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Immigration and the variety of
migrant integration regimes in the
European Union

Theodoros Papadopoulos

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. First, to provide an overview of the
characteristics and trends of inward migration in the European Umion (ELT),
including preliminary evidence on the impact of the unfolding economic crisis
on immigration. Second, to explore the universe of diverse policies that regulate
migration and the patterns of differential inclusion in EU member states, by
introducing the concept of national migrant integration regimes. The variety
of migrant integration regimes in the EU is explored empirically by comparing
indicators for integration policies, migrants’ employment characteristics and
levels of immigration. As such, the chapter also provides a comparative empirical
backdrop to the individual case studies and comparisons offered in the second
and third parts of the book.

Migration and European social space: a brief historical
overview

Migration is not a recent phenomenon in Europe. Much of Europe’s history
is inexorably linked to migrations, voluntary or forced, which have shaped the
continent’s social fabric, its historical narratives and national identities, its political
economies, labour markets and welfare systems (on the history of migration in
Europe, see Castles and Miller, 2009; also Bade, 2003; Moch, 1993, 2007). Major
emigrations to the US or the metropolitan centres of Western Europe took place
from Ireland, Scandinavia and later from Eastern Europe in the 19th century, and
then Southern Europe (especially Italy and Greece) in the early 20th century.
These emigrations stemmed from the exigencies of economic depredation as
well as political oppression, but there were also migrations both to and from
MNorthern and Western Europe, associated with imperial ambitions and trade The
latter continue to strongly colour immigration policies and patterns in France, the
UK, Portugal and Belgium, for example. In Central and South Eastern Europe,
processes of nation building in the face of the collapse of the Ottoman and Austro-
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Hungarian Empires by the early 20th century involved a rather different set of
circumstances than those in most of Western Europe. They were less affected by
migration than by the status and political rights that should attach to non-migrant
‘national minorites’ (for example, Hungarians in Romania), and which today
have an effect on migration and migration policies {(see Chapter Nine).

Itis in the aftermath of the Second World War that the contemporary history of
migration in Europe begins. The division between East and West was followed by
major population movements — often among the national minorities mentioned
above — destined primarily towards Central and Western European countries. In
Eastern Europe, from the late 1940s until the collapse of the regimes in 1989/90,
population movement in all the “Warsaw Pact’ countries was strictly controlled,
although many operated minor contract worker schemes, and educational and
work exchange programmes with other communist countries. In Western Europe
there were two major developments in the immediate aftermath of the war that
had a profound impact on migration up until 1973. First, the enormous pace and
intensity of post-war reconstruction, and its demand for labour in a context where
women'’s employment was discouraged; and second, the start — and increasingly
rapid pace — of de-colonisation by imperial powers. This trend appeared to
slow down towards the beginning of the 1970s, with 1973 as a milestone year.
According to Bade (2003, p 231), ‘the 1973 “oil-price-shock™ was less a trigger
than a final chance to stop immigration and [labour] recruitment’ in destination
countries, as fears of economic stagnation met with rising reservations about the
capacity of societies and their welfare states to incorporate the immigrants and
their families,

For the next two-and-a-half decades, immigration and especially labour
migration remained at relatively low levels in Europe, although it by no means
stopped, as rights of settlement for former colonial ‘subjects” and for family
reunification became established. The situation changed dramatically after
1989,/90. The collapse of the Eastern block regimes, the civil wars in the Balkans,
intensifying internationalisation of the market economy and the accelerating
process of European economic integration had significant — although not uniform

impacts on migration patterns in Europe (Jordan and Diivell, 2003). Many of
these are highlighted in our case study chapters in Part IT of this volume. During
the next two decades the wast majority of European countries experienced
substantial rises in inward migration, the trends and characteristics of which we
examine in the next section.

Trends and characteristics of migration and immigration in
contemporary Europe

A note on the empirical challenges of immigration statistics

Statistical data cannot tell us about the subjective experiences of migrants but
they can elucidate the socio-economic context of such experiences and of the
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p.;.]icieﬁ aiming at regulatng migration. Still, attempts to empirically capture
these macro-level phenomena are not immune from difficulties. At least two
key challenges are encountered by such attempts. One challenge concerns the
difficulties in generating data that enables us to access meaningful information
about the reality of nuigration and of migrants’lives in general. The other challenge
concerns the difficulues in constructing data that is accurate and meaningfully
comparable across countries {for an extensive discussion of the poor comparability
of migration statistics, see Kupiszewska and Nowok, 2005; Lemaitre, 2005). This
chapter adopts an inclusive approach where difficulties with data are highlighted
and then intcgrated in the narrative of the comparative analysis, The latter is
organised in subsections, each exploring a number of key questions. Wherever
possible, attention is drawn to definitional problems and operationalisation issues
so that the reader can gain a balanced perspective of what the data reveal and
their limitations,

Migration trends and projections

Two key questions are addressed in this subsection: how many migrants are there
living in the EU countries and what have been the immigration trends in recent
years? The most commonly used statistical sources for data on migration in Europe
are Eurostat and the Organisation for Econtomic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). Both report measurements of systematically recorded legal or ‘regular’
migration. However, most Burostat publications and measurements refer to the
concept of foreign citizen' or foreign population while the QECD refers to the
concept, and publishes indicators, of foreign-born population. The former concept is
considerably narrower as it includes only those who retain the nationality of their
country of origin, while the latter — the foreign-born population — is broader as it
includes all those who ever migrated from their country of birth to the country
where they reside. This section explores data from both sources.

According to Burostat (200/9), at the beginning of 2008 there were 30.8 million
foreign citizens living in the EU27, representing six per cent of the total EU27
population. In considering how different member states might be concerned
about the volume and pattern of foreign citizens’ residence (and what policy or
regulatory concerns might result), two further questions arise. First, how many of
these were citizens of other EUJ member states; and, second, what patterns might
be observed in terms of the distribution of different national citizens across the
different member states.

