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Intr oduction Abstract and OECD (2005), the

International  migration This paper provides a quantitative assessment of migration patterns, polﬂfi@g section de_scrlbes the
g - hiah and prospects with regard to flows from Middle East and Naftican recent migration flows
StatIStICS po_lnt Oqt '_g (MENA) countries to the EU. Based on recent developments in migration frem MENA countries to
and increasing migrationories, it develops an empirical model which includes both traditional and e EU. It also provides a
levels from Middle East migration determinantshe model is estimated by using the Hausman a@icture of the new devel
and North  African Taylor panel data estimatdihese estimations are also used for the calculati in th ;
(MENA) countries toward of the migration potential between MEN&untries and the EU. Results shoggmenﬁ_s Int 3 I'EtU _mlgr_a
. first that the high migration rates recorded for Maghreb countries and Lebdh@A POIICY ana IS 1mpsl
the EL_J_-At the same t'me’ are primarily explained by their low migration costs, their low GiePcapi cations for MENAcoun
EU citizens and policy ta and public transfers, as well as by their young populafioe.role of i tries.
makers have become -income inequality and skills is also highlighted. Seconeigults also point out The second section pro
creasingly concernedthe accommodating migration policies implemented in Southern Europea(? h ical f P
; v~ countries, especially with regard to Maghreb countfiémse policies have VID€S @ theoretical frame
about illegal immigration . . _
I he i " led to migration levels well above their predicted value for these countr&@rk for explaining the
as well as the 'ncreas'r‘QConverselyNorthern European countries still face a deficit of migrants fromigration patterns de
number of unskilled mi MENA countries (compared to the fitted levelE)ese results question the- cogeribed previouslyln this

grants originating from de herence of the national migration policies in Europe. regard, a short survey of
veloping countries. This Keywords: MENA countries, European Union, migration, migration policy recent’ migration theories
has led to the recent imple panel data, Hausman ahaylor. makes it possible to iden
mentation of more restrc Résumé tify several migration de

tive and more selective Mi pans ce travail, on présente une évaluation quantitative des modéles destedininants. These are
gration policies, comple tiques et des perspectives en matide migration qui concernent les flux deﬁqainly the diferences in
mented with the harmo pays du Moyen-Orient et de I'Afrique du NQIMENA) vers 'Union Eu me ber capita and
nization of national poli ropéenne. En s'appuyant sur les développements récents des théories mi P P
. toires, un modéle empirique a été mis au point incluant a la fois les déteWMlfare transfers between
cies. . nants migratoies traditionnels et nouveaux. Ce modéle est estimé en utilidhe source and the desti
This paper provides ajes estimateurs des données de panel de Hausmarylet Ta méme méth nation countries, the age
qu_lanti‘gative assessment_COde est a}lussi emplgyéle pour calculer Izlpt());ntiel n}igmtﬂhte les pys structure of the source
migration patterns, pg|| MENAet I'UE. Les résultats moetnt, tout d'abod, que les taux migrate@s country's population, mi

cies and prospects with-re élgvés, erayistrés pour les pays d_u Magbret le Liban s'expliquent, enepr . -
prosp mier lieu, par les faibles codts migrates, une valeur modeste du PIB pagration policies as well as

gard to flows from MENA téte et des transfer publics limités ainsi que par la jeune population qui legarious migration costs
countries to the EU. It first caractérisent. Egalement, I'accent est mis sur linégalité desnus et des (the geographic distance
intends to identify the mi compétences. En plus, les résultats mettent aussi en évidence les politiquesyiier efects. diferences
gration determinants gratoires accommodantes adoptées dans les pays depg&du sud, tout par . the costs 6f livin un
which explain migration ti(_:uliéremgnt a I_'égad' _des pays_du l,\Aagelol. Ces politique§ ont mené a dell! | g,
flows from MENA couny Mveaux migratoies qui ont de loin dépassé les valeurs prévues pour ces p&gployment rates, etc.. -

- "' ci. En evanche, dans les pays de I'Epe du nat les migrants pvenant des The role of income
tries to the EU. In particu pays MENAse situent encerbien au-dessous des niveaux attendus. Ces equality and skill levels is
lar, the impact of the EU sultats ne font queemette en question la cohénce des politiques migra 5150 investigated

miaration policy is investi toires nationales dans le contexteapéen. . .
ga?ed andpquaB;ltifiedIThis Mots-clés: pays MENA, Union Ewpéenne, migration, politique migratej grz.rt]i((a)rllm%ae(t;te?nf’litr?aer?tes mils
paper is also aimed at (.;gmdonnees de panel, Hausman aylor. tested empirically in the
paring the observed migra— last section. For that pur
tion flows to their predicted (fitted) values. gse, an econometric model is estimated through the- Haus
Based on the new databases developed by CARIM (Zoﬁﬁén andTaylor panel data estimatoFhe model is also

used in order to calculate the migration potential between
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(France) SYRENA countries and the EThis potential is measured by
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Tahle la: Sfock of migrants in B Ucountries, oviginaiing from MENA counfrigs *

1.1. Recent migration pattens from

Mowoeo  Algeria  Tamisia  Ezypt Lebamon  Syra  Brael Jowdam AllMena MENA Countrles to the EU
Franee TASIED ERRESE ZeleXd 15974 HIE I\ il 953 179104 _ . - .
Spain [IW B ap 157 1012 1403 S0 7@ wATE Althqugh it is still difficult to obtain accurate
Itdy Zel 157H0 SBEUE 4DETR 383 O3 2657 201l 38424 mjgration data and above all to compare data at
Gennany THEE 17308 24243 14477 47827 e 10219 135 pakine] . . . g
Hethedards 168400 4013 4117 lows2 a8l éees  4:3 s amenz  an international level, there has been significant
Belzgmm B35R5 T34 3401 520 1081 318 1652 @B i i i
Do e m W m E ge M s ohl o progress since the recent issue of two interna
Greece s w7 23 M 1ot s s em leml  tional databases: OECD (2005) and CARIM
Dernark 322 454 S 37 531 1037 a9 i) 12626 i ifi
g Sy - S ows s en om Lims (2005). In particularthe Iast one specifically
Amstria 513 T 1M 472 |2 osEm 0 139 291 szs  focuses on MENAcountries. These datasets
Finland &13 x5 183 210 95 154 318 152 1208 i i i i
Porings] e = A " v A P s will be mamly used here for the migration pat
EU-15 1854618 Meedsd 358031 123197 10e3E6 67247 45395 2Mes 31532 tern anaIyS|s.

