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INTERNATIONAL MIGRANT FLOWS AND NATIONAL
MIGRATION POLICY: QUALITY CORRELATION
AND SCENARIOS OF INTERDEPENDENCE
(THE CASE OF EUROPEAN UNION)

Based on the existing methodologies of assessing labor migration economic significance and
migration regimes’ adequacy to the requirements of pan- European labor market development, the
correlation between economic importance of labor immigration and national macroeconomic indi-
cators (in particular, the rate of GDP of the EU countries) was evaluated. According to the survey,
the EU member states were classified depending on the adequacy of their immigration policy to the
dynamics of economic progress, as well as the main strategies on national migration regimes mo-
dernization in the analyzed countries, taking into account both national and pan- European prio-
rities.
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(HA ITPUKJIAIAI €BPOIIEMCBKOI'O COI03Y)
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Introduction. Migration policy within the globalizing labor market and internal
socioeconomic problems aggravation are the major problems for the EU progress.
National labor markets’ disproportionality (Papademetriou, 2008) within the
European Union, their social and economic diversity, asynchronous dynamics of
their development together with global economic challenges actualize the problems
of interdependence between migration policies’ in European countries and econo-
mic significance of labor immigration and national macroeconomic dynamics.

The purpose of the study: basing on correlations between national migration poli-
cy adequacy and dynamics of labor immigration’s economic significance and eco-
nomic growth of the EU states to identify trends and scenarios for modernization of
national and international regulation of migration processes in the EU.

The subobjectives of the study:

- to determine the adequacy of the EU members’ migration policies to the
requirements of the globalizing world economy and local socioeconomic priorities;

- to identify the relationship between national migration policies’ adequacy and
labor migration economic significance in the EU;

- to analyze the correlation between migration policy adequacy and economic
growth dynamics in the European Union;

- to classify the EU countries depending on their national migration policies’
adequacy and labor migration economic importance for their economic progress;

- to identify strategies and threats of national economies’ long-term develop-
ment under the dynamics of globalization.

Hypotheses of the study:

H,: Direct dependence between labor immigration’s economic role and rates of

national GDP growth is not peculiar for all countries of Europe. In some countries a
positive correlation will be considered, in others — negative one.

H,: Simultaneously with the growth of national migration policies adequacy in
the EU a reasonability of labor immigration economic importance by GDP dynam-
ics will decline.

Hj: Reduction of national migration policies adequacy stimulates the growth of
reasonability of labor immigration economic significance by GDP rates change.

H,: Harmonization of immigration rules in all EU member states will not be an

effective tool for regional migration policy modernization, will not level the differ-
ences between European countries, and will not resolve regional problems related to
migration efficient regulation.

Main focus of the study. The central issue of any migration policy is to maximize
economic benefits, economic impact of foreign labor migration and to reduce its
potential economic and social damages. Taking into account the dynamics and trends
of labor migration in the European Union, an analysis of regional migration policy
allows identifying the following trends of modernization of immigration processes
state regulation (Papademetriou, 2008: 17): stimulation of intellectual and highly
skilled workers immigration, encouraging business and investment immigration,
development of seasonal labor immigration, streamlining the migrant workers’ fami-
lies reunification, as well as restrictions on asylum and combating illegal migrants’
employment (Papademetriou and Sumption, 2011: 21; Migration Policy Institute,
2008).
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Assessment of national migration regimes’ adequacy in today’s EU (in the for-
mat of the EU-28 + Turkey) was carried out by testing the migration regime of each
country by some fundamental issues (Table 1).

Table 1. Adequacy of national migration policy in the EU countries,

authors’
Index of Index of Index of
national national national
No. | Countries | migration | No.| Countries | migration | No. | Countries | migration
policy policy policy

adequacy adequacy adequacy
1 | Germany 92 11 |Netherlands 56 21 | Slovakia 43
2 | France 80 12 | Bulgaria 55 22 | Austria 41
3 |Poland 67 13 | Denmark 52 23 | Estonia 40
4 | Czech Rep. 66 14 | Norway 52 24 |Lithuania 37
5 |Ireland 66 15 |Italy 47 25 | Hungary 33
6 |UK 62 16 | Turkey 51 26 | Croatia 32
7 |Latvia 59 17 | Malta 49 27 | Cyprus 32
8 | Portugal 58 18 | Greece 46 28 | Belgium 29
9 |Finland 56 19 | Slovenia 46 29 | Romania 28
10 | Luxemburg 56 20 | Spain 46 Average 51

At the next stage of the study we compare the indicators of labor immigration
economic value and identify the criteria of migration policy adequacy. Table 2 shows
the details on labor immigration economic importance and the dynamics of GDP
annual growth (as a major criterion of the states’ economic progress) in the period
from 2002 to 2013.