A simple cross-national observation of migration in the EU shows not only
a concentration of foreign citizens in a number of core states, but also a divide
between countries that have minimal foreign populations and countries with
rather substantial numbers. In addition, it also shows that in terms of numbers of
migrants, intra-EU migration 1s much more significant than migration into the
EU. In particular, approximately 37 per cent of foreign citizens residing in the
EU27 in 2008 were nationals of another EU member state. Around three quarters
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of all foreign citizens lived in the five most populous countries (Germany, Spain,
the UK, France and Italy), while those countries with the largest proportions of
non-national citizens wWere among the smaller states — including Luxembourg (43
per cent), Latvia (18 per cent), Estonia (17 per cent), Cyprus (16 per cent} and
ireland {13 per cent). Spain is the only country that could be included in both
groups — high numbers and high proportions — of resident foreign citizens (12
per cent). The EU countries where non-nationals were less than one per cent of
their population were [Lomania, Poland, Bulgaria and Slovakia (Eurostat, 2009a).
Bearing this in mind, it is important to make a number of qualifications:

« the category ‘foreign citizens’ does nol necessarily include all migrants, as
naturalisations may change this substantially, implying a differential impact on
countries with fis solis rather than ius sanguinis citizenship regulation (see, for
example, Eurostat, 2009b);
not all migrants are foreign citizens;

» migration also includes temporary movements or seasonal mobility;

o statistics based on legal residence cannot account for irregular/ undocurnented
migration; and

» regularisations, which have been used relatively often in Spain, ltaly, Greece
and Belgium, might affect the relevant numbers from year to year,

Against this background it would be more fruitful to explore statistical data that
adopt a broader definition of immigration. Table 2.1 presents statistical data from
the OECD covering the period 1985-2005 as well as projections for 2010 and
2030 and own calenlations on percentage growth and percentage points increase
for the period 1995-2010. Recorded foreign-born population as a percentage of
total population is used asa proxy indicator for the level of (regular) in-migration
in 18 EU countries. Countries are ranked in descending order according to the
percentage growth in recorded foreign-born population for the period 1995-2010,

Most of the 18 EU member states recorded very low levels of foreign-born
residents as a percentage of their total population in 1945, During the decade
1995-2005, in all but two countries (Belgium and Poland) the percentage of
forcign-born residents incressed, with some countries recording exceptional
growth. If projections for 2010 are realised, Spain will have seen the percentage of
foreign-born residents growing by a remarkable 464 per cent during the period
1995-2010), followed by Italy (185 per cent), Ireland (169 per cent) and Finland
(110 per cent), although the latter’s will still be comparatively low in terms of the
overall share of the population. Greece will have experienced nearly 1000 per cent
growth during this period while Denmark, Austria, the UK and Sweden will also
record high increases. At the other end, France and Belgium record very small
growth, 1.9 and 1.1 per cent respectively. If we use 1985 as the base year, growth
in the foreign-born populations in many of these countries is even higher. These
trends illustrate the point made earlier, namely that, during the last two decades,
the vast majority of European countries experienced substantial rises in the size
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Table 2.1: Foreign-bern residents as % of total papulation in 18 EU member states,
1585-2005 and projections for 2010 and 2030 {in descending order of % growth)

% points
differéhica

Iialy 22 26 43 74 4.8
reland 6.4 7% " I 19.6 123
Finland 1.0 20 30 42 22
Greece 1i 5.1 88 10.1 13.0 980 50
Denmark 37 48 7.2 B8 0o | 813 40
Austria 37 89 I5.1 15.6 150 753 X
Portugal 35 53 73 86 16 623 3
UK &5 73 9.1 10.4 124 £5 3.1
Sweden 78 103 24 4.1 166 369 38
Hungary 32 28 3l 37 34 0. 09
Germany ZR| B 123 13.1 b 18.0 20
Netherlands 53 90 10 10.5 2 167 15
Slavakia L 21 23 24 28 143 0.3
Luxembourg B3 334 374 152 06 5.4 1.8
France 08 | 105 107 107 149 19 02
Belgium 9.0 20 69 9.1 149 1.1 0l
Poland 15 25 I} 22 b 2120 03

Notes: * Projeceed foreign-born population from major seurce countries.
" Me projecticn available.

Saurces: Lawell (2009); UM (2009); OECD {200%a); authar's own miculations

of their foreign-born populations. This is especially the case in the countries of
Southern Europe that, from being traditionally emigration countries, transformed
into countries facing net inward migration. Still, projections for 2030 indicate
that for some countries these trends are unlikely to continue. The levels of
foreign-born population are expected to decline substantially in Spain, Italy and
Ireland and to some degree in Luxembourg (for an explanation of the projection
methods, see Lowell, 2009). In France, Belgium, Greece and Portugal and, to a
lesser degree, in the UK and Sweden, growth is expected to continue, while for
the rest of the EU countries immigration is expected to stabilise, However, the
2008-0% economic crisis might change these trajectories. The next subsection
provides a preliminary assessment of its impact.

The impact of economic crisis on EU in-migration

It is now well documented that one of the biggest contributors to increased labour
migration flows to the EU15 was EU enlargement. However, it appears that
migration from Central Eastern Furopean countries was mainly of a temporary
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character. Recent evidence shows that migrant workers from Central Eastern
Europe may be returning to their countries of origin (Galgdca et al, 2009;
QECD, 2009).

The unfolding economic crisis may be one of the explanations. There is some
evidence that, at least in the short term, the crisis has negatively affected flows
of regulated labour migration to EU member states and especially intra-EU free
movement migration. For example, during the period 2007-08, Spain and the UK
each experienced a decrease of approximately 25 per cent in inward migration
from other EU member states, with the UK recording at least a 40 per cent
drop during 2008-09 (OECD, 2010). At the same period decreases in regulated
migration from non-EU countries were also recorded but much smaller: six per
cent in Spain and five per cent in the UK, although in the case of the UK the
following year’s drop was more substantial (17 per cent for 2008-09). Similar trends
were recorded in Treland, while the Netherlands has experienced a ‘levelling off”
in the rate of increase of EU free movement migration (OECI, 2009, p 33,
Moreover, assessments of the impact of the crisis on irregular immigration also
point to reductions in numbers, as unemployment is expected to rise across the
EU (Frontex, 2009).

However, it is as vet unclear how deep and how extensive this impact will
be and how it will interact with various policy initiatives. The interrelated
financial and labour market dynamics between sending and receiving countries
make assessments of the impact of the crisis rather more complicated. Poland
is an interesting example here. It has been argued that a combination of labour
shortages in key sectors (for example, construction), the introduction of attractive
repatriation policy ‘packages’ by the Polish government in 2007 and unfavourable
developments in exchange rates have resulted in a substantial number of Polish
migrants returning home during the period immediately before and during the
economic crisis (OECD, 20094, p 60). Further, measures such as restrictions o1l
family reunification (Italy), limits on the renewal of temporary work permits
(Spain, Italy) or the provision of incentives to unemployed migrants to return to
their home country (Spain, Czech Reepublic) may also explain current repatriation
trends (OECD, 2009, pp 40-1).