As a first feature, the stock of migrants into
the EU originating from MENA&ountries is es
timated to be about 3 million peopleafile 1a).

. . . . However the distribution of the migrants is
tsr;emglcetﬁlél;l]trt]?qdu énlgratlon ratio, calculated from an OuR?ery uneven within the EUAs a matter of fact, France

Several original results are inferred from the modet's € lone accounts for more than one half of the total number

timation. First, the high emigration rates recorded f%rmlgrants (#ble 1b). If we add Spain and Itakhese

. . . . ee Southern European countries attract together almost
Ma_ghreb countries W'th. regard fo the EU are primarily ©%0% of all migrants oeiginating from MEN@oun%ries On
plained by their low migration costs, their low Gper y

capita and public transfers, as well as by their young po the egg]r?;r?gnlgh|2|r?<;;h§;?e|Eu;?tEae Catnl&ogrf]t{rl]eess (_:‘(I?neinr:;?]rtlé,
lation. Second, these countries also enjoyed an accem y 9 '

dating migration policy from Southern European countrie ei\;\veerelgnége;r?d t\tll\’l]% Sﬁr?gnee?he?ier:g&?flggm’t ;%3/0 of
which made a higher inflow of migrants into these countri 9

possible ENA countries' migrants.
The calculation of migration potentials COmplementliStatlstlcs involving migration flows (Figure 1) strongly

Scoaarce: CARTH (2005)

*Tatn are 1rrailhle for Trelnd. The e or of Teferetce & the test araibble, gerera by 2003 or 2004
This note ako copcenre Table 1h,

o orrelate the previous results: from the 180,000 migrants
these resultAt a global level, it is shown that the observe oming from MENAcountries to the EU in 2002, about

ranlrlegrjig?neggg\llst (:r?hrgi?:‘litxglilglcuoegtiger?} ég\évsrt?] at?(tehgge 80% go to Southern European countries. Since 1993, these
) . . _flows have sharply increased (Figure 2): indeed, taking in

;IOWS are ?\}I()Eb,\ﬂy ata nprmal Iﬁvellzﬁorr_lpared ;?1 mlgratlor{ account the nrw)a)tlin bilateral fl(ovgs only) (>5000 migrar?ts)
rom non- countries to the . Howevehe same P : . : '

. . - .the most significant increase involves Moroccan migrants
analysis conducted at a country level points out a strlklrﬁgw ; . .

: . P . . . ard Spain and Italy as well Alyerian migrants toward

geographical disequilibrium: indeed, migration flows fro rance. I\aigration flov)\//s from Egt)g/’pt aﬁ'dmi%ia toward 4

Maghreb countries to Southern European countries ar. , CO .
much greater than their predicted (fitted) values, where )s/(?lﬁ\t/: Izljé)lsrlsen significanttarting however from low

trgijgr\jg'lﬁgs ;?F?; Cl\i/laaﬁ;htfvl\(, a(f r(()juplt(gll’?ﬁ eart:]eé%vrvoeg etgﬁncgﬁi rfile As an additional striking feature, the distribution of the
' . igrants also strongly dérs depending on the country of
These results question the coherence of the current EU \gin: indeed, in terms of stocks or flows, MENAgrants

ﬁ]ealtg Eﬁtlogﬁémlgratlon palicies and stress the need for %ﬁmarily come from Maghreb countries, which account for
9 policy almost 90% of the overall migrantsaflle 1b). In particu

1. The EU and MENA coun

tries. an ove I’VieW Of ml' Table 1b: Sfock of nogrants as o percenfage of the fofal number of nigrants ori ginafing from MENA c ouniries

. Morocco Alzenia Tunisia Ezvpt Leébanon Syria Ismel Jordan  AllMena
g_r_atlon patterns and po France P 9% B4 051% L7 035 01%4 O SSE
licies Spain 10,69% 076 00 005 oo 0% 0024 02 1Lem
. o _ Tty Tle% 050 1886 131 Q% 0% 00®4  OOew  1Llew

This section is not aimed at deserit gem %gg; g,f%: g’{'g:: g;gﬁ éﬁf B’Efi’f’ g,?;f: Bﬁ‘f’ g:g::

. . . . . . & 3 4 1504 13 o e Y L 8% o A5
:c?g an? analyzing in detail m'QVatAOV Belzium ZeEs  02:e  011%  00®6  O0E% 00 00S4  O00% 3, 16%
ows from MENA countries to the 1k Oams 0384 0lls 079 035w  013% 048 010 2,85
EU. It simplv intends to brovide some 5= 00Z4  001%  00L% 024 004 018w 001% OO 0,525
- ItsImply 1 provia ¢ Dermark Ol 00l% 002  002%  017% 0% 0026 0% 0,40%
basic features about migration pa sweden 0ose 0024 0pRe 0024 007G 015w 0O:e 0% 0,38%
e Austria 00z 00l 0p4w 013 0ol% 0@k 004 O01% 0,30

terns and pohmes in orde( to fegd th Foded Qoze 0Dl OQls 0Pl 000 000% 00l 000 0 0e
econometric analysis which will be Portagal Gozs  0pmé  00ms  000%  O0l%  000% 00 OO0 0,03%
ETl-15 S37% BS54 114N 354 T84 Z15% 141% OFes 10000

developed in the following sections.
Sonmrce: omm calonbt i from CARTH (2005)s datn
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Figure 1. Migration inflows info the EUL13, originating from MENA countries (2002) The characteristics of the migl’ant
- population can be further investigat
§0000 ed, especially in terms of skills,
oo labour market participation or potiti
cal status. In this regardiable 2
40000 —E shows that skilled migrants add up to
@ Tunisia more than half of the total number of
o 0 Algeria migrants for Israel, as well as for
20000 mmomee  Syria, Lebanon and Jordan, although
to a lesser extent. On the contrary
16000 the share of skilled migrants is below
ol 25% for Maghreb countries. It can
France Haly Spain Other EU-15 also be observed that for all MENA
countries, workers account for more
Source: OECD (2003). Hseig dataors complmertsdby atiral sources. than half of the total number of mi
grants.This share is the highest for
Figure 2: Mam bilafaral migrafion flows in 1993 and 2004 Israel (74%) as well as fdwnisia,
45000 Egypt and Jordan to a lesser extent.
40000 Turning to the political status of the
200 migrants, the total the number of
0000 refuge_es originating from MENA
pe000 — countries amounts to 68,900, which
is less than 1% of the total number
200 B202] of refugees in the world (UNHCR,
1=000 2005). In addition, for each MENA
tonon " country refugees do not generally
=000 = account for more than 1% of the to
’ ; " 2 tal number of migrants, with the-ex
\ SN & F ception of Lebanon and above all
¥ ’ R Syria. In this latter country
) refugees represent more than 10%
* Bilateral flows > S000 persons in 2002, of the overall population of mi
* Somrce : OECD (2005) and national sources. grants.

