-~
JI

The Hellenic Observatory

The European Institute

Effects of Migration on Sending Countries:

lessons from Bulgaria

Eugenia Markova

GreeSE Paper No 35

Hellenic Observatory Papers on Greece and Southeast Europe

May 2010
All views expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not 1e LONDON SCHOOL
necessarily represent the views of the Hellenic Observatory or the LSE |-S E or ECONOMICS anp
POLITICAL SCIENCE m

© Eugenia Markova



Table of Contents

ABSTRACT iii
1. Introduction

2. The dynamics of migration from Bulgaria: an oveview
2.1. The period: September 1944 — November 1989
2.2. Ethnic emigration

2.3. Political emigration
2.4. The period after 10 November 1989
3. Review of the empirical evidence on the effeaté migration on Bulgaria 12

~N o1 WwWNN

3.1. Demographic and social impacts of migration 12

3.2. Labour market impacts of emigration 17

3.3. Brain drain, brain gain and the Diaspora 20

3.4. Remittances 27
4. State management of emigration 34
5. Conclusion 36
References 39
Acknowledgements

This paper was conceived as part of a bigger EWdddrproject on “Gaining from
Migration” coordinated by the Development Centréhef OECD. It was significantly
expanded and revised thanks to the Greek Minidtigoonomy and Finance Senior
Research Fellowship awarded by the Hellenic ObseryaThe author is especially
grateful to Dr Vassilis Monastiriotis for his in@@st encouragement and constructive
comments on earlier drafts of the paper. Thanksse due to officials in the Greek
embassy in Sofia who provided useful data for tfugegt. A version is to appear A
Continent Moving West? EU Enlargement and Labougrition from Central and
Eastern EuropeBlack, Engbersen, Okolski and Pantiru (eds.), Andst@ University
Press (forthcoming in 2010).



Effects of Migration on Sending Countries: lessons from
Bulgaria
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ABSTRACT

Research on Bulgarian migration has been rather sketchy often
based on small purposive samples in selected host countries or on
macro data of unreliable quality from Bulgaria itself. A thorough
understanding of the impacts of migration for Bulgaria is needed to
heighten the possibility for policy makers in both sending and
receiving countries to help optimise the benefits of migration. This
paper aims to enhance this understanding by offering an historical
overview of migration dynamics and showing that in recent years
there has been a growing trend towards temporary and seasonal
migration rather than permanent settlement, the preferred
destinations being Greece, Turkey, Italy, Spain, Germany and
Netherlands. Seasonal and circular migration is becoming more
ethnically and regionally specific. The paper shows that current
emigration trends have substantial economic and demographic
consequences, both positively (the contribution to loosening of labour
market pressures, poverty alleviation, and an increase of small
businesses through remittances) and negatively (the danger of brain

drain and depopulation of peripheral regions of the country).

Keywords: Brain drain; Demographic impacts; Home country; Migration

effects; Remittances.

#* Migration Research Fellow at the Working Lives &ash Institute, London Metropolitan University;
Associate of the Hellenic Observatory, London Stled&conomics.

Correspondence:Working Lives Research Institute, 31 Jewry Streefidon EC3N 2EY;

Tel.: 020 7320 1397; E-malE.Markova@londonmet.ac.uk







Effects of Migration on Sending Countries: lessons from

Bulgaria

1. Introduction

Research on Bulgarian migration has been rathéclskeoften being based on
either small purposive samples in selected hosihtc@s or on macro data of
unreliable quality from Bulgaria itself. More redbn some analyses have
focused on certain socio-economic impacts of thegetion phenomenon on
Bulgaria. These analyses mainly refer to the effedtremittances and of a
‘brain drain’ on labour supply, and on family sttwes, particularly on the

children of migrant parents.

A better and more thorough understanding of theitipesand negative
consequences of migration for Bulgaria is neededhas will heighten the
possibility for policy-making, both in receiving @rorigin countries, to help
optimise the benefits of migration. This paper aints enhance this
understanding by identifying the size and naturevael as the dynamics of
emigration, providing empirical evidence on theremic and social costs and
benefits of emigration for Bulgaria and discusding most recent government
measures to maximise the benefits of migration. Ppaper concludes by

summarising the major challenges for policy makefulgaria.

The discussion is supported by data from the 200fuRtion Census in

Bulgaria, the Bulgarian National Bank, the Natioi&htistical Institute, the



Institute for Market Economics, the OECD and theu@mnl of Europe, the
Agency for Bulgarians Abroad, in-depth interviewsthwlocal authority
officials and returned seasonal migrants (Guenthet al. 2003) and
quantitative evidence from household survey datanidiev & Boshnakov,
2005), together with micro-survey data collected tbe author (Markova
2001; Markova & Sarris 2002; Markova 2006; Markd&aeilly 2007). The
last section of the paper draws on policy documprdduced by the Bulgarian

government.

2. The dynamics of migration from Bulgaria: an oveview
2.1.The period: September 1944 — November 1989

The end of WWII marked a fundamental change imtiigratory processes and
policies in Bulgaria and a new era for Bulgariahngt minorities as well. A
ban on the free movement of Bulgarian citizens wasoduced through
sophisticated border policing systems and very rictise and highly
complicated system for issuing passports. Bulgagiangration in this period
was predominantly motivated by political reasonsmais related to ethnicity.
Labour emigration was entirely controlled by thatet Labour supply was
regulated by bilateral agreements either with otteemtries from the Warsaw
Pact or with countries in the Arab world, such gsic&§ Libya, Tunisia, Iraq
and others that followed policies that were symgi@thwith the communist

principles.



2.2. Ethnic emigration

The first wave of post-WWII ethnic emigration ocmd in the period 1946-
1951 when predominantly Bulgarian Turks, Jews, Ariaies and Russians left
Bulgaria. The emigration of Bulgarian Turks remainde most significant
phenomenon in the history of this period. Fad#itaby a bilateral agreement
signed with Turkey, some 154,000 Bulgarian Turkgratied to Turkey in the
period 1950-1951. They settled primarily in the Mara and the Aegean Sea
regions. The collectivisation of land in Bulgariasvalso considered a strong
“push” factor for the first mass outflow of ethnlarks since the majority of
them were farmers and the expropriation of the land949 was felt as a
severe shock. In the following years, several agesds were signed with
Turkey to reunite divided Turkish families, and #rey 130,000 people left for
Turkey between 1968 and 1978 (Zhelyaskova 199&okat2002). After the
Turks, Jews were the second largest group invoinetie post-WWII ethnic
emigration flows from Bulgaria Between 1948 and 1949, some 32,106 Jews
emigrated from Bulgaria to Israel. Earlier, anotdgd00 Jews, mainly youth
and children, had migrated to Israel to join therndst struggle (Guentcheva et
al. 2003: 12). In the period 1946-1951, there wasnass emigration of
Armenians as well. Actively facilitated by the Sewvgovernment, about 8,000
left, mainly to Armenia (Mintchev 1999). Severakzéa Russian families from

north-eastern Bulgaria also left for the Soviet dsmiAround 2,000 Slovaks

! With the help of prominent Bulgarians, MPs and Buggarian King himself, some 50,000 Jews were
saved from the Nazi concentration camps during/iN€ll (Guentcheva et al. 2003: 12).



and Czechs returned to their home country from &udgbetween 1949 and

1951 (Guentcheva et al. 2003: 12-13).