Using the correlation we can define how growth (declining) of labor migration
economic role in the EU was justified by growth (declining) of national GDP
(Table 3).

As can be seen from Table 3, the situation with migration policy and migration
dynamics in the EU countries varies. Only in 10 countries (Group 1) a positive cor-
relation (growth of the labor immigration economic significance was predetermined
by economic growth) observed. And in most of the EU countries labor immigration
economic importance increased in the periods of slow economic growth or GDP fall.

Figure 1 is divided into 3 conventional zones of the EU states location. The
smallest share of them (4 states) is located in Sector 1 which is characterized by a high
degree of migration policy adequacy to continental economic dynamics and (at the
same time) by weak (close to zero) degree of predetermination of labor migration
economic role by country's GDP dynamics.

Sector 3 includes 5 states with low degree of migration policy adequacy. All these
countries are characterized by high (more than 0.6) negative correlation of labor
immigration economic importance by the dynamics of gross domestic product.

It’s possible to define a pattern that characterizes the behavior of the indicators
of labor immigration economic significance in the EU, depending on trends and
achievements of their national migration policies (the correlation between these two
indices is -0.79).
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Table 2. Labor migration economic importance (A) and rates of GDP annual
growth (B) in the EU (+ Turkey) in 2002-2013

Country 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2013
A B A| B | A B A| B A| B A| B
1 |Denmark 40 | 353 {20047 30| 23 |75]339[45[-0.78| 65| 1.39
2 | Austria 45| 3.67 [30]1.69 45| 259 |80 ] 3.67 30| 144 40| 1.77
3 |Ireland 3511065 | 15542 35| 42 |65|551 |50 -21|55] -1
4 |Italy 65| 045 40173 | 10| 22 |35|-1.15|10| 1.72 | 45 | -2.36
5 | Finland 25| 532 | 25(1.83 10| 4.12 [30| 441 [ 20| 0.29 | 90 | 3.36
6 | Cyprus 40 | 2.09 [10]422 10| 413 |35]363 35| 13 | 65| -24
7 | Greece 35| 448 [ 10344 | 0 | 437 140|551 | 35]-0.25]| 75 |-4.95
8 | Croatia 30| 375 [ 10488 20| 413 | 0 | 494 | 65| 2.08 | 60 |-2.27
9 | Spain 35| 505 [10]2.71 |30 | 3.26 | 10| 4.08 | 55| 0.89 | 45 | -0.21
10 | Germany 60 | 3.06 [55]0.01 10| 1.16 | 35| 3.7 | 10| 1.08 | 10 | 4.01
11 |Netherlands | 60 | 3.94 | 0 | 0.08 [ 25| 224 |15|339 20| 1.8 | 55| 153
12 | Norway 0 ] 325 [10] 1.5 [25] 396 | 65| 23 |25]0.07 45| 048
13 | Czech 30| 4.19 [30]2.15]20| 474 [40] 7.02 |20 | 3.1 | 65| 247
14 | Luxemburg 10 | 844 [ 15]4.09 | 15| 437 |50] 494 |20 |-0.73|55]| 3.1
15 | Portugal 351392 |15] 25| 0 22 [35]145]10] 0.1 |45 1.67
16 | Malta 5 1281 |45]-05]0] 222 |10]/436| 0 | 271 |65 1
17 | France 40| 13 012231 0] 221 |35| 01 |15]1.72]30] 0.01
18 | Slovenia 25| 383 | 0| 44 |20| 585 20359 10| 138 45| -2.5
19 | Hungary 25| 451 | 0| 48 |10] 39 |25[089| 5 |126]35] -1.7
20 | Estonia 30| 97 |10]656] 0 | 634 [35]10.1 | 10 |-4.15] 10 | 2.56
21 | Romania 10 503 [ 10[9.12 20| 872 | 5 | 7.86 | 30 [-0.94| 20 | 0.35
22 | Bulgaria 0 47 |15] 67 |20 65 |10| 62 [25| 04 [20] 0.6
23 | Slovakia 10| 458 | 0 | 5.06 30| 835 [20| 575 ] 5 [418 20| 1.8
24 | Belgium 10| 1.36 | 0 327 0] 267 | 0099 ] 0 |234|75]|-0.14
25 |UK 0| 436 (10| 23 | O | 3.17 |35]2.76 | 10 |-0.76 | 10 | 1.66
26 | Turkey 51677 110]6.16] 0 | 936 | 10| 689 | 0 | 0.66 | 20 | 9.16
27 |Latvia 0 | 647 [20|868| 0 | 1223 | 0 |-424]10|-034] 0 5
28 | Lithuania 20| 686 | 0 | 735]|10] 7.84 | 0 {293 |0 |133] 0] 37
29 | Poland 10| 426 | 0 [144| 0| 534 | 0 [623] 0 |5.13 |10 3.88

Source: International Labor Organization. European Migration Network, 2013; International
Migration Outlook, SOPEMI, 2013; International Organization for Migration, 2013.