. , Further information is provided
lar, Morocco alone involves more than 50% of all migrantgy the calculation of emigration rates, i.e. the total number
Conversely Mashrek countries only provide 10% of the togt migrants originating from a given MEN#ountry as a
tal number of migrantd/ith regards to these countries; ONpercentage of that country's populatioralfle 3). These
ly two bilateral flows (or stocks) account each for morgates have been calculated first for the overall population
than 1% of the overall migratioflhey concern migrants (column 1) and for the adult population (above age 15, col
from Egypt to ltaly as well as from Lebanon to Germany ymn 2). Compared to world averages, MESbAINtries can

Table 2. The disfibufion of the migrants eriginafing feom MEMA counfrias,

qecording fo their skils their labour market parficipation and their political Tahle 3. Emigration rafes in MENA countries (%

sfafus (Poof e fofal number of migrants in each counfry of ovigin) Enigraticn rate
Skilled Workers Refugees Total  Age=15 2hilled pop.

bloetia 19,7 61,1 1.4 Alzeria 4.2 A2 1z
Ivloroceoo 153 55,3 0,1 Mowonoo 5.2 72 195
Tunisia 246 722 0,6 Tumisia 4.4 59 a4
Sria 0.9 50,1 10,5 Syria 0,9 13 4.4
Tordan 526 63,8 1,5 Tedan 1,4 20 3.3
Egypt 41,4 71,0 L3 Ezypt 0,5 07 45
Israel 60,9 T3 01 Tstasl 29 34 53
Lebanon 51,8 56,9 6,3 R — 7.5 10,1 5k
Hote :shilk dmigmrts are defied as the migmet popolation azed 15 and orer math afirst sz o Warld average 5,8 70 187

secotdd sage tertry e aory; Aradvers are defived as fhe activre mizrmmt population, Refiazees are
ectimated asoming that each acghm coumdry fre hdes the refiygee s ithe ovemll misrart cotidics, .
Since this is not the case for allof them, the s percertnzes canbe slightly omersstimated. * Eatirnate

Senmce: gmm calmabtione from C AR TN {2005) and TTHECE (2005 Source: owh calenlations frora OECD {2005)
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be divided into three distinct group&s a first group, is significant and that it has risen in the past decaslan
Mashrek countries show very low emigration rates, with trexample, as of 2003, this number is estimated at 1:2 mil
exception of Lebanon. In particujamigrants account for lion in Spain and about 150,000 in the Netherlands (OECD,
less than 1% of the overall population in Syria and Egy#®005). This huge number led to tougher government-poli
As a second group, Maghreb countries generally preseigs to control immigration, but also to develop regulariza
close to average emigration rates. In fact, only Lebantion programs. In this regard, the most striking examples
provides an above average raitiese diferences can be are Southern European countries. Specifictilyy has im
explained by several theoretical and empirical factorplemented four waves of regularization since 1990, which
which will be developed in the following sections. amounted to 1.3 million people, including about 650,000 in

The emigration rate can also be calculated for skilled n#002.The corresponding figures for Spain are 530,000 reg
grants only (column 3)his provides a diérent pictureT- ularized people, with 235,000 in 2001. Greece and Portugal
wo distinct groups of countries can be identified: the first @lso experienced an increase in the number of regularized
Lebanon and Maghreb countries with emigration rates wefligrants, respectively 350,000 and 180,000, in 2001.
above average for skilled migrants. On the other handThese figures point out the particular position of Southern
Mashrek countries face very low rat@$is result comple European countries. In fact, these countries experienced a
ments the one found ifable 2. For instance, with regarddramatic increase in illegal migration inflows, especially
to Maghreb countries, we have shown that skilled migrarftem Maghreb countries, but also from low income Latin
account for only a small part of the overall number of mAmerican or otheAfrican countries (mainly into Spain) as
grants. Howevetthey account for a more significant part ofvell as from Balkan countries (mainly into Italyjhese
the total skilled population. new trends shifted Spain and Italy from net emigration to

To sum up, with the exception of Lebanon, Mashrehket immigration nations. Consequentlyey have beendin
countries are generally closed countries in terms of migrereasingly concerned about the control of migration in
tion, whatever the level of education of the migrants.-Coflows, in the same way as the other OECD countries.
versely Maghreb countries and Lebanon are much moreThe problems with asylum seekers and illegal immigra
open to international migration, particularly for skilled peotion have uged EU countries to redefine their migration
ple. policy (Hatton, 2005; Hatton anilVilliamson, 2005a;

. C - OECD, 2005)The objective is twofold: the first is to tight

1.2. R_ec_:ent “e”ds in I.EU .Counmes mlgratlon en controls over migrants as a means of controlling +mmi
policies: th_it implications for Mediterra- gration flows; the second objective consists in adopting
nean countries? new measures to enhance immigrants' integrafibase 4

Since the early 90s, migration policies in EU countrie§0 policies combined together are supposed to improve the
have undagone a significant renewalhis renewal has living standards and the security of legal immigrants
been motivated by three main reasons: the problem of a§QECD, 2005, p.91).
lum seekers, illegal immigrants, and changes in the need dn order to implement this new policgeveral regulations
labor markets. have been implementethe first is the strengthening of se