The second wave of mass ethnic emigration occufuenhg the period 1966-
1980, when the total net emigration from Bulgag@aahed 115,309 people.
Almost all of these emigrants were ethnic Turks whoved to Turkey in
accordance with bilateral agreements (Guentcheval.e2003: 11). This
emigration was particularly intense between 1976 E379, with a highpoint in

1978 when net emigration from Bulgaria reached @3 @&chter 2002).

In the spring of 1989, a few months before the failthe Communist
government, there was a large exodus of BulgariatksT leaving for Turkey.
This was the infamous mass exodus, ironically dallbe big excursion’,
which, most political scientists in Bulgaria bekely had a great impact upon
the shattering of the Communist regime (Guentcled\e. 2003: 14). It marked
a dramatic culmination of years of tensions andieese among the Turkish
community, which intensified with the Bulgarian gomment’'s assimilation
campaign in the winter of 1985, which attemptedanike ethnic Turks change
their names to Bulgarian Slavic names. The campb&ggan with a ban on
wearing traditional Turkish dress and speaking H®rkin public places
followed by the forced name-changing campaign. TBidgarization’ policy
provoked resistance among the Turkish minority,regped in the form of
protests and demonstrations, many of which werdenity suppressed by

troops. Some Turks went on hunger strike. In M&B9 the Bulgarian



authorities began to expel Turks (Poulton 1993). ewhthe Turkish
government’s efforts to negotiate with Bulgaria &or orderly migration failed,
Turkey opened its borders to Bulgaria on 2 Juné®188mass influx followed.
Some claimed that Turkey was given more than US$r#lion in grants and
loans by the United States government and the Glooh&urope in order to
open its borders to Bulgarian Turks (Bobeva 1924&)2However, the Turkish
government decided on 21 August 1989 to reintroduemigration visa
requirements for ethnic Turks, which had been teamiy lifted in June
(Kirisci 1996). It was estimated that about 360,@d0nic Turks had by then
left for Turkey (Zhelyazkova 1998). More than ardhwould subsequently
return to Bulgaria once the ban on Turkish named bhaen revoked in

December 1989 (Guentcheva et al. 2003: 14).

2.3. Political emigration

The establishment of the communist regime detemihimevave of political

emigration from Bulgaria, especially since 1948 wiibe leftist opposition
parties were dissolved. The largest communitiepaditical emigrants were
concentrated in the neighbouring countries of Gee@&crkey and Yugoslavia,
and in Western Europe, namely Italy and Franceg&udn political emigration
was ideologically and politically divided. It wasven more divided in 1950
when the Communist government decreed an amneatyaliowed a one-year
grace for all political refugees to return to Bulgathe only exception being
those found guilty of political espionage. As autesBulgarian political

emigration never managed to consolidate itself amdecome a powerful



opposition to the communist government (see Guentclet al. 2003). The
number of Bulgarian political asylum-seekers grewthe late 1940s and early
1950s, and then decreased in the late 1950s, whign19063 managed to
emigrate. The numbers decreased further in the sL88Qust 684 registered
emigrants between 1981 and 1988 (Table 1). Howeher,accuracy of the
official emigration data contained in the Statigticrearbooks of Bulgaria,
from 1952-1989, is highly debatable as it would have captured those who
had used ‘illegal’ ways to leave the country anguested asylum abroad. For
example, the official statistics in Bulgaria potot684 emigrants who left the
country in 1981-1988. For the same period, thassizg of the host countries
have registered 2,761 asylum applications lodgeBudgarian citizens: 893 in
Germany, 851 in Austria, 384 in Italy, 166 in Switand, 119 in Greece, 105
in Turkey, 67 in Belgium, 55 in Sweden, 44 in Sp&i in the Netherlands, 20
in the UK, 19 in Denmark, 13 in Norway, 3 in Pordligand 1 in Finland

(calculations based on data in UNHCR 2001).

Table 1 Total number of emigrants from Bulgaria, 196-1988.

Year Emigrants
1946-1950 100,121
1951-1955 101,454
1956-1960 1,063
1961-1965 429
1966-1970 14,280
1971-1975 27,139
1976-1980 73,890
1981-1988 684

Source Statistical Yearbooks of Bulgaria, 1952-1989.



2.4. The period after 10 November 1989

On 10 November 1989 the Bulgarian communist regefleafter 45 years of
uninterrupted rule and Bulgarian citizen were ablowireedom of travel again.
According to the National Statistical Institute §29 some 218,000 Bulgarians
left the country in this particular year and emigma flows were mainly
directed towards Turkey (Table 2). This emigratwanve is estimated to have

been the highest since 1989.

Table 2 Bulgarian emigration 1989-2009.

Year Men Women TOTAL

1989 106,432 (48.8%) 111,568 (51.2%) 218,000 (100%)
1990 68,759 (78.2%) 19,136 (21.8%) 87,895 (100%)
1991 19,112 (47.5%) 21,152 (52.5%) 40,264 (100%)
1992 65,250

1993 _ 69,609

1994 Figures fo(; (’;CvensE gzggsdge not broken 64,000

1995 54,000

1996 66,000

2007* 1,119 (37.8%) 1,839 (62.2%) 2,9580%)
2008* 766 (36.3%) 1,3463.7%) 2,112 (100%)
2009* 8,353 (43.9%) 10,686 (56.1%) 0B9, (100%)

Source:National Statistical InstituteNote: * The figures include only those people who've
declared change of address (from Bulgaria to aigoreountry) to the administrative
authorities in Bulgaria

