilateral
migration agreementsith various countries of origifor controlling labour migrabn

and migration movements in gener@pain has done so with countries of origin such
asMorocco, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Ecuado Nigeria (Kreienbrink,
2006) However, in the Netherlanddue to an abundance of unemployed natives and
resicent foreign workers and a substantially decreased need fesKitied workers

the governmernforfeited this strategfMuus, 1985)

In any case, the countries that have not adopted selective immigration policies will in
years to come have to develop proge migration policies to meet their burgeoning
demographic and economic needs. Attempts at adopting a joint EU strategy for

attracting or recruiting workers have not been evident. This is mostly due to the fact

% France has also implemented regularization policies.
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that each country has different needs amthands, ties with different countries of

origin, and different laws regulating the entry of foreigners.

The main challenge for European policymakers has been to position their countries to
recruit migrants matching their labor needs, while still sustgieconomic growth

and supporting their public pension systems. Given those goals, according to Miinz
and Straubhaaf2006) a common European approach to immigration can play a
crucial role in tackling shortages of labor and skills, provided the qualificatof

immigrants are appropriate.

In this regard, with the enlargement of the European Union to Central and East
Europe, there has been a gradual openness to flows of immigration from the new EU
member states and their adjacent neighbors; replacing tp@atran from sending
countries farther away. Nevertheless, Minz and Straul{R886) note that in the
medium and long term, potential migrants will inevitably be recruited also from
distant regions of the world because Europe as a single market econibimgveito
compete with traditional countries of immigration, such as Australia, Canada, and the
United States, for the required migrants to fill labor gaps.

In order b fill these labor gaps, Table &so illustrates that several destination
countries hag found family reunification immigration as a source for unskilled labor
and not only perceive this phenomenon as a humanitarian right. Therefore, in
countries where unskilled labor is acutely in shortage, such as lItaly, one finds fair
policies towards faity reunification and a hard stand towards illegal entries, which

substitute each other.

In Germany, though the new Immigration AZugvanderungsgesetizas kept the ban

on recruiting unskilled workers or persons with low qualifications this ban has not
been applied to persons adted under family reunification (OECD, 2006dhis is

not the case in countries such as France and the United Kingdom, which have a
limited interpretation of the humanitarian notion of family reunification. France
particularly las put an effort in recent years to prevent immigrant families from
becoming dependent on France's welfare system and also maidages of

conveniencéMurphy, 2007)
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In their attempt to attract higekilled workers, EU Member States have also putstres

on the importance of attracting foreign students to study in their country and perhaps
later on integrate into the host country's economies. This view has been clearly
evident in Germany and the United Kingdom, and to a lesser extent in Fidmece.

latter has promoted the reception of ABW students coming to France to pursue
higher education by simplifying procedures for international students to study and
work in France. Foreign students who receive a master or higher degree and who are
seeking to stayn France after they complete their studies are allowed to pursue a
"first professional experience” that contributes to the economic development of both

France and the student's country of ori@arrera, 2006)

In this respect,iie EUsupranational leel hasalso adopted a harmonized legislative
frameworkconcerning migration policies on students and on researchers, specifically,
the European Council's Directive 2004/114/EC regarding the conditions of admission
of third-country nationals for the purpasef studies anBirective 2005/71/EQvhich

set out a specific procedure for admitting thalintry nationals for the purposes of
scientific researc(OECD, 2006a)

In addition, the six countries demonstrate how Europe has become weary of dealing
with bogus asylum seekers, trying to abuse European humanitarianism to entry the
country for economic purposes. These six case studies have together and separately
found different ways to deal with this phenomenon, with Spain and Italy to a lesser
degree, being eeptions as they are not viewed as "attractive" countries for asylum
seekers. Germany has lately triedr&dieve the financial burden of providirits
tolerated asylum seekers welfare assistdncdisting newcriteria as necessary for
applying for permaent residency statyglean criminal record; independent financial
security; regular employment; a high level of integration into German speiety