Starting with asylum seekers, their number has increagadfity measures (reinforcement of police and security con
from 190,000 in 1987 to 700,000 in 199%his increase trols, creation of a common EU dataset on visa applicants
may be explained first by the political confusion in the forand persons seeking refugee status in any EU coetry.
mer European communist countries, but also by the wardgcondly most EU countries have limited immigration by
Yugoslavia as well as the inflow of Kurds (Bauer and diamily reunification. Depending on the EU country €on
2000). This massive inflow motivated some EU countrie§€rned, this has been carried out through an increase in the
to tighten their asylum policies, especially Germanygde requirement or the income requirement for the rela
France, and the UK. Howeyesome other countries did nottives, the implementation of compulsory language courses,
restrict their policies at this time, namely Northern Eurghe issue of temporary rather than permanent residence per
pean countriesThey continued to accept adarnumber of Mits for the relatives, etés a third set of regulations, most
asylum seekers. From the mid-90s onward, the numberkg countries have also decided to modify the conditions for
asylum seekers stabilized to about 300,000 each withr refugee status and accelerate the procedures for processing
a significant decrease in the share of Eastern and South@shlum applications. Basicallthese measures aim at +en
European countries, due to improved political stability ifering the asylum policy morefiefent and more restric
this area. Howevethe number of asylum seekers increaseiye. In particulay it involves a harmonization of regula
from specific source countries such as lIraq ariPns, especially within the Shengen area. Finalbecific
Afghanistan, but also the Russian Federation as well @&asures have also been undertaken for better control of ir
some low incoméfrican andAsian countries. regular immigration flows (reinforcement of border con

lllegal immigration has also become a major concern féiols, increase in sanctions for illegal migrants, deportation,
policy makersAlthough there is a lack of accurate data, iprosecution of those who employ foreigners illegally
is generally recognized that the number of illegal migrangc...).
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Certain southern Mediterranean countries may be-espé we subsequently develop an empirical model whieh ex
cially affected by these new measures, especially Morocgaains the recent migration patterns which involve MENA
given the significant number of illegal migrants who crossountries and the EU. Specificallshe explanatory vari
the Gibraltar strait. Howevethey should be much more af ables are measured and discussed for each MieNAtry
fected by an additional renewal of the EU's migration-polbefore the complete estimation of the model.
cy, due to changes in labor market needs. Indeed, in the pfsi . . .
decades, there has been an eitigrgap between migration 2-1. Recent developments in migration

inflows (which concern an increasing number of unskilled theories: a shott survey.
persons), and the shortage of skilled labor in theASLla geyeral traditional theories focus on migration determi
result, EU countries have recently shown an increasing iunt The most popular is the Hecksi@hlin-Samuelson
terest in developing policies aimed at attracting MOigi0s) approach. It is based on the idea that if countries d
skilled workers, while deterring lower skilled ones. —ifer in their factor endowments onlten trade can alone
For that purpose, several tools have recently been impigy, ajize factor prices. In this case, there is no need for fac
mented.The first is the expansion of visas for temporaryyr mobjility As a result, there is an inverse relationship be
skilled migrants, especially in the UK and GermaBge  yeen trade and migration, which are viewed as substitutes.
ondly, the EU Justice and Internifairs Council plan 1o ag 3 second traditional thegtyuman capital models con
adopt a recommendation that would facilitate the admissigpyer migration as a human capital investrighis implies
of researchers from non-EU countries (Commission of thgat the higher the returns and the lower the costs, the high
European Communities, 2004). In addition, most EU €0URy the migration levels. For these models, migration returns

tries have encouraged the admission of valuable foreign nerally include the income tlifence between the source
tudents, as a means of taking advantage of the skils agq the destination country

quired by these studentds a countermeasure however The “brain drain” approach views migration feifently:

these countries have also set quotas in order to restrict Jag,,ming asymmetric information regarding the skill levels
number of low skilled migrants. It must also be added thgf {he migrants, the host country is able to attract the most
although these tools have been carried out on a national Bgjjeq people from the source country
sis, the question of a common EU migration policy hasTayen togethethese traditional theories make it possible
been increasingly considered, especially since the issuagg§qentify a precise macroeconomic relationship between
of the Green Paper for an EU migration po.llcy_ (Commisyigration and the aforementioned determinants: indeed,
sion of the European Communities, 2005; Zimmermagjgration is assumed to increase with the destination-coun
2004). _ ___try's mean income (GDper capita) as well as with the

In the future, the trend toward a more skill-selective EYy,;rce country's skill level. Converselgigration is nega

migration policy may have significant implications foriyely related to the source country's income per capita, mi
MENA countries (especially the Maghrely shown inthe 4ration costs and trade flows.

previous section, more than 75% of the migrants from the ®lowever in the past two decades, some new theories

countries are unskilledis a result, this category of mi paye complemented and sometimes questioned the tradi
grants might be adverselyfetted by a more restrictive EU i5n4| ones. One important contribution concerns self-se
policy. However this problem may be reduced by the-praection models (Borjas, 1987). It supplements both the hu
gressive declining and ageing populations in Eurdpéie  man capital and the brain drain approaches by demenstrat
same time, skilled migrants could benefit from this policyng that migration decisions depend simultaneously en dif
In particulay if EU and MENAcountries agree on migra ferences in the mean income between the source and the
tion on a temporary basis, they could both gain from it: thg.stination country and on the returns on skill in each-coun

EU would fill its labor shortages in specific sectors, whergry, |y this regard, it is shown that if the destination country
as MENAcountries would take advantage of return migr ays higher returns to skills than the source coptfign
tion, after appropriate training and skills' acquisition f

, Ofigration increases with the skill level in the source eoun
each migrant (Fgue, 2005). try (positive selection). Converselyigration decreases as

iAi ; ; _  the skill level increases if the returns to skills are lower in
2 Explalnlng migration patterns from ME the destination than in the source country (negative-selec

NA countries to the EU: from new thee jon).

ries to empirical evidence In addition, the self-selection model makes it possible to

In the past two decades, migration theories have und@ffve an inverse U-shape relationship between migration
gone a significant renewal, which considerably improve¥d the source to destination country's ratio of income in
the understanding of migration patterns. In particutdras €duality This resultis inferred from two basic assumptions:
made it possible to identify some new migration determfi'rSt’ the income is diérent from one individual to another
nants.This section first provides an overview of these ne™

i i i *For an extensive survey, refer to Borjas (1989), Razin and Sadka (1997)-or Zim
theoretical developments. Based on this theoretical rene " 2 20 =Cersiie S (2002).
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in each countryThis implies that at a macro level, incomegenerally recognized that leaving one's home country im
variances (inequalities) matter for explaining migratiorplies leaving one's friends and family (human networks).
second, the covariance between the income earned in Tinés introduces psychic costs that can be taken into account
source and in the destination country is positiM@is de in migration models (Lalonde affdpel, 1997).The same
termines the particular shape of the migration function wittemark applies to business ties, which are partially lost
regard to income variances in each courfayr additional when leaving a country
details and a complete mathematical demonstration, refer tdo sum up, the recent renewal in migration theories has
Borjas (1987) or Hatton andilliamson (20050 considerably improved our understanding of migration pat
The welfare magnets theory is another significant receetns by enlaging the number of explanatory variables and
contribution (Borjas, 1999). It suggests that migrations alspiestioning the traditional ones, especially the relationship
depend on diérences in the welfare transfers granted byetween trade and migration.