The second emigration wave was prompted by contisiyodeteriorating
economic conditions and widespread disillusionmesgpecially amongst
young people, with the first democratic electiomsl®990 won by the renamed
communist party. Almost 88,000 people left in 199@ce again, most of them
were Bulgarian Turks. At the end of 1990 the totdiicial number of

unemployed reached 70,000. Although this was a Ispraportion of a



workforce of almost 4 million, it had a significapsychological impact. Many
people were leaving the country because of feargraiving unemployment
(Hutchings 1994). Highly skilled migrants were leay for more permanent
settlement in Austria and Germany in Europe antthéntransatlantic countries
of US and Canada. The main driving force for entigrawas the desire to
work in their chosen professions while there wasgrawing threat of
unemployment due to the closure of many Bulgaresearch institutes and the
redundancy of management posts in the public se(3@PEMI 1993).
Neighbouring countries of Turkey and Greece wergoding predominantly
migrants from the lower skill end of the labour ketrand the main ‘pull’
factor was survival. In 1993 Bulgaria was placedhe EU’s ‘black’ visa list.
Restrictive visa regimes by EU countries changegiicantly the direction
and character of the migration flows. Official enaigon to Western Europe -
excepting Austria, a traditional economic and comuia partner, and
Germany - dropped dramatically. Emigration to Geeaad Italy was largely
undocumented in character. Higher living standaes®l the desire for
prosperity were the most important ‘pull’ factorsr femigration. By 1996
Bulgaria was facing its most severe political amdr@mic crisis, with an
officially recorded inflation rate at 310.8% ford® Survival, once again, was
the most powerful reason for leaving the country1997 and 1998 emigration
was facilitated by the Central European Free TrAdea (CEFTA), which
favoured migration between the countries in tramsit Emigration was

directed mainly towards the Czech Republic, Hungarg Romania (SOPEMI



1999). Spain in particular became an attractiestidation for Bulgarian
migrants in the second half of the 1990s. Anecdetadlence attributed this
migration mainly to the comparative tolerance oé tBpanish authorities,
employers and local people towards undocumenteckigior workers.
Researchers at the Gabinet d’Estudis Socials (BEBarcelona estimated the
total number of registered Bulgarians in Spain @daduary 2007 to be 118,182
(GES 2008). In the second half of the 1990s, the number of Bugms
choosing the UK as a destination became more signif when Bulgarians
started making use of the ECAA visas that allowesht entry into the UK as

self-employed businessmen and women.

Since 2001, Bulgaria has experienced apprecialdagtn declining rates of
emigration. According to OECD data for the perkD1-2004, an estimated
60,000 to 100,000 people left the country, whigtresented a considerable fall
compared to an estimated 210,000 people who eradyrdtiring the period

1998-2001, with about 88,000 Bulgarian immigraeigistered in the European
countries in 2004 Bulgaria ranked fourth amongst the top 10 coastmf

origin for migrants in the EU, after Romania, Palaand Morocco (SOPEMI

2006). This was a period of intensive reconstrucimd implementation of
sound macroeconomic policies in an attempt tolftile EU accession criteria.
As a result, the average growth exceeded 6 pepmmyear in 2004-07. The

country successfully completed EU negotiations umel 2004 and then, in

21t should be noted, however, that this figure iiels new residence permits as well as renewed ones
for people who had left the country in previousrgeand had returned.



April 2005, the accession treaty was signed in mxerg. On 1 January 2007
Bulgaria joined the European Union. Per capita mmeoincreased by an
average of 6 percent per year since 1998 (at psirapgower parity in real
terms). Unemployment was reduced substantially fobmse to 20 percent in
2000 to below 7 percent in 2007. In the first h&lf2007, the tendency for a
real growth of GDP above 6% continued signifyingstable pattern of
economic development in the couritriowever, despite an overall positive
performance Bulgaria continued to be one of therggtocountries in the EU.
The country’s per capita income in 2006 at puratgapiower parity was just 37
% of the average level of EU27The large income differences reflected
significant gaps in investment and productivity aimdthe functioning of
product and factor markets, and still propel entigra EU audit of the
management of EU funds in the country publisheduly 2008 revealed that
Bulgaria was not able to fully benefit of the Elsiagance because of critical
weaknesses in administrative and judicial capaattyall levels. High level
corruption and organised crime exacerbated thesblgmns. Later on, the
global economic and financial crisis caused detafion in the country’s
economic conditions with GDP declining by 3.5% dhe unemployment rate
reached 8% at the end of 2009. ‘Push’ factors @gaen reminiscent those of
the 1990s while ‘Pull’ factors for emigration haslganged as the host countries
are plunged in recession. Notwithstanding, somey&idns continue to leave

because of low living standards, for better pratesd realisation and for

3 http://www.ime.bg
* http://www.worldbank.org
® http://www.europe.bg/en/htmls/page.php?category&a8€15949
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access to education, while others return. Anecdetadence suggests that a
significant number of Bulgarian migrants from Spane returning in response

to worsened economic conditions there.

Mainly young people accepted at universities andsseal workers are
emigrating. The growing tendency towards tempoearg seasonal migration
rather than permanent settlement further expand#&ti Wulgaria’'s EU

membership. Most member states have imposed labatket restrictions for
Bulgarian citizens except for self-employment; hoere Bulgarian workers are
exercising their right for free movement in the Ethe; while doing so they
often undertake semi-legal jobs for a few monthsytare a particular mobile
category of temporary semi-legal workers. The rséemporary or circular
(repeated) economic migration, predominantly undosnted or semi-
documented (legal right for residence but not foorky in character, is
attributed to increased unemployment in certainioreg within Bulgaria.

Pockets of extreme poverty persist in the counéspecially in ethnically
mixed rural areas. Thus, seasonal and circular atigr becomes more
ethnically and regionally specific. In some munaipes in Bulgaria, the
emigrants are entirely of Turkish origin while, others, there are ethnic
Bulgarians. In some other municipalities, Roma pe@ye predominant. For
example, of all undocumented Bulgarian migrantshe Netherlands, 80%
were said to be ethnic Turks, most of them comiragnfthe south-eastern
Bulgarian district of Kurdzhali (Guentcheva et2003). Last but not least, the

US, via its Green Card lottery system, remains raportant destination for
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permanent settlement, attracting annually betwe6f@05and 6,000 Bulgarian

immigrants (SOPEMI 2005).

3. Review of the empirical evidence on the effectsf migration on
Bulgaria

Migration impacts on a home country in a varietynays depending upon the
magnitudes, composition and nature of migratioow$lp as well upon the
specific context from which migrants are drawn.sTpaper will consider four
key aspects of migration: demographic and socigbaits; labour market
impacts; brain drain, brain gain and Diaspora dhd,effects of remittances.
What does the evidence on Bulgarian migration migievith respect to each of

these?