Thus, with high probability (0.79) we can assume that:

- together with the growth of national migration policies adequacy in the EU
countries a predetermination of labor immigration economic significance by GDP
dynamics will decline;

- reduction of the EU national migration policy adequacy leads to the growth
of predetermination of labor immigration economic importance by national GDP
dynamics.

Statistically proved pattern allows us:

- Practically justify cost-effectiveness of adequate migration policy in Europe.
Effective national migration policy weakens the dependence of labor immigration
economic importance on country's macroeconomic performance, and respectively,
represents the effectiveness and impact of migration policy as a tool of economic and
social regulation.
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Table 3. Correlation of GDP dynamics and labor immigration

economic significance in the EU, authors’

No Positive correlation No Negative correlation
) Countries Index of correlation ) Countries Index of correlation
1 | Austria 0.784026 11 | Germany -0.07637
2 | Lithuania 0.77129 12 | Czech Rep. -0.13414
3 | Estonia 0.570459 13 |UK -0.13552
4 | Turkey 0.458614 14 | Poland -0.1455
5 | Slovakia 0.40552 15 |Luxemburg -0.17691
6 |Denmark 0.324341 16 | Norway -0.22081
7 | Netherlands 0.258408 17 | France -0.29272
8 |Portugal 0.233983 18 |Ireland -0.39402
9 |Latvia 0.135021 19 | Bulgaria -0.48583
10 | Finland 0.060657 20 |Italy -0.49804
21 |Spain -0.58006
22 |Hungary -0.60733
23 | Slovenia -0.652
24 [Malta -0.71216
25 |Romania -0.71328
26 | Greece -0.72605
27 |Belgium -0.77152
28 | Croatia -0.8159
29 | Cyprus -0.91219

Table 4. Correlation between the dynamics of national economic growth
and labor immigration economic significance (A) and national migration

policy adequacy (B) in the EU, 2013, authors’

Positive correlation

Negative correlation

No. Country A B No. Country A B
1 | Austria 0.784026 41 11 | Germany -0.07637 92
2 |Lithuania 0.77129 37 12 | Czech Rep. -0.13414 66
3 | Estonia 0.570459 40 13 |UK -0.13552 62
4 | Turkey 0.458614 51 14 | Poland -0.1455 67
5 | Slovakia 0.40552 43 15 |Luxemburg -0.17691 56
6 | Denmark 0.324341 52 16 |Norway -0.22081 52
7 | Netherlands 0.258408 56 17 |France -0.29272 80
8 |Portugal 0.233983 58 18 |Ireland -0.39402 66
9 |Latvia 0.135021 59 19 |Bulgaria -0.48583 55
10 | Finland 0.060657 56 20 |Italy -0.49804 51

21 | Spain -0.58006 46
22 |Hungary -0.60733 33
23 | Slovenia -0.652 46
24 |Malta -0.71216 49
25 |Romania -0.71328 28
26 | Greece -0.72605 46
27 |Belgium -0.77152 29
28 | Croatia -0.8159 32
29 | Cyprus -0.91219 32
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Figure 1. EU countries positioning depending on the determinance of their
labor immigration significance by national economic growth and national
migration policy’s adequacy, authors’

- Share adequate migration policy, reducing the predetermination of labor
migration economic importance by macroeconomic indicators’ dynamics, at the
same time making it more predictable and controllable.

Based on the combination of different levels of national migration policies ade-
quacy and labor immigration economic importance in the analyzed countries, we can
demonstrate possible scenarios of national migration policy’s multidirectional deve-
lopment (Figure 2).

As can be seen in Figure 2, it is possible to distinguish two groups of scenarios —
soft (1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.1) and radical (1.2, 2.2, 3.2, 4.2).

Obviously, scenarios of the first group are characterized by relatively low mani-
festation of migration policy adequacy and labor immigration economic role.

Thus, the first quadrant — scenario "Beneficial alliance" — is possible with an
appropriate degree of national migration policy adequacy to the natural value of labor
immigration in the national economic system.

With the growth of labor immigration economic significance (while maintaining
the previous level of national migration policy rigidity) a transition to the scenario of
quadrant 2 — "Wasteful mistress" — is possible. This scenario will lead to distribution
of most of prosperous consequences between only foreign workers, spraying of eco-
nomic progress effects between the countries which are the donors of migrant work-
ers.