(Leise, 2007)

However, several of the case studies altered their asylum policies not necessarily for
the purpose of restricting even further the entry of asylum seekers but rather to
facilitate the admission of genuine asylum seekers; simplify procedures; and grant the
entitled with the tools to live respectfully in the country of destination. For instance,

the Dutch Aliels Act of 2000 aimed at simplifying procedullag aeaing a single

13



(temporary) refugee statwmd by introduéng new conditions for granting refugee

status and related rightsmong other thingdvieyers, 2004)

It is worthwhile mentioninghat the dynamic changes in the migration policies of the
EU member states have not been the product of a united and consistent political
strategy, except perhaps in the field of shierin visas, asylum and border control,

but rather of a series of choicemd measures adopted at various levels and in
successive periods which, nevertheless, have unfolded and continue to unfold effects
which are, for the most part, convergent. The latest trend of selective openness to
highly skilled migration flows by tradinal immigration receiving countries (the
United Kingdom, Germany and, lately, France), which for decades remained rather
closed to economic migration of a reeasonal nature, cannot be seen as associated
with a coherent and joint effort by the Europeaountries to tackle immigration

together.

Finally, what is most apparent, needless to say, is the restrictive stance of European
countries towards illegal immigration. Today, more than ever, illegal immigration is
not only perceived as a phenomenon bumigrihe economy and posing a threat to

the cultural identity and to the social values of the host country, but also a matter of
national security{Lutterbeck, 2006)lllegal migration has long been associated with

the illegal trafficking of drugs and peoplbut in the posSeptember 11 era, many
European countries jointly and separately have stressed the threat from terrorism.

Some examples include France's Law on Everyday Security (LES) and the Law on
Internal Security (LIS), which were both adopted taldeith criminals and dangers

to society(Brouwer, 2003) Germany, with its second antiterror package, also altered
legislation to better deal with the threat of terrorism and other matters relating to
migration and securitgBundesregierung2002) Another good example hdseenthe

British acknowledgement of the need to tackle illegal migration by steadily increased
resources for securing the bordefsllowing the publication of the IND Review
dFair, Effective, Transparerdnd Trusted: Rebuilding Confidee in our Immigration
Systerd |, publ i shed i 'fenfakcing the R2I€s0/ Strategydto Enbuee

and Enforce Compliance with Our Immigration L&w$ 2007 (Somerville, 2007)

These examples coincide with the wider -B&ked initiative to better ctol the
movement of people in and out of the EU at its borders. Progress has been evident

14



when in 2007 the EU broadened the extended Schengen Information System (SIS II),
by also approving a European visa data system (VIS) which will store biometric
information (fingerprints and photos) on roughly 70 million visdders who pass
through the EU's borderless travel zone each y@amrectorate General

Communication2007).

This move has been in accordance with the sometimes disputed argument that without
a ommon migration policy at Elkvel aimed at managing the flows of people
entering the EU, national immigration poéis aimed at achieving the same purpose

are most likely to faildue to the free flow of people between the Schengen parties
Despite the mary proposals brought forth by the European Commission for
developing acoordinated approach, which takes into consideratiereconomic and
demographic conditions existing in the EU, most of these proposals were quickly

rejected after a first reading byetl€ouncil of Ministers.

3. Migration policies in the EU: a quantitative assessment

This section first develops a theoretical model of migration determinants, including
migration policiesSecondly this model is estimated with panel data econometrics
order to provide a quantitative appraisal of the impact of these policies with regard to
SMCs.

3.1 An eclectic model of international migration flows.

The traditional theories omigration determinants are based on the human capital
approach $jaastd, 1962; Harris and Todarol1970. According to this theoretical
framework, migration depends on the income difference between the country of origin
and the country of destination, net sthndardmigration costs. The latter generally
includes the geograc distance as well as differences in languages between the

source and destination countries.
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The model developed here goes far beyond this traditional framework, since it takes
into account some recent developments in migration theory. First, the i of
selection models (Borjas, 1987) make possible to argue that migratiatepends

also on income inequality as well as skills in the entignaand the immigration
countries In addition, the welfare magnet theory (Borjas, 1999) includes the role of
social transfers in the migration decisions. According to this theory, once migrants are
selfselected, they can choose to migrate in the country which offers the highest social

transfers.