3.1.Demographic and social impacts of migration

One of the most immediate effects of Bulgarian eatign was the drastic
reduction in the population. In the years betwdenlast two Censuses of 1992
and 2001, the Bulgarian population fell by 6% androone-third of the
reduction was attributed to emigration — some 219 Beople left the country
during this period (National Statistical Institug904: 43). This figure is
inconsistent with previous official statistics fttre same period. For instance,
for the period 1993-1996, National Statistical ituse estimated that the
number of emigrants was 253,609 people (Table @).1998-2001, official

estimates put the emigrant number at 210,000 pd§WELEMI 2006). Results

12



from Bulgaria’s 2001 Census put the country’s papah at 7.9 million, a
decrease of about half a million from the previaensus in 1992. The
Economist Intelligence Unit in London gave even dovpopulation figures,
estimating Bulgaria’s population in 2001 at 7.7 limi and forecasting a

further fall to a total of 7.4 million by the ye2612.

At the end of 2004 the permanent population of Bulggwas 7,761,049, a
decrease of 40,224 people compared to the populdigures of 2003

(National Statistical Institute 2005: 14). The niagadevelopment in the last
few years is attributed to both a negative natpgbulation growth (a low

fertility level and an extremely high mortality-edtand emigration. Bulgaria is
amongst the five ‘oldest’ countries in Europe tbgetwith Italy, Greece,

Germany and Spain, with a share of the older-age(65 years and over) at
more than 16% of the total population (Council of@e 2004). At the end of
2004, the share of young people under fifteen yedrage was 1,073,000
(13.8%). For the period 1998-2004, this share desa@ by 268,000 and the
share of people above 65 years of age increas&b 00, and by the end of
2004 reached 1,331,000 people (17.1%). In 2004wibr&ing age population

was 4,782,000 people (61.6%); as a result of mdedyslative changes, this
category of people has increased by 35,000 pe@préa) compared to 2003.
Nevertheless the country’s old-age dependency K@@ number of people

below 15 and over 64 per 100 of the population betwl5 and 64) dropped to

http://sofiaecho.com/2007/07/26/654886 eiu-econendacators-in-bulgaria-to-weaken-through-
2011
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44.9% in 2004, a reduction of 4% compared to 1998tipnal Statistical

Institute 2005: 16).

Massive emigration, especially from the ethnicatiixed regions in southeast
Bulgaria resulted in the depopulation of some drefscording to the 1992
Census, some 344,849 Bulgarians of Turkish origid migrated to Turkey
between 1989 and 1992, which resulted in signiticlmographic decline in
southern Bulgaria and the complete depopulations@ine municipalities
(SOPEMI 1995). Research on the home impacts ofosahsnigration from
Bulgaria (Guentcheva et al. 2003) pointed to sonegiogs political
consequences of the phenomenon. For example,essikh of the decline in the
population in the ethnically mixed Kurdzhali regidwo parliamentary seats
were lost, which diminished the region’s overallifpmal power. Bulgaria is
already experiencing labour shortages both of hmd low-skilled labour.
Recently, the government announced the transfoomati the country from a
migrant sending and a transit country into a migraneiving one (Ministry of

Labour and Social Policy 2008).

Forecasts by the National Statistical Institute IjN$ Bulgaria indicate that in
the next 50 years the population of Bulgaria wiirisk to 5.1 million,
regardless of the increasing birth rates. The dndw@ will be by 40,000

people if the current socio-economic developmensipes and the policies

" At the end of 2004, 144 formerly populated aremsthie country became entirely depopulated
(population=0). These areas are mainly border region the south and west of the countBapital
2006). “Peasants of urban Type: Government pokcypdeded to put an end to the depopulation of
villages”, issue 28) (in Bulgarian). This is due it@reased urbanisation and external migration.
According to NSI data, 67.1% of the population 89Q lived in urban areas while in 2004 this figure
had risen to 70%.

14



remain unchanged. The Director of the NSI's PoputatDepartment has
commented in the press that emigration was the megison for the dramatic
population decrease. His calculations pointed toual®20,000 Bulgarians
leaving the country each year. However, the Ministe Labour and Social
Policy presented a more optimistic picture of th@édarians’ intensions for
emigration; in 2007, the share of Bulgarians whoenganning to work abroad
decreased by 80% compared to 2001. Employment sgent the country
claim that in recent times they have been receiv@ggiests by mainly qualified
Bulgarians living abroad who are interested in ifigda job and returning more

permanently in the country.

There is little empirical evidence - with the extep of a few studies- on the
social effects of emigration in Bulgaria. Most tietavailable information is
anecdotal and discussed in the press. The maialsgféects of emigration in
Bulgaria consist of changes in family compositiowl Zhild outcomes in terms

of health and education.

Changes in family composition occur either only paetner emigrates — which
sometimes leads to a break-up — or when both partemigrate and the
children are left at home. Research on East Earopmmigrants in London
and Brighton, UK, conducted in 2005, revealed thdittle over one in five
Bulgarians had left their partners in Bulgaria andst of their children lived
there (Markova & Black 2007). Some male migrantgolmed in circular

migration to Greece reported having families inhbotbhe home and host

15



country. Many have been reported as saying: ‘| lm®me here and there; |
have a wife in Bulgaria and two children; now, Mba partner and a child in

Greece as well’ (Markova 2005).

Children are most affected by the emigration ofirtip@arents. A study by
Guentcheva et al(2003) warns of the high dropout school rates arsbng
children of migrant parents who have been left lelm Bulgaria in the care of
grandparents or aunts. According to teachers suglispenjoy the freedoms
associated with having more money than children sehparent did not
migrate. They become easily spoiled and undis@pliand they do not obey
their elderly grandparents or other relatives sgyvas their guardians. They

start smoking, drinking and eventually leave sclatimgether.

In the last few years, the Bulgarian press hasafscribed these children as
having ‘Skype parent’ One study on access to education in Bulgariadoun
that the most frequently cited reason for dropping of school was to join
family members who have left for seasonal shoriter longer-term stay
abroad (lliev & Kabakchieva 2002). However, reshaaiso reveals some
positive stories of families of returned seasonaramts who have invested
their savings into securing a better educatiorttieir children (Guentcheva et

al. 2003).