the source and the destination countryother words, all
things being equal, migrants tend to cluster in the countrlgs2 A description of the deteminants of mi-
gration from MENA countries to the EU

where public assistance is the highest.
Another renewal concerns the relationship between trad@he recent theoretical developments described above
and migration, which has been reconsidered. In fact, if twoake it possible to derive an empirical model for interna
given countries only diér in their technology for at least tional migrationThe equation proposed here below follows
one commaodity then trade alone cannot equalize factdBorjas' spirit while including a lger selection of migration
prices. Consequentlynigration is neededlrade and mi costs.A similar presentation can be found in Clark et al.
gration are thus complementadithough FDI is some (2002), Hatton aniVilliamson (2005b) as well as Péridy
times considered as an alternative to migration for fact(006}
price equalization, it very often cannot alone ensure this eThe emigration rateMy,s) from the home country (h) to
gualization (Razin and Sadka, 199This reinforces the the foreign country (f) at’year t is measured by the gross
complementarity between trade and migration. flows of emigrants into country f from country h, as & pro
A final theoretical contribution concerns the specificatioportion of country h's populatioihis rate depends on sev
of migration costsTraditionally it is assumed that theseeral variables, which are all fully described in fanex.
costs involve location costs, such as the geographical ¢~
tance, as well as monetary or specific costdddifices in
unemployment rates between the source and the destina
country differences in the costs of living, flifences in

7Y,
Mf,;; = Ol +(1|—— +(Iﬁ&

.‘

language, etc.). Howevyesome new costs have recently e
meiged: the first is border fefcts, as an additional location
cost variableThis concept was first introduced in interna
tional trade theory (McCallum, 1995) before being extent
ed to migration theory (Helliwell, 1997; Hunt and Mueller
2004). It measures the specific cost of crossing a fronti
assuming that, all things being equal, it is easier to migre
within a country (internal migration) than across countrie
(international migration).
New developments in migration costs also include migr

tion policies. For example, if the destination country- de
cides to reduce the number of visas available, this will in

yo2 T
it N I
+ o3 [ }; :| + oy 7,

SAHLL -
“~ + o AGE ),

sy,
+. 3|l)m + ﬂ"fo;f + 3Ly - @)
+farr +/3 = + BNy,

+[37 i +/33] 1l +/39j it

O, +y+ A ey

troduce additional costs for migrant candidates, who willhese variables include the foreign to home country's in
have to queue for a longer time to get a visa or to pay maeme ratio YY), the income inequality rati@Y),/oY;),
for this visa. Similarlythe home country can directly orin the welfare transfers ratidg(T, cP) as well as the skills' ratio

f

directly drive a migration poligyby making it easier or (SKILL,/SKILLy). As expecte

rom the extended Borjas' s

harder to leave this country (police controls, deprivation election modelpl anda4 are expected to be positive2

rights, etc...).

anda3 are expected to be positive and negative respective

As a final new migration cost, it is worthwhile mentionly in order to reflect the inverse U-shape relationship for in
ing the lack of business or human networks. Indeed, it g@me inequalityFinally, a positiven5 parameter denotes a

? The self-selection model has also been extended to return migration (Borjas and Bratsberg, 1996) or family migration (Borjas and Bronars, 1991). Related mode
also include people whose migration decision is not primarily determined by economic motivations, such as refugees or religious migrants (Chiswiek, 1999). Hc
wever, all these extensions only slightly modify the selection process without significantly changing Borjas' initial results.

*In fact, migration policies were initially included in the framework of the political economy of migration. They have only recently been included as migration

costs in migration theory (Benhabib, 1996; Bauer et al., 2000; Karemera, 2000).

‘In order to save space, we do not present here the formal derivation of the model. It is available upon request.
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positive selection process whereas a negative sign dendésd to the home and the destination courasywell as
negative selection. specific time dects. These dects, which account for any

The model may also be extended in order to account famitted variables in the model, may be considered as fixed
the age structure of the population in the source country random depending on the selected econometric specifi
(AGH,t). Since individuals want to maximize the preserdation.
value of their net expected income earned in the foreigrnrable 4 provides interesting insights about the variables
country it is easy to show that this value is maximum whetescribed above, which have been calculated for MENA
the individual is the youngest (Clark and al., 2083)a re  countries. First, there is a ¢gr gap between GDger capi
sult, the emigration rate is positively correlated with th& and public spending between the EU and most MENA
share of young workers in the source country populati@ountries, especially Morocco, Egypt and SyAili.things
(a6>0). being equal, this is expected to strongly push up migration

Migration costs are denoted by the geographical distarfcem these countrie§.he age structure of the MENdduUn
between the home and the foreign couniyg, border ef tries' population, which is much younger than in the EU, is
fects Bpyf), differences in languagesf), the cost of living another pushing factoas well as the relative lack of free
ratio Hf/Hp,), the unemployment rate ratitJfUp,), busi dom compared to the EU level.
ness and human network’fst, N'h) and migration poti  In terms of migration costs, MENeéountries may be i
cies in the home and the foreign countPy(andP). vided into two groups: the first corresponds to Maghreb

Specifically border efects are measured by a dummyountries, for which migration costs are much lower than
variable which is equal to zero for internal migrations anthe other MENAcountries. In particulathe short distance
unit for international migrations; dérences in language combined with well developed human and business net
are also proxied by a dummy which is equal to zero for amyorks with the EU strongly reduce migration costs €om
pair of countries which speak the same language, and urpgred to the other countri@ese relative costs are alse re
otherwise; business networks are calculated from the tothiced because of much higher unemployment rates-(espe
bilateral trade between countries h and f (imports plus esially in Algeria and Morocco) as well as limited fdif
ports); human networks are measured by the lagged sterices in the cost of living with the EU (excdpmisia).
of migrants. It is expected that the higher the trade flokebanon is also concerned with lower migration costs,
and the higher the migration stocks, the lower the cost dimugh to a lesser extent because of the greater distance
to the lack of networks (business and humas)a result, from the EU. Howeverthe other Mashrek countries gener
36 andp7 are assumed to be positive, whefghso 5 are ally show much higher migration costs, especially Egypt,
expected to be negative. Jordan and Syria.