Reducing the labor immigration economic importance (as a natural market
response to wastefulness and inefficiency) is leading us to the third scenario — "Saving
economy", where the national economic system must adapt to new patterns of pro-
duction and productive forces use (of both national and foreign origin).

Finally, tightening of national migration policy (as a natural consequence of
national labor market restructuring) will contribute to the development of a new sce-
nario — "Labor market nationalization" (increasing of labor migration state regulation
rigidity while maintaining low level of labor immigration economic value).
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314 JAEMOIPA®ISI, EKOHOMIKA MPAL{l, COL{IAJIbHA EKOHOMIKA | MOJIITUKA

Strictness of national
migration policy

4.2 Discrimination 1.2 Strict |administration

of migrants’ labor
4.1 Labor

nationalization

v

Economic
significance of
labor immigration

3.1 Saving
economy

3.2 Depression
and crisis

2.2 Migration
control-less

Figure 2. Scenarios of national migration policy realization in the EU countries,
authors’

Based on the fundamental principle that only the state (government) determines
political transformations, and only the market determines labor migration economic
significance in the society (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2009), it can be noted that:

- Under the conditions of state regulation dynamics absence the independent
changes of scenarios "Labor market nationalization" and "Beneficial Union" (in both
directions together with growth/reduction of the labor migration economic role), as
well as scenarios "Saving economy" and "Wasteful mistress" are possible.

- Vertical dynamics is only possible when national migration policy is activat-
ing.

- Inorder to maintain the country's position in the zone of soft scenarios under
the conditions of significant labor immigration economic role dynamics, the govern-
ment needs to adapt a national migration policy as quickly as possible. Otherwise,
there is a risk of country's transition to more radical scenarios of labor immigration
development and regulation (e.g. country 2 in Figure 2).

- Countries where national migration policy effectiveness is inadequate to labor
immigration economic role have greater risk to transit to radical scenario of labor
migration development and regulation. For example, the state 3 in Figure 2 is char-
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acterized by low efficiency of migration processes that is inappropriate to average
labor immigration economic significance. This state can easily go to a radical sce-
nario "Non-controlled migration" in the case of a slight increase of immigrant labor’s
economic importance!

A similar problem is obvious in the state 4, where the level of national migration
policy efficiency and stiffness exceeds the economic role of migrants. In this state,
further reduction of migration economic role (e.g. due to external economic reasons)
or activation of government migration initiatives can lead to a radical scenario of
immigrant labor discrimination.

- Finally, countries that are already in the zones of radical scenarios implemen-
tation (for example, the country 1 in Figure 2) can be recommended only simultane-
ous (together with changes of economic conditions of immigrant labor use) change of
national migration policy adequacy.

Otherwise, the state will continue its movement to the radical scenarios zone.
For example, state 1 in response to changing labor migration economic role can move
to the radical scenario of immigrant labor discrimination. If authorities in the state 1
begin to reform the national system of migration control without economic condi-
tions consideration, one radical strategy of the country can simply change for anoth-
er — "Non-controlled migration".

Conclusions. Considering the EU situation it is clear that migration rules unifi-
cation will not be a panacea for regional migration policy modernization and will not
resolve all regional problems related to the efficiency of migration processes regula-
tion.

Figure 3 marks the positions in coordinate system of 4 possible migration
dynamics scenarios for all 28 EU member states (+Turkey). For graphical presenta-
tion we used the results of European migration policy adequacy evaluation and the
indices of labor migration economic role in the EU countries.

Thus, from Figure 3 it is clear that there is absolutely no homogeneity among the
EU member states on this. All 8 possible scenarios are present.

Unification of labor immigration economic importance, even within the EU-28
is not possible in the view of conservation of significant differences in the level and
structure of national economic systems, labor productivity and other macroeconom-
ic criteria.

We can conclude that the EU members should (as much as possible) correlate
trends, tools and dynamics of national migration control modernization with the
dynamics of labor immigration (emigration) economic importance in their econom-
ic systems to prevent countries’ transition to the zone of labor migration radical sce-
narios.

As can be seen in Figure 3, France, UK and Poland have the risk to fall into the
radical scenario of migrant labor discrimination. Germany, Ireland and Denmark are
almost in the scenario of total administration. Austria and Cyprus are really close to
less controlled immigration, and Belgium, Latvia and Romania have moved to the
phase of depression.

Countries of South and Northern Europe as well as some "newcomers" of the
European Union (Malta, Slovenia, Slovakia, and Estonia) are keeping quite an equi-
librium position.

ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF ECONOMICS #8(170), 2015
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