8 So-called after the Skype voice over internet progne that facilitates free video and telephone
calls.
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3.2.Labour market impacts of emigration

Lucas (2005:89) maintains that ‘economic theorgisfvery few unambiguous
hypothesised effects of emigration upon local laboarkets’. It's plausible to
assume though that emigration reduces labour suppBrall and more
specifically, the supply of the particular categsrof emigrating workers, even
in the long-run. Whether this will diminish unempioent pressures and
pressures on the government budget (social sumpogrammes) or increase
wages in the labour market where the emigrantsdegghrted from depends
upon migrant employment status prior to departurevhether employed or
unemployed. Assuming the former, the effects orotigin labour markets will
depend upon the prevalence of surplus of partictype, the institutional
barriers to wage flexibility in that particular nkat, the role of international
trade in the respective product markets, and tlléyabf those left behind to

acquire skills or move to where the vacant pos#iare.

At the beginning of the 1990s, most emigrants weuégarians of Turkish

origin ‘pushed’ by economic decline in the ethrlicahixed regions where they
were residing. They were leaving because of lgstihoods — tobacco growing
and construction. The prices of tobacco were plutmgethe markets in the
former socialist countries were lost, and the aaoresion sector was collapsing,
whilst residents in the border regions no longgoyed state privileges as part
of the border control system during communism. Alo¢éal evidence suggests
that the majority of them went to work in low skl jobs in Turkey. Overall,

however, this emigration was characterised by rbidiain’ as well because
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over half of the emigrants had educational levebdr than secondary school
and some 12% were university graduates. Of theyhmialified workers, 10%
came from engineering and technical professiorilwed by economics and
agricultural specialisations. These people weleeeiinemployed or threatened
to become unemployed due to the closure of marsarel institutes and the
redundancy of managerial posts in the public se(@@PEMI 1993). At the
same time, the demise of the cooperatives and rilatigation or closure of
many industrial plants produced a large numbemeimployed workers across

all skill categories.

The massive emigration that started in 1989-1992 @mtinued though at a
declining rate throughout the 1990s, took placenfaodomestic labour market
characterised by dramatically increasing unemploymeates and rapidly
deteriorating GDP growth rates. The market wasodestt and could not
operate properly as there were no institutions armethanisms for social
partnership on a national level to allow salary ategions at branch and
company level. In the first half the 1990s, theolehpublic sector was hit by
massive wage erosion; the real wage rate dropp&2Wy(Beleva et al., 1996).
In 1996, the Bulgarian labour market entered itsstmdramatic phase of
development, with drastically devaluated nationairency and the rate of

inflation reaching its record of 435.8%.

In this process of transition in the Bulgarian labanarkets emigration has

played a major role. In the absence of the emmgnatilternative, domestic
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unemployment and the downward pressure on the wayésth the newly
emerging private sector and the restructured put#ictor would have been

much sharper.

To sum up, the Bulgarian labour market of the 198@s characterised as
‘loose’ with huge labour surplus and large pooloemployed workers across
all skill categories. By definition, in such contgxall departing workers and
low skilled workers in particular can be easily lemed at little or no cost to
employers usually through on-the-job-training. Boe highly skilled though —
engineers, scientists, teachers, accountants, rdoeton the short run, their
departure only alleviated pressures on the labarket created by the surplus
of this type of highly qualified labour and the lmlgy of the market to absorb
them. However, in the long-run, the specific gepdic locations of migrants’
origins have important implications for the locabbur markets. For instance,
labour markets in the peripheral regions of thentguare likely to prove more
inflexible in replacing the departing workers. Tieparture of migrants may
result either in increase in wages or reductiomnder-/unemployment in the
areas from which migrants depart. However, givensgbgmented character of
the Bulgarian labour market, these benefits are emdékely to be
disproportionately distributed across the countrighwihe capital Sofia and
other urban settings benefitting most and the perg regions being most
disadvantaged. As a result, regional disparitiegeh@uses increased rural to
urban migration. The rate of internal movement tban areas (especially

Sofia) has accelerated significantly. The increasmdentration of high skilled
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workers in the urban centres is likely to create serplus putting downward
pressures on wages. Similarly, the global econ@métfinancial crisis will put
additional pressure on the local labour marketsireugh contraction in the
labour markets, slow down in wage growth and radacin government
spending on social protection programmes (World KB&009) — with

peripheral markets likely to be the hardest hit.

3.3.Brain drain, brain gain and the Diaspora

Data from the National Statistical Institute sudgdghat, in the 1990s, a large
proportion of emigrants from Bulgaria were highliilled, alarming that
Bulgaria might be loosing development potentialcéwling to the director of
the Sofia branch of Gallup international pollingeagy, ‘50-60% of the
emigrants were highly-educated, including wellsiesd specialists’ (Tomiuc
2002). Analysing ‘brain drain’ and ‘brain gain’ Wwih Europe, Wolburg (2002)
points out that some 20,000 scientists left Bubgan 1989 heading West,
primarily to Germany, Ireland, the UK and FrancetHe period between 1990
and 1992, another 40,000 specialists left the cgyStraubhaar 2000). For the
same period, Bulgarian sources reported an exodasme 40,000 Bulgarian
scientists (Sretenova 2003). Chobanova (2003: 4 an Gill & Guth 2005:6)
states that in the case of Bulgaria: ‘The countag lost one small town of
55,000 to 60,000 of its highest educated and skippjepulation each year

during the last decade (1990s)’. Horvat (2004) adgthat Bulgarian students
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were among the largest South and Eastern Europgedens populations in
many European countries and scientists from Budgasually had a very high
skill ratio. An increasing number of Bulgarian zéns had applied for the
Highly-Skilled Migration Programme (HSMP) in the Uduring 2002-2005

The number of successful applicants ranged fronins2002 when the scheme

began to 40 in 2005.

A significant number of the high skilled personneaving Bulgaria were
school teachers. Due to dramatically declininghbigite and the emigration of
young people and whole families, there were notughochildren to enrol at
school, which resulted in job losses for teachditse number of children
enrolled in primary, secondary, and high-schoolcation in 1993-1994 has
dropped by 39.0% (167,732 children); 37.3% (166)650d 7.2% (26,346),
respectively, in 2007-2008. The number of teaclensrimary education has
dropped from 24,601 in 1993-1994 to 16,585 in 200@8, a decrease of
32.6%; the decrease of the number of secondaryoktbachers for the same
period is 33.6% (12,160 teachéfs)The author’s research has shown that some
6% of the sample of 100 undocumented Bulgariafshens in 1996 were last
employed in Bulgaria as primary and secondary ddeaahers; the figure rose
to 9% for the interviewed Bulgarians in Athens @92 in a sample of 153
(Markova 2001). In a subsequent sample of 202 Biagaimmigrants