Finally, the foreign country's migration policy is meas To sum up, the high migration rate (with regards to the
ured by the total number of residence permits delivered BYJ) recorded in section 1 for Morocco, but afdgeria,
country f, as a proportion of the world populati@8%0). Tunisia and Lebanon are expected to be explained by the
With regards to the home country's migration pqlityis low migration costs combined with their low GPé& capi
proxied by an index of civil and political deprivation ofta, their low public spending as well as their young poepula
rights (see thénnex for a complete description of all thetion. Income inequality as well as skills may also play a
variables).9 is generally expected to be positive, as thele. Howevergiven the theoretical non linearity or uncer
deprivation of rights can encourage people to escape theiinty concerning the sign of the corresponding parameters,
countries. Howevelif the home country implements policyit is not possible to be more precise without estimating the
controls or retaliation measures, this may eventually disiodel. For that purpose, the following section provides ad
courage people from leaving their countig a resultf9 ditional information, through the parameter estimates for
can be negative, as in Péridy (2006). each variable.

The final line in equation (1) includes specifiéegets re . .
“ @) P 3. Migration

Tahle 4. Main migrafion deferminants calculafed for MEMNA counfries patter ns and
Algtia Momess  Twsia  Syis  Jodm  Eqypt | bmel | Libamen albEna  EULs PFOSPECES

.= GDPizapita (1000 $175) S1TRE I4EE 0 ALY AMOS IMIZ 3109 188570 Sl0E a5 22m53  concemning
5¥,= Incomme irequality (Gini cosficient) 353 0,5 e A0 4 M4 35,5 40 270 a5

T= Public spending (a5 2% of GDE) 85 &0 93 63 124 57 135 6,2 87 1zz the EU and
SEILL, =5 kill level (%) &0 %0 &850 430 =0 810 9.0 750 &7.0 91,7

D, = Distare fion fhe EU (hilometess) 18078 22555 18087 3M35 32020 30810 51337 90609 M4 - MENA coun-
U= Uremployment rate (44) sk 153 4% 17 150 102 103 130 157 6,7 .

H/H,= Cost of living ratio L9 BLE 652 10 @1 725 276 B4 W7 =5 {ries: an eco
1, ;=Teade with the ETT {1000 $175) 172295 112758 111864 47140 1635 7%R7 174724 24478 91624 - )

= Migsant stock in the ETT (*1000) 7665  leMg R0 &7z AMS 12 439 1094 3504 - hometric

AGE, =¥ age 15+ (% popalation) 31,2 31,9 215 WD A0 WA 26,0 20,3 36 16,5 )

F, = Deprivation Freedom index 55 50 &5 70 55 &1 20 6,5 55 L0 an a|y3| IS

M, = Frag vae towad the FU (94 245 Sad X Q5 Qe Qir Q73 prelst Q32 -

Sonmce: omm cikulatioge. The detadled descrption of the wariahles are promide d inthe freex
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Greene (2003, p. 303).
Column 1 inTable 5

Descripiion Vaﬁ.-;hh HT {MENA) I-]'.I'(Emnlargad) A T
GDP per capita ¥ T 0,014 50 00w olicegas: shows the H jparameter
Gin PEMT 17753 01+ 0124 estimates as well as the
Gini (7 TH? T) 0510 0071 0057 ;
bl spenling S YT Py Pyt tests descrlbe_d _a_lbove.
Distance D D D00pe 02 0. The most significant
Borler efftcts E ) -4 G2 -4 54 5ekn ;
Diffinerres in laguage L 01587+ e DGR variables (1% level) are
Business ties wY 0.264 D07+ 0 244 T 5w+ 0.1 D05 the income ratio, pub||c
Human netwosks " O REHE 105 5528+ 102,713 ;
ET courtries' migration policy F 4. 7120+ 3 52 g 279 spending, the age struc
MEN A courtries’ policy F DR 0053z D05Zee ; i
Coct e - Py e Py ture, and most migration
Urengplopment U 01442 Wil D costs, especially the geo
Skilk SKILLSEILL gL -0gL05e 1141wk ; :
A AGE 01533 0 1673+ 015410k graphic  distance, net
spegm@gyﬁnﬁy_ i{gg I;;.JLEGD +00171 i works (human and busi
SpedIlc MITT: 1M W Ha
specific migration palicy: Moweos  MOR 3 g ness) as well as the des
specfi mﬁnﬁr Jsia O Lsave tination country's migra
Speciilc MiFranan FLEYD -1. . .
specific mizystion policy: Tl LR 03F72* tion policy. All these
cific migration pelicy: Jordan JOR 01237 i

e e o 1ED L vanables_ show the ex
specific migration pelicy: Syria  SYR 02552 pected signs.
Comstart 103eE SR 5133wk : :
B2 (adfasted) - — 0901 lefere_nces in lan
mimnd et of abserrations 110 S50 30 guage, In employment
LM 2572 B 24059 e 24739 Fro . .

EU couries (7 ) T e 10666 344+ 10668 34+ i

A P Fro i ing also show the ex
Hansmman test T 7w BES, Qe BB G pected sign and are sig
Hassman and Taylor test Dot 0.5 0% nificant at a 5% level. In

) s lmnficant at a 1% kvel, *¥) siznificard ata 5% level, ) significant at a 1004 level the same Waythe in_

come inequality pararme
ters -a2 anda3 - are significant and respectively positive
and negative, as theoretically expectElis indicates that
when income inequality is low in MEN&ountries, a rise in
this income inequality first pushes migration up. However
beyond a certain point, as income inequality becomes
vations (column F) greater in MENAcountries than in the EU, an additional in

: : ; : : ease in income inequality reduces migration.
The choice of the appropriate estimator is guided by S'IDC‘:'(The education level of the population is also significant.

cific econometric tests: the LM test, which is significant " Co ST S
the 1% level, leads to the rejection of the OLS estimatqr> POSitive sign indicates that emigration into the EU from
’ VIENA countries increases with the migrants' education

The Wald tests provide significant values for the countr : .
specific efects GEand ¥%) a% well as time édcts Q). This level. This may be explained by the fact that the EU- pro
gives an advantage to theithin estimator Howevey the VIdes a higher return to skills than MENAuntries. In oth

¢ er words, the skilled workers' income is higher in the EU

latter cann implementedieiently here, given that i ; . .
atter cannot be implementedieiently here, given that | grqtmpared to MENAcountries, relative to the unskilled

cannot estimate the parameters related to time-invari T . . .
variables. such as distance. borddeat. diferences in workers' incomeThis also suggests a positive selection
: ’ ’ process between the EU and MEKS@untries.