Another recent development concerns the specification of traie. doparticular, it

is expected thastandard migration costs can beducedif a migrant cantake
advantage ofiuman or business networks in the country of destination. In this regard,
it has been increasingly recognized thatdbmmunityof migrantsalready settled in

one destination country considerably incredle attraction of new migrants from the
same country of origin.This migration dynamics is theoretically explored in
Carrington et al; (1996) as well as Vergalli (2006).

The relationship eveen trade and migration has also been increasingly discussed in
the literature. In the standard HOS framework, trade and migration are viewed as
substitutessinceinternational trade caslone equalize factor prices. As a restigre

is no need for ngration flows. However, the development of the new international
trade theory contradicts this result. Indeed, as competition is imperfect, trade cannot
alone equalize factor pricesConsequently, trade and migration become
complementary (Markusen, 1983yenables, 1999) Such a complementa
relationshipcan also occur in case @conomicdistortions (such as taxes) or if

countries have different technologies.

A final and important renewal ¢fie migration thery concerngolicies.For example
Benhabib {996) and Bianchi (2006) theoretically show that migration decreases as
migration policies become tougher, since they reinforce migration costs. Some other
authors intude endogenous migration policigsough the use of lobby models which
explain thecreaton of immigration quotas (Epstein and Nitzan, 206acchiniand
Willmann, 2005.
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The eclectic model developed here takes into account these new theoretical
developmentsit is worth mentioning that it can be derived from a single theoretical

framework vhich includes theew developments mentioned abbve

2
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d

+as+ﬂd+7t+gsdt (5)

The dependenvariable Mgy denotes migrations from the source country s to the
destination ountry d at year tlt is calculated as a migration rate, i.e. migration as a
proportion of t he s o Uhe cselected osounce rcouidtrees p o p u |
correspond taiine SMCs, namsl Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Syria,

Lebanon TurkeyandIsrael. The destination countries cover the B&f and thetime

period ranges from B3 to 2004. Overall, this thregay panel data model includes

1560 observations. The main statistical sources are Carim (280&¢ll asOECD

(2006a). As a sensitivity alysis, our estimations use both migration stocks and

flows.

The independent variables include the destination/source income WWaildk:
calculated with per capita GDP in purchasing power parity (statistical source: Cepii,
2006a). A positive parameter; is expected, following the standard human capital
model.(owd(owd) denote the source/destination social transfer ratio, which is proxied
by the Gini coefficient (source: United Nations, 2006). The new migration theory
based on self selection mogelxpects an inverse {dhape relationship between this
ratio and migration. Indeed, for low income inequality in the source country,
migration first increases with income inequality in this country. However, after a

certain threshold, migration starts decregsihhis is due to the fact thathen the

" For example, refer to @ik et al.(2007) for a complete derivation of a model comparable to the one
presented here.
18 Belgium and Luxemburg are considered as a single cauntry
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domesticincomeinequality becomes significgnpeople expect a significant return to
skills in their home countryThis more attractive salary reduces the incentiiedee

abroad®. Thus,a, andas are respectively expected to be positive and negative.

Ta/Ts accounts fothe social transfer ratio. According to the welfare magnet theory, an
increase in social transfers in the destination country (relatively to the source country)
increasesnigrations. Several proxies have been tested for this variable. The first two
onescorrespond to education and health expenses as a percentage asdoii (
WHO, 2005 and UNESCO, 2006) The two other proxies cover overall public
expenses (including trafers) as a proportion of GDPOCDE, 2006b and
Luxembourg Income Study, 2009n the final model, estimation results are presented
with the last proxy, which is more complete than the others in terms of country
coverage and data alability.