interviewed by this author in Madrid in 2003-20&me 7% were teachers

® The HSMP started on 1 February 2002 and so da@0fi are for 1 February to 31 December 2002.
19 Author’s calculations based on data made availaplhe National Statistical Institute in Bulgaria
(http://www.nsi.bg/SocialActivities/Education.hfrtin Bulgarian).
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(Markova 2006). In both countries, the former teash mainly women, were

experiencing deskilling working in domestic sergice

Nonetheless, brain drain had particularly severesequences for the
development of the ethnically mixed regions in doaintry where the loss of
key personnel (mainly doctors) rendered very diftithe delivery of health
care. Guentcheva et al. (2003: 52) provide empiggalence for this, showing
that recent emigration from these areas involvedntiost active and qualified
segment of the population i.e. those who had losit fprivileged social status
during the transition years of the 1990s. Amongrthgere former mayors,
representatives of municipal councils, former paien, technicians, students
and doctors. In an earlier piece of research base set of Turkish statistics,
Bobeva (1994: 227) showed that the community ogBu&n Turks lost 9,000

university graduates to emigration during the e2€90s.

Other researchers, however, believe that ‘thereokas just a trickle of highly

qualified emigrants, and even cumulatively it ig bagg enough to make any
difference at all’ (Gachter 2002). They argue ttnatre has been no dearth of
professionals and specialists in Bulgaria, at lemshpared to other Balkan
countries. The number of scientists and resear@remg Bulgaria’s working-

age population still remained high, especially efation to GDP per capita at
purchasing power parity (PPP). And, the reductmothe number of scientists

and professionals only served to bring the numbérechnicians to a more
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realistic and sustainable level, namely in linehwdther, frequently much

wealthier, countries in the areai(l).

In the last few years, some young Bulgarian finanbirokers have set up
organisations which aim to attract business intetesBulgaria. The ‘City

Club’ in London and the Wall Street in New York wethe most successful
among them. It was the former Prime Minister, astov, who in 2000 first

attempted to attract the interest and expertisgohg Bulgarian expatriates to
Bulgaria, organising an event titled ‘Bulgarian tea's Shortly after this, a

similar initiative followed in the summer of 2008nd was organised by the
then President, Peter Stoyanov. lronically, jusyear later, some of those
invited to the event, such as financial brokersnfioondon, became the main
reason why Kostov’'s party suffered major lossetheelections of June 2001.
These elections presented a very interesting ®tuavhen a last-minute
formed party led by a former king won and promigedave the country in 800
days. Amongst the party’s candidates were profaasiBulgarian emigrants —
one of the most prominent participants in the redg@mgarian government
initiatives for attracting high skilled migrants ®ulgaria -who put on hold
their careers in the west to participate in Bulgari politics.

They formed the first government comprised mairflyedurned professionals.
Even without repatriation, migrant communities héwe potential to contribute
to home country development. Remitting to or invegstn the home country is
one primary route. In addition, however, transnalonetworks via flows of

economic and social capital are recognised todaythas most important
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developmental resource associated with interndtionigration (Newland,

2003).

There are still no accurate numbers on the sizheBulgarian communities
abroad. The recently published National Strategyhef Republic of Bulgaria
on Migration and Integration (2008-2015) contaiome estimates both of the
old political immigrants and the new immigrants whed left the country after
1989: over 50,000 in Germany, about 25,000 in Aaisabout 10,000 in the
Czech Republic, about 50,000 in Italy, about 3,@0@he Slovak Republic,
about 5,000 in Hungary, about 4,000 in Belgium, bbl0,000 in Greece,
over 60,000 in the UK, about 2,000 in Sweden, d#000 in France, around
10,000 in Portugal, over 120,000 in Spain. Anot2@®,000 Bulgarians are in
the US, about 45,000 in Canada, some 15-20,00@harght to be in South
Africa and another 15,000-20,000 in Australia (Mtry of Labour and Social
Policy 2008: 5). About 700,000 are thought to be Bulgarians of Turkish
origin in Turkey. Table 3 provides information ohetstock of registered

Bulgarian citizens in selected European destinationthe period 2000-2004.

In 2003, the Agency for Bulgarians Abroad conduaedghique survey on the
problems faced by the Bulgarian migrant communiiigoad in their attempts to
participate in Bulgaria’s econonty.The survey found that a lack of sufficient
and reliable information on privatisation dealsyestment possibilities and
other aspects of economic reform in Bulgaria, a agecorruption at all levels

of governance and onerous bureaucratic procedure® amongst the main

% hitp://www.aba.bg
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issues pointed out by Bulgarians abroad as issimsaffect the willingness of
the Bulgarian migrant community to invest in BulgarBased on their
responses, the survey identified four main groupsBolgarian migrants,

according to their economic relations with the doyn

The first group consisted of very rich expatriates (@bh50-70 persons), who
had made some large investments in the country.edewy some of them have
been accused of destabilising actions against tite. Others were sceptical
about investing in Bulgaria, fearing the strongdden’ influence of the former
communist party. Theecond group represented the ‘middle class’ of &iudq
emigration (about 20,000 people). It is mainly e tUS, Canada, Germany,
Austria and other Western European countries. Téwey considered as an
already established Bulgarian ‘lobby’ and a googesiment potential for the
country. They are usually in professional occupesjowith good managerial
skills and in good social and institutional posisoin the host countries. The
third groupcomprised a wider range of Bulgarian emigrantsmfitbhose who
migrate on a seasonal or temporary basis and whasually undocumented
migrants to legal migrants in the lower social tstraf the host country. Some
80% of these people were estimated to remit snrmatlumts of money each
month to their families and relatives in the counffinally, the fourth group
included ethnic Bulgarian resettlements, usualtyated close to Bulgarian

borders. They strive to establish economic ties wieir motherland.
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State measures also include the establishment lodites on the labour market
conditions in Bulgaria and current vacancies. Bu#gastudents abroad are of
special interest. The government plans to incll@entin a special register that
will be made available to interested employers (Mg of Labour and Social

Policy 2008).

Table 3 Stock of Bulgarian citizens in selected Ewpean countries.