However, as the economic downturn hits those countries in the EU with the
highest numbers of foreign-born residents, the likely reductions in remittances,
foreign investment or economic activity (for example, exports) in the countries
of origin may heighten and extend the impact of the crisis to these countries
as well. In this context, uncertainty over the labour market and the wider
economic situation of the country of origin is likely to act as a deterrent factor
for repatriation. R emaining in the destination country, where welfare benefits and
services or future labour market opportunities are better than in the country of
origin, will be the only sensible option for many migrants. In addition, with recent
stringent cuts in public sector expenditure and knock-on effects on employment
and economic growth in several countries (eg, Greece, [taly, Spain, Ireland, the
UK, Latvia, Hungary, R.omania), pressures to migrate to other member states
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might increase, both for intra-EU migrants and also for the migrants currenty
resident m these states. Against this background, the capacity of welfare systems
in destination countries to respond to the dual challenge of reduced economic
resources and increasing socio-political and welfare demands will be seriously
teseed by the economic crisis. Debates and political pressures surrounding the
key issues of acceprable levels of inward migration and migrant integration will
intensify as EU countries and their political economies enter a period of economic
stagnation, accompanied in some cases by severe austerity measures.

Countries of origin: the kaleidoscope of recorded (regular) immigration and
asylum seekers

The next key question is where do migrants come from? Table 2.2a provides
Burostat data for the three largest groups of foreign citizens in 24 EU member
states in 2008, To facilitate the comparison of the relative significance of these
groups, data are presented both as actual numbers and as percentages of the total
foreign citizens’ populations residing in the destination country. In addition, data
are presented according to geographical proximity to facilitate the exploration
of similarities and differences in the regional patterns of immigration. Any
comparisons should be made with caution as percentages vary substantially
between countries; in some, one of the groups may represent the majority of
foreign citizens (for example, Latvia, Slovenia, Greece); in others, a large minority
(Germany, Luxembourg, Czech Republic); and in others they may represent only
relatively more numerous groups among a larger number of similar size groups
(for example, France).

Limitations aside, these data record the largest group of regular migrants in
EU27 comprising foreign citizens who came from Turkey (7.9 per cent) followed
by Morocco (5.6 per cent) and Romania (5.4 per cent). A clear pattern in their
geographical distribution is observable; Turkish citizens predominantly reside in
Western European countries and Germany, Romanian citizens reside mainly in
Italy, Spain and Hungary, and Moroccan citizens in Ttaly, Spain and France. When
the immigration experience in individual countries is examined, the emerging
patterns highlight the importance of geographical proximity and cultural and
historical links and networks as explanatory factors for both internal and external
EU migration. In Sweden, Finland, Latvia and Lithuania some of the largest groups
comprise their own citizens while the latter three also record high percentages of
Roussian citizens (although in Latvia and Lithuania these are national minorities
stemming from the Soviet era). In Western European countries, substantial intra—
EU migrarion is observable, but also the impottance of cultural and historical links,
especially in France. In Belgium and Luxembourg, citizens of other EU member
states predominate while the reverse 15 ue for Germany and the Netherlands,
both of which record large numbers of foreign citizens originating from Turkey.
The combined importance of geographieal proximity and cultural and historical
links is not only visible in the UK, where the largest groups comprise citizens
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from Poland, Ireland and India, but also in Central and Eastern Europe, where
many of the largest groups comprise citizens of proximate countries, and especially
citizens of the Ukraine. An interesting case here is the Czech Republic, where
one of the largest groups comprisesVietnamese citizens (originally sent as contract
workers or students in the pre-1989 period). Cultural and other links with Bragil
and Cape Verde seem to affect the pattern of inward migration in Portugal, while
in Greece, [taly and to some extent Spain, proximity seems to be the key factor,
Foreign citizens from Albania are by far the predominant group in Greece and the
second largest in Italy, while citizens from Morocco are the second largest group
in Spain and the third largest in Italy. Still, Spain also records a large number of
citizens from Ecuador,

When the data of asylum seekers are compared (see Table 2.2b), the diversity of
national experiences is further amplified. We should nove, however, that as with
Table 2.2a, numbers and percentages vary substantially and due caution should
be made in the interpretation of the findings. Agreements on what counts as a
‘safe country’, migration networks, historical and geographical links, proximity
to conflict zones (for example, Kosovo, ex-Soviet territories, occupied Palesting],
political prioritsation of some conflicts over others, appear to be among the key
reasons for secking asylum in a particular country. The three largest groups of
asylum seckers in the EU27 comprise applicants from Afghamistan, Russia and
Somalia, while the three top countries in absolute numbers of asylum applications
are, in descending order, France, Germany and the UK. S4ll, when the volume
of applications is measured against the population, Sweden, Austria and Greece
experience the highest numbers of asylum applications per million inhabitants
among the large EU countries. The same indicator is very high for Malta and
Cyprus but in their case, as countries with fewer than one million inhabitants
each, the number provided is for indicative purposes only. In Central and Western
European countries, applicants from the Kosovo province form large groups of
asylum seckers while applicants from Somalia are well represented in Finland,
Sweden, the Netherlands and Malta. While applicants from Afghanistan are fairly
evenly distributed across the geographical clusters, applicants from Roussia seek
asylum mostly in the Northern and North Eastern EU countries and those from
[raq mainly in Western and Northern EU states.

Irregular migration: challenge or feature of national political
economies?

The picture of migrant populations would be incomplete without taking into
account the extent of irregular {undocumented) migration. Statistics and estimates
for irrepular migration are notoriously difficult to generate and for many years
estimates were either very unreliable or missing for many countries. The creation
of the European Database on Irregular Migration was a great step forward in
addressing this challenge. Based on data generated and analysed for the purposes of
this database (Kovacheva andVogel, 2009), Table 2.3 presents aggregated estimates
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Table 1.3: Aggregated estimates of irregular
migrant populations in the EU27 reported in
2008 (presented according to geographical