The secondine of equation (5) includes traditional migration costs. These are the
geographic distanceD(y), differences in languaged.s(), the cost of living ratio
(H4/Hs) as well as the unemployment rafldy/Us). Following the standard migration
theory, migratn is expected to decrease with distance and language differences. In
the same way, it is expected tecdease as the cost of liviend unemployment

becomehigher in the destination countfy

In the third line of equation (5J,RADEg;accounts for busess networks between the
source and the destination countries. We assume that an increase in the bilateral trade
flows between these countrigsapturesadditional business linkswhich attract
additional migrants. As a result, a complementary relationsbtpreen trade and
migration is expectedin accordance with th@ew trade theorysource: OECD,

2006¢)

COLgy denotes the presence of past colonial relationships between countries, as a
proxy for historical and cultural linkst is measured by a dummy wh is equal to 1

9 For additional details about the relationship between income inggaali migration, refer to the
pioneer article of Borjas (1987).

% The statistical sources used for these four variables are respe@iepily (2006b), CIA (2007),

Mercer (2005) as well as the International Labor Organization (2006). Moreover, the calculation of
language differences identical to that developed in Wagner (2002).
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in case of substanti al partici pgandiOon i n t

otherwise (source: Cepi2006a).

(/%)) allows fortesing the directimpact of skills on migration. If the corresponding
parameter shows a positive sighjs suggests that migration increases with the
gualificatiors of the migrant. This is an indication that migrants are positively

selected, according to Borjas terminology (Source: Unesco, 2006).

POLgmeasures the desti nat iUnforturately due toyh@ s mi gr
lack of data at a macro level, it proved to be impossible to obtain harmonized
international data corresponding to specific migration policies, such as quotas and
selective policies. In spite of this limitation and given the irtgwe of this variable

for our study, three proxies have been tested alternatively.

The first (POL1) is based on an original aggregatelex of migration policies,

recently developed by tifeondazione Rodolfo BenedgfiRDB, 2006). This index is

a weidhted average of several measures corresponding to various migration criteria,

such as the admission standard for migratihg, quota level, the time necessary to

get a residence permithe maximum duration of the first migration period, the

number of mimstries the migrant must contact to be admitted destination country,
etcé A rise in this index means that t he
negative sign is expected fa;). To our knowledge, it is the first time that this new

variable haveen used in an empirical model of migration determinants.

A second proxyROL2) is a combination of the previous index wilspecific index

of asylum policy (Hatton, 2004). This aggregate measure of migration and asylum
policy is useful for assessinpe | mpact of EU countriesdo gl
Finally, the third proxy is calculated by taking the total number of residence permits
granted by each destination country, as
population (source: OECD: 20064)

%L Some other proxies for migration policy are sometimes used in the liter@mneeis the opinion of
natives with regard to migrants. It is expected that the more this opinion is negative, the more likely the
government restricts its migration politBauer et al., 2000)n this connection, some other studies use
indexes of patriotism and chauvinism, which are also expected to influence migration policy (Hatton
and Williamson, 2006). However, these indexesndb directly measure migration policies. This is
why they are excluded from the present analysis. Finally, the United Nations (2002) publish inquiries
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Thelast line in equation (5) includes country and time Bpeeffects, which account
for dataheterogeneityand omitted variables. Such effects may be estimated as fixed
or random, depending on the estimation procedure

3.2 Estimation results

In order toestimate equation (5) with appropriate econometric methosigndicant
number of tests havieeen implemented. First, the model is specified in a-f@gni

basis, where the dependent variable is in logarithm and the independent variables are
linear. Thischoice is motivated byhe Davidson and McKinnon test, as other

similar recent studies of international migrato(Clark et al., 2007Pedersen et al.

2004; Pedy, 2008.