languages, etc. Neither can traditional randofacefesti . i o
ma?orsg(GLS or FGLS) be used, since the Hausman teﬁ!na”y' the parameter corresponding to MENBuntries

clearly indicates a correlation between the residuals aRglicy (B9) is significant, but shows a negative sighis
some independent variables. Consequenity eventually means that as the deprivation of__C|V|I and political rights be
select the Hausman afidylor (HT) estimataras also rec SOMes greateit becomes more diult for people to leave
ommended by several authors in this case (EQf4, thel_r home countryln this re_gar_d, the position of Syria
Greene, 2003). Its advantage is to make possible the ejfnich has the greatest deprivation of rights) may be-com
mation of the parameters corresponding to the time-invafidr€d 0 that in Israel and Morocco (with lower depriva
ant variables while correcting the bias due to the correlati n).

f the residualsThi imator h n com in 10 sum up, the empirical mode! confirms that the high
of the residualsThis estimator has been computed as migration levels from MENAountries toward the EU are

primarily explained by dierences in living standards and
sBelgium and Luxembourg account for one country. welfare spending. Other crucial determinants are the age
¢ In this first estimation, the border effects variable cannot be estimated sinégructure of the population as well as the reduced migration

EU countries are not included as home and foreign countries simultaneou ; i . . )
This restriction will be relaxed later on. costs in terms of distance, networks or EU migration poli

3.1. Explaining migration patterns: the esti
mation of the model
Equation (1) is estimated first for the eight MEN#&me

countries toward each EU-15 destination countfyom
1993 to 2002This panel data model include$2D obser
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cies. Estimations also highlight the role of education and iwith regard to these countries in particular is tough or not

come inequality for explaining migration. compared to the nhon-MENgountries' partners. Since the
Additional information can be provided through the-estcorresponding parameter estimate is not significant, this

mation of the model by eniging the selection of home means that overall, the EU migration policy concerning

countries to non-MENAountries.This first makes it pes MENA countries has no specific impact (is neutral) eom

sible to analyze the general migration determinants into thared to the other countries.

EU and thus to compare this general pattern with the speHowever introducing specific dummies for each MENA

cific MENA-EU determinants. Secondlthe impact of the country taken separately gives a more precise picture (col

EU countries' migration policy can be further investigatedumn 3): in fact, some countries seem to have enjoyed a
For this purpose, the home country sample is extendedather favorable migration policmamely Maghreb coun

67 countrie$ This increases the number of observations toies and Lebanoifhis may be at least partly explained by

9,380. Column 2 iffable 5 considers the corresponding pahe massive regularization programs, which increased mi

rameter estimates. Several features gmdrom this col gration flows into Southern European countries. On the

umn. The first is that the parameter estimates are generadther hand, some Mashrek countries have faced a more

similar to those calculated in column (1) in terms of sigdetrimental migration policy from the EU, as the specific

and magnitudeAs a second feature, the education variabdBummies are negative, especially Egypt and Syria. Howev

is a notable exception: it shows a negative sign in the e, the interpretation of these results must be made cau

larged country sample, whereas this sign is positive in ctiously given that that they rely on a dummy gicéfnt on

umn (1).This suggests that the EU generally experiencedya

negative selection process with its partners, with the exc . .

tion of MENA countriesThis may be explained by the fac'?op'z' _Mlgratlon prospects flom MENA.COUF"

that MENAcountries are generally more equal than the oth  IF1€S 10 the EU: A calculation of migration

er developing countries' partners, and sometimes more e potentials

qual than EU countries in terms of incdmis a result,  The previous results can be complemented by the-calcu

highly skilled people from MENAountries enjoy a limit |ation of the migration potential between the EU and each

ed return to skills at home compared to other developingENA country For that purpose, we compare the observed

countries or some EU countri€Bhis incites them to mi  emigration rate to the predicted (fitted) ofike latter is ob

grate towards the EU, as their skill level increases. tained through an out-sample estimation of the mdths.

A third feature of column 2 concerns the bordéxatipa  technique is commonly used in international trade er mi
rametey which is negative and significant at the 1% level.

This indicates that crossing a frontier is
an |mp(_)rtant ml_gratlon COSL, as eXPECte Tople 6 dn o simation of migrafion pofenfials befween MENA counfries and the EUT
theoretically This result also correlates geaiisised migration ratio, %

some new empirical results found - — -
Hunt and Mueller (2004) as well a brael  Algeria  Momoeo  Tomsia  Egypt  Jordan Lebanon Syma Al

Péridy (2006). Frawe 1171 1218 1154 1244 10L0 1078 121 10,7 1103
A last feature is provided by the speci Belgmam 2855 939 1251 leg 853 sOE 147 732 854
ic policy dummy (MED), which accounts Gemmany 101 1130 1158 121,27 1028 1075 1127 1004 1085
for the specific impact of the EU migra  Italy 05 1158 131,2 122 1198 1000 1002 &34 1167
tion poIicy for MENA countries.To un Hetledands 254 2.1 1153 02,4 853 90,2 20,1 724 934
der.stand Fhis, We.must remember that t TE 102 g 1056 10734 113,3 959 06,8 107,1 g55 1000
policy variablePy; is measured by thet0 .0 874 @3 a0 o9 &77  9le 917 741 WA
tal number of residence permits de_lw Denmark 850 890 6 912 W7 me 1120 7.1 855
ere_d by each EU countr"y'herefor_e, this Foland 856  #04 5 52 &2 s G 724 ME
variable measures the general impact
the EU countries' migration policwhat e 834 =00 e 3 A4 LD T4 BT
ever the source country considergtis ~ #w#a 838 #F FE 1S EE w7 ®E 0l 20
is why adding a specific dummy foi Sein 954 1142 1340 lz2 B4l 1030 ls4 BRT7 1020
MENA countries complements this resu  Grece 828 &3l 814 g5 lE4 EL7 0 1ESs 0 100R 974
by showing how much the EU policy T=tEU 1007 1020 1125 13§ 71 1032 1127 8910 101§

" These are the 8 MENA countries, the 18 EU countries mentioned above as well as the USA, Canada, Mexico, Turkey, Israel, Japan, Australia, New Zealan
China, South Korea, Hong-Kong, Taiwan, Singapore, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand, India, Brazil, Chile, Argentina, Gulf countries, Russia, Belarus, Ukraine
and Moldavia.