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Germany
» Council of Europe, 2004 32,290 34,359 38,143 42,419
+ Federal Office for Migration and 42,420 44,300
Refugees, Germany (in Haug
2005)
Greece
e 2001 Census 35,104
« Baldwin-Edwards, 2004 46,114
Denmark** 394 408 426 460 .
Iceland** 44 58 62 72 68
Spain** 3,031 .. 44,151 63,155
91,509
(2005
Census)
[taly** 5,637 6,758
Latvia** 22 24 25 23 28
Norway** 355 e 464 533 567
Portugal** 343 376 431
Romania** 92 86 92 92 67
Slovenia** 127 66 68
Hungary
» Council of Europe, 2004 1,499 1,200 1,146 1,085 1,118
e SOPEMI, 2005. 1,200 1,100 1,100
Finland** 317 297 308 326
Netherlands** 713 870 1,074 1,360
Czech Republic
» Council of Europe, 2004 5454 4,131 3,558 3,783 3,904

4,000 4,100 4,200 4,100
* SOPEMI, 2005
United Kingdom

e 2001 Population Census (England 5,154
& Wales)
« OECD data base on expatriates 5,350
Switzerland** 1,943 2,012 2,293 2,596 2,589
Sweden** 1065 1002 805 796

** Source Council of Europe, 2004, p. 310.
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3.4.Remittances

Remittances are generally considered to be onkeeopdsitive outcomes of the
migration process. Most remittances are sent tdlyamembers in the home
community of the migrant. The income distributiamass families will depend
upon the type of families that receive the remiten— whether it is the poorer
or wealthier families that receive them. Lukas @08rgues that the increased
incomes as a result of remittances can in turness® incomes for families
who receive no remittances at all; one mechanisrdoaig it is through the
multiplier effects of expanded spending — as mitgafamilies increase their
consumption, the additional demand for good samdices creates jobs for
other families that also spend and increase demahdre has been much
discussion of using remittances beyond consump#od for investment;
spending on education, housing and land are resedrforms of investment.
Along Lucas’s (2005) lines of analysis, at macraoesuic level, the amount of
remittances that generate national investmentpgmigent upon the returns that
can be obtained from those whose incomes wereaseteas a result of the
remittances. Remittances may increase upward pesssan prices through
expansion in consumption much of which is satisfigdmports, thus leading
to trade deficits and current account deficitsadidition, remittances can also
bring an infusion of foreign exchange may allowealrappreciation of the
exchange rate; for economies with high importstiredato foreign exchange
reserves, or for heavily indebted economies, thditiad to foreign exchange

availability can prove valuable (Lukas et al. 2006)
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This section of the paper will only provide empalicevidence on the

determinants of migrant remittances and their nghe context of Bulgaria.

Data released by the Bulgarian National Bank shmat the amount of money
sent by Bulgarians abroad to relatives in the aguimds increased consistently
in absolute terms and as a percentage of GDP, 1@®8 onwards (Table 4).
For example, money transfers in 2004 comprised tad@% of Bulgarian GDP
and amounted to a greater share of national indbwe the educational and
healthcare budget of the country. In 2006, the Wdhnk registered an
increase in the amount of remittances pointing 85,695 million, or about
5.4% of the country’s GDP (World Bank 2008: 71)v&i the existence of
informal methods of remitting money (transfers iasle and in-kind from
returning Bulgarians emigrants), this figure islikto under-report the actual
scale of such transfers. Mintchev and BoshnakowW%p@stimate that the

official figures register just some 45-50% of attmggrant remittances.

According to data released by the Agency for Busger Abroad at least

300,000 people send amounts ranging between US$alQ®E$ 300 to their
families on a regular monthly basis. Remittances wwed primarily to cover
basic needs and the purchase of durable goodsicHgta et al. (2005) argue
that remittances have become very important forravipg living standards

and reviving local economies through increased waion and investment.

12 The Agency for the Bulgarians Abroad (ABA) is atetinstitution tasked with collecting data about
expatriate Bulgarians. It also co-ordinates ampstts the activities of state institutions towards
expatriate Bulgarian communitieistip://www.aba.government.hdt should be noted that ABA uses
the term ‘expatriate Bulgarian’ and does not beedoncept ‘Bulgarian emigrant’.
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These macroeconomic effects, they claim, can adse lthe effect of delaying
government reforms for economic restructuring anolices to tackle
underlying causes of emigration. The ability of gnvate households to satisfy
their immediate needs independently from the gawemt can create a
disincentive from the authorities to work for ateetousiness environment and
to deal with the economic and structural problehst pushed the people to

leave initially.

A qualitative study on the effects of seasonal atign on Bulgaria by
Guentcheva et al. (2003) confirms the use of ramitts for consumption and
the purchase of houses and flats. In an intervieguathe use of remittances,
the secretary of the Momchilgrad municipality, ihet Kurdzhali region,
commented:
In spite of the widespread belief that remittanicethe Kurdzhali region are at least
€100 million a year, they are considered ‘deadtefipimmobilised into purchases of
apartments, houses or luxury cars. This money doesirculate, does not serve local
businesses. Money from seasonal workers abroadtisignificant, because such
people work primarily in low-wage sectors, do nahf much money and whatever
they bring is used for consumption (often conspi)o Our municipality is the

region with the most Mercedes cars per persongnithole country. (in Guentcheva
et al. 2003: 49)

Bulgarian migrants spend money on health duringr thleort visits home,
notably on dentistry as they cannot afford to wasientist in Italy or Greece,

where they live.
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The pattern of allocating migrants’ money to housesl apartments has
boosted the real-estate market in the region, fstgnitly pushing prices up. A
guantitative study by Mintchev and Boshnakov (2008)ich used data from a
random sample of 1,000 households, found that migramittances were
mainly used for consumption, purchasing a car angerty; very few, though,
expressed an interest in buying land. This wasaexetl by reference to the
underdeveloped land market. Interestingly, it wks® dound that every fifth
household receiving transfers from abroad was waslin some kind of
entrepreneurship — to establish a new businessmitdéupport an existing one
- whilst this was true for only one in ten houselsohot receiving remittances.
Transport, services and trade were the main seofgpsoductive investment.
These were usually small and medium-size businessell as leasehold (e.g.

purchase of a car and its usage for a taxi).