Second, several estimators have been tested. The OLS is rejected by the,LM tes
which indicates the presence of heterogeneity. The standard fixed effect model (FEM)
has also been estimated. However, since it cannot estithateparameters
corresponding to tim@variantvariables this estimator has also been rejected. The
random &ect model (REM) has been left out as well, because the Hausman test
suggest a problem of endogeneity. Consequently, the estimator selected here is that
of Hausman and TaylofHT), which makes it possible to estimat@ené-invariant
parameters while addsgeing the endogeneity bias (Greene, 2003, Egger, 2004e

Tables 1and 2only present the results for this estimator, the parameter estimates have
been calculated and compared across all the estimators mentioned above, in order to

check the stability fthe parameter estimafés

The final tests include multicolinearity, hheroskedasticity as well as autocorrelation.
With regard to multicolinearity, the variance inflation factor is close toi.80the
upper limit generally admitted (Tablel). Turning to heteroskedasticity and

autocorrelation, the estimation ofcarrectedGLS madeit possible to check that

about the government prospects with regard to their migration policies. They indicate whether a
governmat intends to restrict its migration policy in the futarenot. One drawback with this method

is that results are not published for each destination country, due to confidentiality reasons. As a result,
it cannot be used here.

% Detailed results for athe estimators are available upon request.
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parameter estimateshow similar magnitude and size compared to the HT

specification.

Table 3stresseshat both traditional and new migration elehinants are significant.
Starting with the traditionalones the income gap between SMCs and the EU is
unsurprisingly of major importance. The corresponding parameter estimate is always
significant at 1% level. In the same way, the geographic distanaesignificant
migration cost. As a matter of fact, an increaéel000 kilometresn the distance
between two countries reduces the emigration ratanbye thanl% percentage
point, A rise in unemployment antthe cost of living in thedestination counyralso
reducethe migration rate, sind@is makest more costly to migrate from SMCs to the

EU. Finally, differences in languages have unsurprisingly a negative effect on

migratiorf*.

Turning to new migration determinants, Table 8xhibits an inverse 4idhape
relationship between income inequality and migration. This means that once income
inequality reaches a certain threshold in EU countries, the return to skills paid to
migrants from SMCs becomes significant. This is a strong incitation to migrate,
espeially for qualified migrarg, who can hardly find an attractive salary in their
home countries given their qualificat®nThis result is supplemented by the
parameter corresponding tiwe skill ratio, whichis always positive and significant at

5% level.This suggests that the more Southern Mediterranean workers are qualified,
the more thes people are incited to migrateorder to find appropriate salaries in the
EU. Such a finding supports the brain drain thedtwdk et Leland, 1982; Stark,

1991). It also suggestthat immigrants from SMCs are positively selected.

However, the social transférsatio is not significant. This resultontradicts the
welfare magnet theory. las been controlled by the use of the four proxies described

previously, sincanone of them is significant. Thus, it seems that at a macroeconomic

% 1n a semilog model, we remind that one uribange in the independent variable leads to a a%
change in the dependent variable, where a is the parameter estimated in the model. In addition, when
the independentariable is a dummy, one unit variation of this dummy leads & 8% change in the
dependent variable.

It must be observed that the corresponding parameter is not always significant. This can be explained
by multicolinearity problems due tthe presence of th&€OL variable. Indeed, past colonial
relationships have often led to more common languages. In fact, when the modelsisneted

without the colony variable, the language parameter becomes significant at 1% level.
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level, migrants originating from SMCs do nptimarily move tothe EU to take
advantage of social transfeds fact, their main motivation is to find a job with an
attractive salary whicHits their qualifications. This argument is supported by the
negative parameter corresponding to unemployment, the positive parameter for
income and the inverse -thape relationship between income inequality and

migration.