& Specifically, income inequality is particularly low for Algeria and Mashrek countries (the Gini coefficient is about 35). As a comparison, this coefficient is grea
ter for the UK, Ireland and Southern European countries. It is even much greater in most developing countries, especially Latin America and Gulf countrie
(>50) as well as Asian countries (>40).

°Portugal is excluded from the country sample because of the lack of reliable data.
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gration models (Périgy2005,Alvarez et al., 2003). grants might have a significant impact on migration flows
Table 6 shows the actual/fitted emigration ratio (in %jrom Maghreb countries into the EU, by reducing the gap
which is used as a measure for the migration potential leetween actual and “normal” flows.
tween each source and destination country: when it-is b ) -
low 100%, this means that the actual emigration rate-is gdNNex: Definition, measurement and sour
low the fitted oneAs a result, there is a potential for addi  ces of the variables used in the empki
tional migration flows between the source and destination ~5| model
countries considered. . .
Taking together all MENAountries and all EU-15 coun * M= €migration rate from country h to country f. It is
tries, the actualffitted emigration ratio is close to 100%. Measured by the gross flow of migrants into country f
This means that migrations from MENguntries to the TOM country h as a proportion of country h's population.
EU are overall at “normal” levels compared to migrations Source: OECD (2005), complemented by national
from the other countries to the EU, once taken into accountQUrces. . o .
all migration determinants (distance, income, etc...).  * Yi/Yh GDP per capita ratio in $US, RPadjusted.
However there are significant dérences between coun Source: CEPII (2005) . -
tries: in this regard, three types of migration flows canbe’i ©Yn/O Yf=income inequality ratio, measured by the Gini
dentified. First, it is striking to observe that actual migra COeficients of households income or consumption.
tions from Maghreb countries and Lebanon toward SouthSource: United Nations (2005). .
ern European countries are much above the fitted hes. * 1f/ Th=Welfare transfers ratio, measured by public educa
result correlates with the one found previousihen high  tion and health spending, as a proportion of GElsuirce:
lighting the positive dummy cofidients for these coun  World Health Oganization (2005) and UNESCO (2005).
tries. As already said, this result may be due to accommbSKILLY/SKILL= net secondary enroliment ratio. Source:
dating policies in Spain, Italy and France regarding migra UNESCO (2005). :
tion from these countries, especially at the time of the rey>"CEnf=Share of people younger than age 15 in country h.
ularization programs. Germany and the UK also show-actuS0Urce: Unites Nations (2004).
alffited migration ratios above 100% with regard téPhf=Wweighted geographic distance between country h and
Maghreb countries, though to a lesser extent. country f (in kilometers). It is measured by the irtity
A second type of flow concerns migration from Mashrek Weighted distance index developed by CEPII (2004):

countries (except Lebanon) to Southern European countr--
(including France) as well as Germany and the UK. F« , .
these flows, the actual/fitted migration rates are generally Ly = Z ;::f Z I,t,();f' zd’,\'
lightly above 100%. - ke
Conversely whatever the originating countrilorthern L .
European countries show an actualffitted migration rati§nerePOR, andPOR,. denote the population in the vari
which is well below 100%This concerns especially Fin OUS Cities k in country h and k' in countr§ neasures the
land, Sweden, Denmark and Irelasdthough these coun sensitivity of migration flows to ;he standard bll_ateral dis
tries have generally implemented favorable migration-pofi2nc&dk- For simplicity and as in trade modefsis cho
cies, they have not been concerned by a high number of &1 t0 €qual unity . .
grants from MENAcountriesAs a result, there has been no ' NiS index is more precise than the standard (unweighted)
need for regularization programs in these countries. ~ 9€ographical distance usually used in the literature, because
In conclusion, the results found in this paper point out the@ccounts for the spatial distribution of the population
striking geographic disequilibrium in migration flows fromWithin each country .
MENA countries into the EU. Indeed, once all migratiof Bhf=border efects between country h and f. Itis measured
determinants have been taken into account, actual migrd?y @ dummy:By¢ = 0 for internal migrations (f=h) and
tion flows are much above their fitted values in SouthernShf =1 for international migrations#h). Data for inter
European countries, whereas they are well below in North"@l migrations stems from Eurostat (2005) and OECD
ern European countries. Moreoyénese flows are above (2000). . : ,
their fitted values for Maghreb countries and LebanofiLhf= dummy which accounts for éérences in languages:
whereas they are below for the other MENBuntries.  Lhi=0 if countries h and f speak the same language and 1
These results also underline the role of migration policieLtherwise. o .
regulating migration flows. Indeed, the predominance &ffHr= cost of living in the foreign country as a propor
national policies is partly responsible for this geographiction of that in the source countrit takes into account
disequilibrium in migration flows into the EWThis prob ~ housing prices, urban transport, food, clothing and enter
lem could at least be addressed with a single EU migratiof@inment in the biggest cities in each coun®purce:
policy. Moreover the recent implementation of restrictive Mercer (2005). . :
policies with regard to illegal migrants and unskilled mi® Uf/Un= unemployment rate ratio. Source: International

L
0
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Labor Oganization (2005).

vanced Studies.

* N°hft= business ties measured by the sum of bilateral imieedom House (2005), Freedom in\iferld RatingTable, Civil and Political Rights,
ports and exports between any pair of countries. Sour¢g¥2-2004.

Source OECD (2005).
* N°hfe=private networks, proxies by the lagged migratio

GreeneW. (2003), Econometridnalysis. NewYork: Prentice-Hall International. 5th
Bdition.

stock into country f from country h (Source: OECDygton,T. (2005) "Europeasylum Policy", 1ZA Discussion paper 1721.

(2005).

Hatton, T. and J.Williamson (2005a) "Refugeefisylum Seekers and Policy in Eu

* Pht= home country's migration policit is measured by one" CEPR Discussion Paper 5058.

an unweighted average of the index of civil and politic
deprivation of rightsThis index varies between 1 (maxi

.ﬂatton,T. and JWilliamson (2005b) "What Fundamentals Drivérld Migration?",

in: G. Borjas and J. Crips (eds.), Povehtyernational Migration andsylum, Hamp

mum freedom) and 7 (minimum freedom). Source: Fregire, palgrave-MacMillan, pp.15-38.

dom House (2005).

* Pft= destination country's migration poliaypeasured by
the total number of visas delivered by each country f
a percentage of the world population. Source: OE
(2005) complemented by national sources.
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