of irregular rmgrant populations for
all the EU27.The data provided here

are national averages between low and  proximicy)
high cstinmtle-s pttsmlﬂ;ttld according % 61 pofmaltion| % of foreigh
to geographical proximity. It should --
be noted that these data are based  Estonia 056 30
on national studies and estimations —  Laevia 0.30 20
that is, were not generated using the  Udhwana 030 250
same methodology = and, although  Finland 0.19 85
reported in 2008, correspond to  Sweden 0.1 20
different years. They are probably — Deamark 0.06 I}
the best estimates currently available | Netherlands 0.59 140
but they should be interpreted with ~ Belgium 1.03 1.5
considerable caution. Luxambeurg 059 I'5
When irregular migrant populations  France 0.46 a0
are taken into account, substantial — Germany 040 45
variations emerge between countries,  Poland 0.46 (91.0)
Greece tops the ranking order as the Czech Republic 0.56 200
country with the largest estimated =~ Slovakia 0.33 545
number of irregular migrants as a  Hungary 030 180
percentage of the population (1.7 Austria 0.44 45
per cent). Shghtly more than a fifth Slovenia a0 1S
of the foreign population residing Romanks s M3
in the country is estimated to be (Bagarla oot b
undocumented migrants. Estimates et 1R diss
for Cyprus, Malta, Treland, the UK~ S1Prs L3 L2
and Belgium calculate the irregular Mala 128 b
migrant population at more than one fa bt 2
per cent of the population, although il i =4
as a percentage of foreign population e 05 3t
the wariation 15 extensive, from 46.5 iretard S i)
: UK 1.05 175
per cent in Malta to 10.5 per cent
Eu2r 0.58 0.0

in Ireland. At the other end of the
Mats: Exch value reprasents the average betwesen minlmum

spectrum, estimates for the Nordic
countries, Finland, Sweden and
Denmark, and for Estomia, Latvia,

and maximurm estimations, Data for Poland’s parcentage of
foreign population L the minimam value as the maximum
estimated value exceeded by 3.5 times the total loregn
population, Individual estimates eorrespond to different

Lithuania, Romama and Bulgaria,
indicate very small numbers of
irregular migrants as percentages
of the respective total populations.
Sall, as percentages of the foreign
population, the irregular migrant populations estimated for Slovakia, Hungary,
Lithuania, Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria are considerable, ranging from 11.5
per cent in Slovenia to more than half the foreign population (54.5 per cent) in

Spurce: Author's cxlculations based on Kovacheva and Vaogel

(2009)
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Slovakia. The fact that these are among the countries which, overall, record the
lowest percentages of foreign-born population, leads us to conclude there are at
least two types of countries where irregular migration is high: those countries
where inward migration is extensive and irregular migration is a significant part
of it, and those countries (mainly Central and Eastern European) where inward
mugration is very limited but, within it, the percentage of irregular migrants is high.

The centrality of irregular migration in understanding current challenges
regarding the integration of migrants in the EU is now well documented (Jordan
and Diivell, 2003; Berggren et al, 2007; Jordan, 2007; Diivell, 2009). States’ ad hoe
efforts to contain the ‘market’ in illegal cross-border mobility are often ineffective,
and this has been a significant factor in the emergence of EU migration governance
in terms of joint border control and the development of commaon policies (Lahav
and Guiraudon, 2006; Neske and Doomernik, 2006). Discussing in detail the
explanations for the diversity of irregular migration goes beyond the scope of
this chapter. However, it is important to emphasise that the levels and type of
irregular immigration are also directly connected to the level of cach country’s
shadow economy and, consequently, its political ecconomy and its welfare regime.

Indeed, the dramatic growth of both regular and irregular immigration during
the last two decades coincided, and to a large extent is associated, with parallel
processes of welfare retrenchment, labour recommodification, de-familisation
and the subsequent commodification of care experienced by European societies
during the same period (Papadopoulos, 2005; Andall, 2006; Menz, 2006; Likié-
Brborié, 2007: Schierup, 2007; Slavnié, 2007, 2010; Standin g, 2009). According
to Standing (2009), the migration currently experienced is more heterogeneous
than in the past. Although there are still ‘plenty of settler migrants [..] much of
the rise in mobility has been circular or temporary, while more has been illegal,
unauthorised, undocumented and “without nationality™ (p 68). Together with
the needs generated by an ageing population, the substantial increases in the
labour force participation of women observed in many EU countries has also
given rise to demand for labour to provide childcare or residential care for older
people (Yeates, 2009). This has been especially significant for Southern European
countries (Sciortino, 2004; Bettia et al, 2006; Caponio and Graziano, Chapter Six),
but is also evident in the recruitment of healtheare staffin the UK, for example.

Further, developed nations responded to shorta ges of high skills — many created
due to chronic under-funding of welfare services, education and health sectors,
as well as the growing demands of high technology sectors, and in Central and
Eastern Europe, by emigration — by recruiting high skilled professionals from
other less developed countries, either in the EU or outside it {on Central and
Eastern Europe trends and exceptions, sec Menz, 2009, pp 232, 267). In low skill
sectors like domestic services, agriculture or construction, demand for migrant
workers has increased dramatically — undocumented migrants are extensively used
i1 all, buse particularly in domestic services and agriculture, and in fact in many
sectors migrant workers are over-represented in the respective labour force These
trends can be scen in Table 2.4, which provides comparative data on the sectoral

—
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distribution of employment among foreign-born workers. This suggests that if
we are to explain integration and inclusion, we not only need to assess which
categories of migrants are integrated via which domains — labour market, welfare
system, political inclusion (see also Chapter One, this volume), We also need to
evaluate the further differentiation of inclusion produced by the variability of the
terms and conditions under which ‘integration’in particular domains (in this case,
the labour market) is experienced by different migrants (as workers in different
labour market sectors, informal/formal, service/industry), with different skills,
and facing different conditions (see also Clark and Drinkwater, 2008).

Further, the link between increasing immigration, the increasing ‘precariatisation’
of labour forces across Europe and the chronic undermining of organised labour
m EU members states in its capacity to defend hard-won employment and social
rights, should be highlighted here. Aside the various differences between national
welfare and employment regimes in the EU, it remains the case that eross-border
mability, temporary or otherwise, directly alters the power dynamics between key
social actors assoctated with post-war political settlements in welfare and labour
rights (Schierup, 2007}, Unintentionally or not:

[m]igrants are the light infantry of global capitalism. Unattached to
local customs of solidarity and class identity, they weaken the effect
of protective regulations and the bargaining power of local groups,
particularly when the migration is temporary or illegal. (Standing,
2009, pp 68-9)

Indeed, often, the employers’ implicit perspective is that ‘{m]igrant and
immigrant workers are valuable because they are vulnerable’ (Bauder, 2006,
p 22). Against this background, policies towards the social integration of
migrants become crucial elements in the restructuring of power dynamics
between labour and capital in the post-industrial societies of Europe, Migrants
as social and economic actors, but crucially the policies that govern their
mobility and differential integration, become the new elements in the process
of the institutional redesign of national political economies in the new Europe
(see also Slavnié, 2010).