Table 3also shows aositive relationslip between trade and migratiolm fact, if

trade between SMCs and the EU increases by one million dollars, the emigration rate
is increased by 0.1%This is an indtation that tradeand migration are
complementary, in accordance with the new thed international trade (Markusen,
1983;Venables, 1999)Such a result can be explained by the fact that the great bulk
of trade between SMCs and the EU is made of manufactured products, with imperfect

competition and economies of sc&fes

Finally, the migration policy coefficients are always negative and significant,
whatever the proxy consideret¢h this regard, it is worth mentioning that the
magnitude of the coefficiestis greater for migration flows thafor stocks. This

global result suggestsdaally that migration policy is more efficient for regulating

migration flows than stocks. This also means that the recent restrictions in most EU
countriesd migration policies have over al
SMCs.

Additional investigion can be done by +estimating the model at country level.
Indeed, section 2 has shown that EU countries have implemented different migration
policies, especially with regard tthe regularizationprocess Table 4 provides
estimation results for eaclestination country. It is striking to observe that the effects

of migration policiesare very different depending on the EU country taken into
consideration. Three groups of countries can be identified. The first ind\aootggern

EU countries, including f@atBritain and Irelandwhich seento have succeeded in
regulating migration from SMCs with appropriate migration policies. As a matter of
fact, the coefficient is negative for all these countries.

% However, it may b possible that for traditional products with less imperfect competition
(agricuture), there is a substitutioalationship, iracaordance with the standard HOS framework.
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A second group includes France and Germany, for whieltoefficients are negative

but barely significant. At first sight, this result seecontradictorywith the analysis
provided in section 2, which shows that these two countries have recently
implemented more efficient policies to fight against unwambegration. However,

these countries hav@multaneouslyencouraged ather kind of migration, namely

that of students andjualified migrants. One limit of the model is that is does not
distinguish the impact of migration policies for different types ofremts, due to data
unavailability. This can explain that the migration policy for the sum of the migrants
has been neutral on migration flows. In the case of France, another explanation is the
use of regularization policies in the 90s. This has incredsedchimber of legal

migrants, although to a lesser extent than Italy and Spain.

The last group is made of Southern EU countries, for which the migration policy
coefficient is always insignificant. This suggests that these countries have failed to
control mgration from SMCs, especially because of the massive use of regularization

policies, as explained in section 2.

To sum up, it clearly appears that the impact of migration policies within the EU is
very different depending on the European country corsidérhis has major policy
implications, asdiscussed later. But imust also be stressed that the effects of
migration policies also differ depending on destimatbmuntries, as shown in Table

4b. As a matter of fact, the policy parameters are significargll Mashrek countries,
especially Jordan, Syria and Lebanon, whereas they are not significant for Maghreb
countries as well as Turkey. Several explanations can be provided. First, the majority
of illegal migrants are originating from Maghreb countrigss a result, the
regularization policies have mainly concerned these countries, especially in Spain,
ltaly and France to a | esser extent.
migration policieshave failed to control migration from Maghreb countrieghile

theyhavesucceeded for Mashrek countries.

Some other minor tentative explanations can be put forvamé. is that migration
policies for people originating from Maghreb countmesay have been less restrictive

because of the traditional ties Wween these countries and Southern EU countries,
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especially France. Another explanation is related to the fact that migrants from
Turkey have more information than the othebout the criteria that Germany
requiresfrom migrants, because of tls&zeof the Turkish community already settled

in this country. As a result, Turkish people succeed in migraarngermanymore
easilythan people originating from other countries. Whatever these explanations, the
results unambiguously show that the impact of natiomigration policies greatly

differ according to both #hsource and destination countries

To sum upthe model presented above shows titad macro levelmigration from

SMCs to EU countries is mainly driven by economic motivations, such as diffsrence
in living standards, differences in returns to skills as well as better prospects to find a
job. These motivations are reinforced by economic networks, like trade. Indeed, we
have shown that the increasing international trade between Southern and rNorther
Mediterranean countries must be complemented by an increase in migration, as a
means of equalizing factor pricds.has also been shown that qualified migrants are
particularly motivated by migration, through the brain drain and the positive selection
channel s. Al t hough EU countriesdé migration
easier,they haveonly partially succeeded in controlling overall migration flows. In
particular, these policigsavefailed in Southern European countries, due to massive
regularization of illegal migrants.