The integration of migrants: from policies to regimes

The previous section provided an overview of immigration trajectories, discussed
how they are likely to be affected by the unfolding economic crisis and compared
key aspects of national immigration experiences across the EU. Beyond the
general trend of growing inward migration, the kaleidoscope of recorded
regular in-migration, asylum seckers and estimated irregular migration revealed
a number of strong affinities in terms of regional and historico-cultural patterns,
but also important differences in the individual EU member states’ experience
of migration. Public feeling, attitudes and political discourse are shaped by these
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diverse experiences that, in turn, have an impact on patterns of differential
inclusion, as we can observe in the case studies presented in Part I of the book.
Of key importance here is the predominance of EU or non-EU migration,
especially in the case of neighbouring countries and countries at the borders of
the EU, feclings of apparent or assumed linguistic and cultural affinities between
migrants and resident populations and the extent and role of irregular migration
in national political economies.

This diverse and complex picture can be understood as both a product of,
and a contributor to, European and national immigration policies and politics,
illustrating both the extent and complexity of socio-economic transformation
underway in European societies and their political economies, At the heart
of this transformation lies the process of the social integration of migrants
(Morawska, 2001). To explore it, [ employ an analytical framework developed in
a previous work (Papadopoulos, 2005), where soqal processes are perceived as
power dynamics between social agents unfolding in three dimensions: relational,
institutional and discursive.

In the case of the social integration of migrants, the relational dimension involves
a multiplicity of practices in the economic, political, cultural and inter-personal
domains that, at the micro-level, establish the multiple relationships between the
migrant and the destination society (for an exploration of this dimension see
Chapter Eleven). Further, these relationships are, to a large degree, institutionally
regulated by a dense web of policy interactions between interpenetrating levels of
governance (local, national, cross-national, supra-national) across different policy
domains (rights to resident, citizenship and welfare, employment, health, education
etc). At the same time as these institutional arrangements maintain the historically
specific form of political economy in which migrants fmd themnselves, migrants
are, of course, themselves actors, and their presence and actions may reproduce
or alter the character of these arrangements, Finally, through these micro-level
practices and institutional regulations, different discursive constructions of the
‘integrated migrant’ are actualised: some migrants are institutionally ‘recognised’ as
members of society in the country of destination, who can be'different but equal
to us’ (multiculturalism) or ‘similar and equal to us’ (assimilation). Some are granted
partial institutional ‘recognition’, others temporary institutional ‘recognition’and
still others are excluded entirely.

Embarking from this analytical approach, this chapter focuses on the institutional
dimension of social integration processes,” as it is articulated at the national
level of governance. In particular, the plethora of policies concerning migrants
at this governance level are incorporated under the concept of national migrant
integration regime. Figure 2.1 provides the analytical schema of the embeddedness
of a national migrant integration regime, its key elements and their interactions.
The main elements taken into account are: social welfare policies, citizenship
and immigration policies, and labour market policies and practices shaping the
formal/informal employment mix. In turn a national migrant integration regime
is embedded in its corresponding national political economy, and is influenced by
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Figure 2.1: The embeddedness of a national migrant integration regime in the EU

European integration process and other
national migrant incegration regimes within,
and beyond, the EU

Clrizership and
immigration
policies

Labour market
policies and the
formalinfarmal
employment
mix

Social welfare
poficles

Mational political
economy

its interaction with other national political econormies and migrant integration
regimes within, and beyond, the EU as well as its interaction with the EU%
politico-eeonomic integration process. Consequently, an emerging EU migrant
inregration reginte can be understood as comprising a variety of national migrant
integration regimes and conipetig supra-national modes of governance, the latter
bemg attempts at EU level to govern and steer the variety of national regimes.

In the remainder of this chapter, | bring together selected indicators that will
be used as empirical proxies to explore comparatively the various components
of national migrant integration regimes in the EU,

Towards a new typology?

Various works have highlighted the inadequacies and limitation of the most
influential typologies to date (that is, varieties of capitalism and the variatons and
revisions of Esping-Andersen’s [1990] welfare regime typology) to accommodate
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the reality of migration, immigration policies and its interactions with welfare,
production and employment regimes (Menz, 2006; Sainsbury, 2006; Doomernik
and Jandl, 2008). In addition, various attempts have been made to provide
alternative typologies. Some, like Sainsbury, tried to accommodate earlier work
on immigration policy regimes,” and offered a typology based on the interaction
between welfare regimes and immigration regimes by using ideal-typical case
studies {Sainsbury, 2006). Other authors developed typologies on the basis of
countries’ experience of immigration flows more generally (Triandafylhdou and
Gropas, 2007), while Diivell has constructed a more sophisticated six-category
typology on the basis of the interactions between institutional tolerance towards
regular migration, irregular migration and irregular work (Diivell, 2009}

I argue that such typologies, although useful as starting points, can obstruct
our attempt to understand and explain what is a very rich diversity of national
experiences and political economies, especially as the later are also interlinked in
complementary, if unequal, positions in the emerging social and politico-economic
Enropean space of EU27. It is one of the conclusions following research for this
chapter that when it comes to their individual natonal migrant integration
regimes, cach of the EU member states is indeed "different’, reflecting unique
combinations of geography and borders, individual regime clements and national
immigration experienices, all of which are mediated by EU participation and often
in tension with EU economic and policy imperatives. Thus, this chapter will spend
its final part reflecting on this rich diversity, by means of indicators, but avoid
the understandable temptation to reduce this diversity into a new typology. Still,
to avoid lengthy descriptions of each country, the discussion that follows uses,
heuristically, a five-fold division of welfare regimes in Europe to reflect on the
data, thus also roughly corresponding to the case studies in Part T of the book.

Presented in Table 2.5 are two sets of indicators representing proxies for (a) the
national migrant integration regime elements and (b) the immigration experience
for each country. The former is captured by the following indicators:

= The ‘type of social welfare model’ was used as a proxy for the character of the
welfare system.

« The MIPEX composite indicator was used as a proxy for citizenship and
immigration policies (the individual components of this index and their scores
are provided in Table 2.6 in the Appendix to this chapter).

* The labour market access MIPEX index, extent of employment of migrants
(% of total), low skilled migrants (% of migrant employment) and irregular
migration (% of total population) are used as proxies for labour market
characteristics and the formal/informal mix.

» ‘Foreign-born’ (% of total population) is used as the proxy for the national
immigration ‘expenence’.

With regard to what have traditionally been considered as comprehensive (Nordic)
welfare systemns we observe substantial differences between their citizenship and
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immigration policies, with Denmark being the most exclusive. However, the
immigration policies of Sweden score the highest in the MIPEX index, making
Sweden a unique case that combines a relatively open attitude to migration
with very high levels of formal integration, although there are debates about its
de facto inclusion when one includes labour market participation (see below).
Migration in Finland is comparatively very low but has grown dramatically, and
as Koikkalainen et al show in Chaprer Eight, the shortcoming here is really
having access to the Finnish labour market and being integrated in the welfare

Table 2.5: Characteristics of migrant integration regimes and immigration experience in 23

EU member states

Ve 2 3,

Social | Citizenship | Labour | Employmant
welizre and i
model* | Immigration
policies
l:'l:'rl"lFll:lfﬂté‘
| index

Sweden 1 g8 100
Finfand 1 &7 70
Denmark I 4“4 40
Metheriands 2 &8 70
Belglum 2 &9 75
Luxembourg 2 55 45
France P 55 50
Germany 2 53 50
Austria 2 39 45
LK 5 &3 &0
Iraland 3 53 50
Partugal 4 i 90
Itaty 4 &5 BS
Spain 4 &l 90
Greoce 4 40 40
Poland 5 44 25
Crech 5 48 50
Republic
Hungary 5 48 40
Slovenia 5 55 &0
Estonia & 46 75
Latvia & 30 20
Lithuania [ 45 55
Slovakia 6 40 55

Motes: * Social welfara systems: |: comprehensive; 2: conservativaleo

communistfeonservative; 6 past-communisy/ rudimentary,

Sewrces; | :auther's typalogy based on Fegner (7007):2 and 3: based an MIPEX indicrtors fsee Appendos Table 16);4 and

4,

ol migrants

[ of taral)

159
BT
0.3
1.9

0.8

5

Low skifled
{% of migrant
employment)

25.1
43
13.1

719
21.2
75

144
23.0
1.8
232
316
kLK
02
2

0.5

]
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0.19
0.0
059
1.03
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040
044
1.05
1.05

0.62
070
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D46
0.56

0.30
0.30
0.54
0.30
030
0.32

7

Fareign-
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population
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population)

14.1
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10.5
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352
0.7
13.1
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10.4
19.6
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4.1
101
piv]
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40

rporatist; 3: iberal; 4: conservathvelfamilistic; 5: post-

5:0ECD (20092); & aushor’s ealeutations based on Kovacheva and Vogel (2009); 7: projections for 2010 (UM, 2005}
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state. For Diivell (2009), these countries are intolerant to regular and irregular
migration and intolerant to irregular work, and to some extent this is supported
by the data. These results, with the Finnish case study, provide a confirmation
of, and a counter-point to, Koopmans' (2010} argument that generous welfare
systems, combined with relatively closed labour markets, perform rather badly
on integration and well-being of migrants. It seems to confirm the importance
of the combination of labour market and welfare system, so that good benefits for
migrants do not of themselves improve their welfare. However, as Carmel and
Cerami argue in Chapter One, what our case studies also show is that different
migrant groups, whether deliberately or by default, are integrated through different
domains, and under different conditions in the same country, with consequently
variable effects for the stratification of their rights and for their welfare.

With regard to what have traditionally been considered as conservative
(continental) welfare regimes, the Bismarckian tradition meets a large variety
of mtegration policies, ranging from highly integrative (Belginm) to deeply
exclusionary (Austria). The numbers and origins of migrants and the recent
experience or high growth in migration can at least partly explain this diversity,
but it should be analysed alongside the labour market composition. Luxembourg
aside, Austria has the highest percentage of foreign-born in both employment and
low-skilled employment among the countries in this group, Low-skilled migrant
employment in all the countries is very high, which can partly be explained by
population ageing and processes of de-familisation resulting in commeodification
of care, but perhaps, as our German case suggests, may also require close attention
to ‘chains’ of inclusion and exclusion which are constructed by specific policy
interactions (see Chapter Seven). For Diivell (2009), these countries are tolerant
of regular migration but intolerant of irregular nugration and to irregular work,
which appears to be, at least partly, supported by the data.

For those traditionally considered as liberal welfare regimes (Ireland and the
UK), the casy access to the labour market indicated by high levels of participation
in the labour force is accompanied by high exposure to cld and new social risks
in the flexible labour market (see Chapter Ten). Ireland’s reverse experience from
an emigration to immigration country is highlighted by the remarkable growth
in immigration and the rather modest integration policies. For Diivell (2009),
these countries are tolerant to regular migration, intolerant to irregular migration
and tolerant to irregular work — at least until 2004 for the UK — which appears
to be supported by the data.

In respect of countries associated with the familistic welfare regime, these are
‘quasi’ new immigration countries (see Chapter Six), with insecurity as a key
characteristic. Gois and Marques (2009) argue for Portugal, although this might be
extended to Greece and parts of both Spain and Italy, that the migration system
is a result of its semi-peripheral position in the global economy — within, but on
the margins of, the core European economy - which affects both immigration
and emigration patterns, In all four Southern European countries, migrants clearly
and disproportionately work in low-skill sectors, and in all countries, but especially
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n Spain, irregular migrants as a percentage of the total migrant (“foreign-born’)
population is relatively high. These are regimes where precariousness, and lack
of social protection, is evident for all workers in low-skill sectors — and this 3
compounded for migrant workers, especially for the undocumented and those
working illegally (Lawrence, 2007), Greece, sim tlarly to Austria for the conservative
welfare regime group, stands out as especially exclusionary, Of all the countries
traditionally characterised by familistic welfare regime, Portugal appears to have
amuch more coherent set of policies and approach in dealin & with migrants and
their social and labour market integration, as indicated by the MIPEX index, and
it is noticeable that unlike the other countries in this group, Portugal also has the
lowest percentage of irregular migration and the lowest percentage increase in
mward migration overall, suggesting a more ‘muanaged’ migrant integration regime.

Finally, in the case of Central and Bastern European countries, migratdon
is really a new phenomenon as many, although not all, of these countries are
countries of emigration. When it comes to integrating new migrants (such as
Chinese nationals or nationals coming from neighbouring countries), ethnic
tensions, political conflicts and the communist heritage still play a role, so tha
in the case of Hungary (as described by Rusu in Chapter Nine), the inclusion
of ethnic Hungarians is privileged to other forms of inclusion to migrants, It is
not clear how far this case can be extrapolated to other countries (see Woolfson,
2007, on Estonia; Menz, 2009, pp 228-32, on Poland). The MIPEX indicator
results certainly suggest that many of these countries do not have policies in
place for the integration of nen-national migrants in the labour market or social
protection. Nonetheless the numbers of in-migrants are (unlike in Greece or
Austria), as yet, relatively small, which will tend to reduce the soeial and political
pressure for policy change in this respect, however problematic the experience
of individual migrants may be.