4. Policy implications

The results presented above have several major policy implicafidres first is

related to the impact of the migration policies EU countries. Indeed, we have

shown that this impact greatly was depending on the EU country involved. This has

produced acertain migration disequilibrium within the EU, since Northern EU
countriesd6 policies ef SMGsiwhenetslthye Southelru c e mi ¢
countriesfail to regulatet. This questionshie rationale of these national policies and

suggestshe need for a harmonised EU policy.

A secondmplication concerns the EU migration objective itself. If this objective is to

limit migration flows from Mediterranean countries, then it can be reachétilong
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run under certain conditions. First, a reductiorihe GDP gap between the EU and
Southern Mediterranean countries is necessary. In this respect, economic development
must be a priority for these countrieds a consequence, the decrease in
unanployment wouldalsoreduce the incentive to migratéhis development can be
accelerated by an increase in trade and FDI between the EU and these countries. This

is one objective of the Euromed agreement.

Moreover it is crucial that Mediterranean couss provide better returns to skills to
their qualified workers. This would render jobequiring skillsmore attractive for
natives and reduce the brain drain towards Europe. This requires a strong innovation
policy. In addition, selected policies of wet migration forstudents andjualified

workers could also ensure a reduction in skilled migration and thus in the brain drain.

Nevertheless, from an economic point of view, it seems unrealistic and inefficient to
strongly limit migration fromSMCs to the EU, simply because there are major
structural migratiorpushing factors. These are not only the GDP gap between these
countries and the differences in returns to skill, but also the short geographic distance,
the extenwe human and business networksiadl asthe strong elationships due to
colonialism. All these migration determinants explain why migration from MENA
countries to the EU should continue and benefit both Mediterranean migrants and EU

countries.

A third major policy implicationconcernsthe coherence of the trade and migration
policies of EU countries with regard to Mediterranean countries. Indeed, the
commercial policy (mainly driven by the Euromed agreement) is aimed at liberalizing
trade flows as a means of increasing N@tiuth tradeOn the other handt has been
shown that recenmigration policiesin EU countries have become more restrictive
concerningmigration flows from Southern Mediterranean countries. However, the
present study argues that these two policies arearndistent precisely because we
showed that trade and migration are complementary. As a result, the simultaneous
objectives of free trade and restted migrationarenot possibleIinstead of that, a free
trade policy isconsistenwith a free migration policy corening worker&. In this

% However, i theparticularcase of agricultural produgtsade liberalization mabe consistent with
more restrictive migration policies, since trade and migration are possibly substitutes.
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regard,the initial objectives of th&uropean Neighborhood Poli¢izNP) were more
coherent with the Euromed agment, since the former intendedprovide the free

movement of workers.

However, there is a significant gap betweebjectives and facts. Indeed, if the
objective of the Euromed was mainly to increase trade thrtheginemoval of trade
barriers, it is worth mentioning that this removal has not been achieved, especially for
agricultural products. In the same way, tingial objective of the ENP aimed at
granting the free movement of workers has faded away. Consequently, trade and
migration policies are in fact both restrictive and thus coherent, even if the initial

objectiveshavenot beenachieved.

Nevertheless, theonsequences of these policies are not necessarily those expected by
EU countries because of the mionship between trade and migration polioiés
unemployment. In other words, considering that the EU protection with regards to
agricultural productssombined with the removal of theutii fibre agreement (MFA)

are both likely to reduce economic growth and thus to increase unemploynesnt,
these restrictive trade policies are likely to increase migration (via unemployment), in

contradiction with thebjectives of migration policies in the EU.

In sum, there is a striking problem of consistency between the objectives of trade and
migration policies in the EUput alsobetween the objectives of these policies and
facts.In this regard, the coordinatidretween trade and migration policies should be
reinforced with clear common objectives. In addition, the development of common
EU migration policy should considerably increase the efficiency and the consistency

of these policies.
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