Conclusion

This chapter presented an overview of key recent and current trends in migration
in Europe, exploring the diversity and variety of immigration experience among
EU member states, and the impact this has on how we can evaluate the interaction
of migration, migration policies and social protection policies across Europe. It
was argued that together, the interaction of welfure regime, informal and formal
labour markets (and their relationship), and immigration and citizenship regimes
combine to form distinct national migrant integration regimes. Rather than
construct a specified typology, the chapter used the well-recognised welfare regime
categorisation as a starting point for con sidering the variety of interactions between
welfare, political economy and immigration regiimes across the EUmember states,
forming a comparative backdrop to many of the contributions to this book.
More broadly, central to this analysis is the importance of the political economy
of welfare and the changing political economy of labour. With increased
informalisation of economies, migrants become economically tolerated, indeed
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necessary, participants in the re-ordering of the political economy of Burope.
While specific groups of migrants are considered necessary for sustaining
welfare capitalism (especially in relation to ageing populations) and high-skill
growth, migrant workers in general also play a role in further undermining the
problematic co-existence of the post-war welfare settlement with reliance on post-
Fordist and post-industrial economic growth (Slavnié, 2010). Not only does the
encouragement of migration for utilitarian purposes sit uneasily with strong anti-
immigration currents in policymaking, but it has other possible political and social
consequences as well. The decision, on the one hand, to include (some) migrants,
to offer policies which permit their social, political and economic integration,
or on the other, the decision to tolerate (other) migrants’ segregation and/or
insist on their exclusion, become decisions which can affect the changing power
dynamics in Europe. Migrants are social and economic actors, and the migration,
welfare and labour market policies which structure the conditions of possibility
for their integration and their recognition as political actors are emerging as very
significant significant factors in shaping the institutional redesign of European
political economies.

Notes

! Burostat (20093) defines citizenship as ‘the particular legal bond berween an individual
and his or her State, acquired by birth or naturalisation, whether by declaration, choice,
marriage or other means under national legisladon. Foreign citizens refer to persons
who are not citizens of the country in which they reside. They also include persons of
unknown citizenship and stateless persons’,

* Here I take a functional view of integration, rather than a normative one, Migrants
are ‘integrated’ into a labour market, in a particular place, which might leave them
marginalised or in a ‘subordinate’ position to other migrants, or to non-migrants, but
they are integrated, by playing a specific role in relation to a society or specific form of
political economy (Bauder, {2006, p 9).

! The notion of immigration policy regime (Faist, 1995),and also the related “incorporation
regime’ (Soysal, 1994) refers to policies aiming at regulating immigrants” inclusion in or
exclusion from society. According to Sainsbury (2006): “The immigration regime consists
of rules and norms that govern immigrants’ possibilities to become a citizen, to acquire
residence and work permies, and to participate in economic, cultural and political life’,

References

Andall, J. {2006) *Migration mobility in European diasporic space’, in C. Parsons
and T. Smeeding (eds) Immigration and the transformation of Ewrope, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp 274-97,

Bade, K. (2003) Migration in European history, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

4



Migration and welfare in the new Europe

Bauder, H. (2006) Labor movement: How migration regulates labor markets, New York:
Oxford University Press,

Berggren, E., Liki¢-Brbori¢, B,, Tokséiz, G. and Trimikliniotis, N, {eds) (2007)
Trreguilar migration, informal labowr and community:A challenge for Europe, Maastricht:
Shaker Publishing.

Bettio, E, Simonazzi, A. and Villa, P, (2006) ‘Change in care regimes and female
migration: the “care drain” in the Mediterranean’, Journal of European Social
Policy, vol 16, no 3, pp 271-85.

Castles, 8. and Miller, M.J. (2009) The age of migration: International population
movemetts in the modern world (4th edn), Basingstoke: Palgrave Maemillan,

Clark, K. and Drinkwater, 8. (2008) ‘The labour-market performance of recent
migrants’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, vol 24, no 3, pp 495-516.

Doomernik, J. and Jandl, M. (eds) (2008) Modes of migration regulation and control
in Europe, IMISCOE Reports Series, Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Divell, F. (2009) Pathways into irregularity: The social construction of irregular migration,
Comparative Policy Brief CLANDESTINO Project, Athens: ELIAMEP.

Eurostat (2009a) Population of foreign citizens in the EUZ27 in 2008, News Release
184, Luxembourg: Eurostat.

Eurostat (2009b) Statistics in forus, 6/94, Luxembourg: Eurostat.

Faist, T. (1995) "Boundaries of welfare states: immigrants and social rights on the
national and supranational level’, in R. Miles and . Thraenhards (eds) Migration
and European integration. The dynamics of inclusion and exclusion, London: Pinter,
pp 177-95.

Fenger, H. (2007) "Welfare regimes in Central and Eastern Europe: Incorporating
post-communist countries in a welfare regime typology’, Contemporary Isues
and Ideas in Social Sciences, vol 3, no 2, pp 1-30),

Frontex (2009) The impact of the global economic crisis on illegal migration to the EU,
Risk Analysis Unit, Warsaw, August,

Galgoczi, B., Leschke, | and Watt, A, (2009) Intra-EL! labour migration: Flows, effects
and policy responses, ETUI Working Paper 2009/03, Brussels: ETUL

Gots, P and Marques, ].C. (2009) ‘Portugal as a semi-peripheral country in the
global migration system’, Infernational Migration, vol 47, no 3, pp 21-50.

Jordan, B. (2007) ‘Migration regimes and irregular migration’, in E. Berggren, B.
Likié-Brbori¢, G.Tokstz and N. Trimikliniotis (eds) Irreanlar niigration, informal
labour and community: A challenge for Europe, Maastricht: Shaker Publishing,
pp 40-50.

Jordan, B. and Divell, E (2003} Migration: The boundaries of equality and justice,
Cambridge: Polity Press,

Koopmans, R. (2010) “Trade-offs between equality and difference: Immigrant
integration, multiculturalism and the welfare state in cross-national perspective’,
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, vol 36, 50 1, pp 1-26.

% |



Immigration and the variety of migrant integration regimes in the European Union

Kovacheva, V. and Vogel, I (200%) *“The size of the irregular foreign resident
population in the Buropean Union in 2002, 2005 and 2008: aggregated estimates’,
Annex 3 to Working Paper No 4, HWWI (Hamburg Institute of International
Economics), Database on Irregular Migration,

Kupiszewska, . and Nowok, B. (2005) Comparability of statistics on international
srigration flows in the Eutopean Union, Central European Forum For Migration
P.esearch, CEFMPR. Working Paper 7/2005, Warsaw: CEFME.

Lahayv, G. and Guiraudon, V. (2006) *Actors and venues in immigration control:
closing the gap between political demands and policy outcomes’, West European
Politics, vol 29, no 2, pp 201-23.

Lawrence, C.M. (2007) Blood and oranges: European markets and immigrant labour in
rral Greece, Oxford: Berghahn Books.

Lemaitre, G. (2005) The comparability of infernational migration statistics problems and
prospects, Statistics Brief No 9, Paris: OECI.

Likié-Brborié B. (2007) ‘Globalisation, EU enlargement and new mmigratory
landscapes: the challenge of the informal economy and contingencies for “decent
work’™, in E. Berggren, B. Likié-Brborié, G. Toksoz and N. Trimikliniotis (eds)
Irregular migration, informal labour and community: A challenge for Europe, Maastricht:
Shaker Publishing, pp 165-82.

Lowell, B.L. (2009) ‘Tmmigration “pull” factors in OECD countries over the
long term’', in QECD, The future of international migration to OECD countries,
Paris: OECI.

Menz, G. (2006) "“Useful Gastarbeiter”, burdensome asylum seekers, and the
second wave of welfare retrenchment: exploring the nexus between migration
and the weltare state’, in C. Parsons and T. Smeeding (eds) Immigration and the
transformation of Europe, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp 393-418,

Menz, G. (2009) The political economy of managed migration, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Moch, L.P. (1993) Moving Europeans: Migration in Western Europe since 1650,
Bloomington, IN and Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press.

Moch, L.P. {2007} ‘Connecting migration and world history: demographic patterns,
family systems and gender’, International Review of Secial History, vol 52, pp 97-104,

Morawska, E. (2001) *Structuring migration: the case of Polish income-seeking
travellers to the West’, Theory and Sodiety, vol 30, pp 47-80.

MNeske, M. and Doomernik, J. (2006) ‘Comparing notes: perspectives on human
smuggling in Austria, Germany, Italy and the Netherlands’, International Mipration,
vol 44, no 4, pp 39-58.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) (2008)
A profile of immmigrant populations in the 21st century: Data from QOECD countries,
Paris: OECIL

QECD (2009a) International Migration Chtlook: SOPEM]I, Paris: OECID.

QECD (2009h) The future of international migration to QOECT countries, Paris: QOECIL.

45



Migration and welfare in the new Europe

OECD (2010) “The economice crisis had its greatest effect on free-movement
migration: an interview with Georges Lemaitre’, 23 February {www.oecd.org/
document/6/0,3343,en_2649_33931_44638406_1_1_1_1,00.heml).

Papadopoulos, T. (2005) The recommodification of European labour: Theoretical and
empirical explorations, ER1 Working Paper WP-05-03, Bath: European Reesearch
Institute, University of Bath.

Sainsbury, DD, (2006) ‘Lmmigrants’ social rights in comparative perspective: welfare
regimes, forms in immigration and immigration policy regimes’, Journal of
European Social Policy, vol 16, no 3, pp 229-44,

Schierup, C.U. (2007) ““Bloody subcontracting™ in the network society: migration
and post-Fordist restructuring across the European Union’, in E. Berggren, B.
Liki¢-Brborné, G. Tokstz and N. Trimikliniotis (eds) Irregular migration, informal
labour and community: A challenge for Europe, Maastricht: Shaker Publishing, PP
150-65.

Sciortino, G. (2004) ‘Immigration in a Mediterranean welfare state: the Tralian
experience in comparative perspective’, Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis,
vol 6, no 2, pp 111-29.

Slavmié, Z. (2007) ‘Informalisation of the economy and the recommodification of
labour’, in E. Berggren, B. Likié-Brbori¢, G, Tokstz and N, Trimikliniotis {eds)
Irregular migration, informal labour and community: A challenge for Europe, Maastricht:
Shaker Publishing,

Slavnié, Z. (2010) ‘Political economy of informalization’, European Societies, vol
12,n0 1, pp 3-23.

Soysal, Y.N. (1994) Limits of citizenship: Migrants and postnational membership in
Europe, Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press.

Standing, G. (2009) Woerk after globalization: Building occupational citizenship,
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Triandafyllidou, A. and Gropas, R. (2007) European immigration: A sourcebook,
Aldershot: Ashgate.

UN (United Nations) (2009) International migration 2009, New York, NY:
Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, UN.,

Wooltson, C. (2007) “Labour standards and migration in the New Europe: post-
communist legacies and perspectives’, European Journal of Industrial Relations, vol
13, no 2, pp 199-218.

Yeates, N. (2009) Globalising care economies and migrant wotkers: Explorations in global
care chains, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

& |



Egﬁgaﬁtﬂi__iﬁtﬁg; LEsly BIEJEAL ‘BSRLEIED W 3l Anog
WRBIL BYY UMDY SUCOEMAE PUBMUEIS §'0 F UM S8U005 UBTaIda SERIT DOpEYS 0N

ESk £er B3 TIE | | v Uesl > 05 €0
EW ¥59 vl e Rl T NESL < (5 €7
g s ool T 9 | M Lo UoliEAsp pspEs

| | ok | (373 E8S FEN
L0 T iy e PRy ()

=
I
L
T =
wy

x

L)

| A

EpEy SE _ BT, Ry s Fi H.H._.u_m.

%
al
£
i
|

i
i
L
as

|
i

-l 3 |
$6-1 e 1

S I S el

Mg ™3 E 18 | BOUE

[T I _E-?_h_ i | “EpUEBLAN
& -

WwOIE W

Immigration and the variety of migrant integration regimes in the European Union

| s 9
_ el o
|
|
|

ggrarrer 388
% 3|8

Fimind

:?...:. T = .
Loana Awy AP U uopedosed |[Eiad h:ﬂi aﬂﬂﬂ_q_ ..!E:._.a.ﬂnu.__ua_.....ﬂq

;
&
§
2
: -
]

- 5403E31puY] JuBsuodwod Enpipul (X34} ¥epu] Aoy uoneiSsu) JueiBy) :9°g SpqeL
xjpuaddy