Research regarding seasonal and undocumented msiggaggests that they
remit more and remit more often. A study by thehaubased on questionnaire
interviews with 100 undocumented Bulgarian immigsahving in Athens,

Greece, in 1996, revealed that undocumented Balgganiemitted on monthly
basis over half of their earnings and there wadifferentiation by marital

status, number of family members in Bulgaria, ititers to stay in Greece or
any other attributes. The only exception was thedgevariable, indicating that
women were sending a larger share of their incamBulgaria compared to
men. This could be explained by the fact that nebshe women in the sample

—divorced or married— had their children or whadenilies in Bulgaria. The
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analysis of another sample of 153 Bulgarian immmtganterviewed by the
author in Athens and on the island of Crete in 1%@9ne 10 months after the
implementation of the first legalisation programofethe Greek government,
showed considerable alteration in immigrants’ réngtand saving behaviour.
Almost half of the sample, having acquired legaltist and access to the
banking system in the host country, had startechgawore money in Greece,
thus reducing the amount sent home. In contrasipaumented migrants being
uncertain about their stay in Greece remitted nwten and remitted almost
their entire income. The variable on the numbefaaiily members in Bulgaria
had a significant explanatory power (at 1% levesighificance); an additional
family member in Bulgaria increased the probabilitly remitting by 34%
(Markova, 2001; Markova and Saris 2002). Theseiffigel were resonant of the
ones reported by Markova and Reilly (2007). Thénaug, utilising data from a
sample of 188 Bulgarian immigrants living in Madnd2003-2004, found that
the volume of remittances was higher, on averagecateris paribusfor both
females and those married. The impact effect fergénder control suggested
that, on average and keeping all other variablestant, a female remitted
annually about €588 more to Bulgaria than a malgramt. A married
individual remitted over €420 more in the referegear than those in all other
marital status categories. If the number of famigmbers in Bulgaria (Spain)
rose by one, the volume of annual remittances wosé(fall) by €135 (€402).

The legal status of the respondents had the stsbrdect reported. Bulgarian
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immigrants who were living and working legally impp&n remitted almost

€1,220 less per year than those who were undocechent

Table 4 The size of remittances and their share ofiain macro-indicators.

Remittances % Healthcare Educational
year (€ mil.) Exports Imports GDP FDI budget budget
1998 170,2 3.18 3.20 148 35.61
1999 233,3 4.30 3.81 1.92 30.75
2000 305,9 4.01 3.66 224 27.82 50.0
2001 4725 5.83 5.01 3.11 5294 77.3 77.5
2002 531,7 6.22 5.45 3.22 55.90 72.3 76.8
2003 613,0 6.48 5.50 3.48 49.64 89.2 87.9
2004 812.3 7.15 6.08 418 35.66 103.2 101.5
2005* 587.,0 3.09 2.53 1.95 22.60
2006** 1,356%** .. ... 5.4%

Source Bulgarian National Bank and National Statisticedtitute (Kostadinova, 2005 atwvw.ime.bg.
Notes * Jan-Sep ** World Bank, 2008: 71. *** $1,695 milhe figure is based on avg. exchange rate
for 2006, $1€0.80www.x-rates.com/d/EUR/ USD/hist2006.htjnl

Recent projections of the World Bank (2009) pomtat decrease of migrant
remittances by some 7% because of deterioratingageim conditions in the

migrant host countries affected by the global srisi

In mid-1990s, the increased transactions by thgd@idn migrant community
in Greece and their rising demand for financial/®es (sending money home)
motivated Greek banks to expand their services Btigaria. Legalised
immigrants are the main users of the banking sydi@ntransferring their
money home. Since 1998, when the Greek governmepiemented its first
regularisation programme for granting legal statusndocumented foreigners
there, the number of Bulgarian immigrants legalgiding and working in

Greece has substantially increased. Statistios tlee database on residence
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permits, cited in the 2004 Hellenic Migration Pglimstitute (IMEPO) report
and compiled for the year 2003-2004 by the Medieean Migration
Observatory (MMO), identify 66,787 Bulgarians ineg@ce (Baldwin-Edwards
2004). This increase may explain the growing nundiegereek bank branches
in Bulgaria in recent years. For example, AlphalBhas now opened branches
in twenty cities in Bulgaria. The five Greek bank#ational Banks of Greece
(which owns 99.9% of the United Bulgarian Bank),GeEurobank (affiliated
with Postbank), Alpha Bank, Piraeus Bank and Enkp&ank — currently have
a market share of 25-30 per cent in Bulgdriét’'s plausible to assume that
these bank branches are increasingly turning mfmrtant employers for local

people, especially for those who had worked in Geee

In addition to the Greek banks in Bulgaria, there 419 Greek businesses
operating in the country; some 40% of them werésteged after the year 2000
following almost a decade of Bulgarian immigratitsh Greecé&’. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that some of them, especiallgritedl and medium-sized
companies have been established through connectwitls Bulgarian
immigrants in Greece, and they have been recruliiiggual returnees from

Greece.

13 hitp://www.invgr.com/se_europe.htm
14 Data provided by the Economic and Trade OfficthefGreek Embassy in Sofia, Bulgaria during the
author’s research visit there on 7 November 2006.
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4. State management of emigration

State policy towards emigration has changed sicamfily since the communist
era. Prior to 1989, emigration policies were deedcat eliminating or reducing
international travel. Bulgaria’s post-communistgmaition policy aimed to
achieve an optimal balance between the freedomasement of people and
the control of undocumented migration, whilst a #ame time respecting the
fundamental human rights and freedoms as guarariigedternational and
European standards/conventions (Mintchev 1999)at&irc policy goals
included: improvement in the management of econamgration; increasing
border security in view of taking on regional resgibilities for the protection
of the external borders of the EU; protecting tights and promoting the
integration of legal immigrants in Bulgaria; intatronal cooperation and
compliance with international treaties on migratidiinistry of Labour and
Social Policy, 2004). In an attempt to stem undoent®d migration, several
bilateral agreements for employment of seasongbteary workers have been

signed since 1991.

At present, bilateral employment agreements exigh \Germany, Spain,
Switzerland, France, Luxembourg, Portugal, the @ZRepublic, the Flemish
Union of Belgium and the region of Lombardy in &l These agreements
provide for the employment of a limited number otilggarian nationals,

including students, for specified periods of tinmel an professions where there

'3 hitp://www.mlsp.government.bg/bg/integration/agreets/index.htn{in Bulgarian) [retrieved on 17
August 2008].
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are skill shortages in the host country. Bilatagieements on social security
exist with Germany, Poland, Spain, Luxembourg, tBeech Republic,
Slovakia, FYROM, Ukraine, Croatia, Serbia, Turkeiungary, Austria,

Cyprus, Romania, Albania, Montenegro, Bosnia-Hevzéwn, and Libyd?

As a response to the dramatic depopulation of theilly mixed regions in
Bulgaria, the government attempted to resettleietBalgarians from abroad.
The ‘unwritten’ policy amounted to an attempt tdi@wve an ethnic balance in
‘ethnically sensitive areas’. Thus, returning ethBiulgarians from Moldova
and Ukraine were resettled in the Kurdzhali regidowever, the programme
was not particularly successful as most of therngtg ethnic Bulgarians
wanted to settle in the cities, where some of theng ethnic returnees were
enrolled at universities through a special govemnpeogramme (Guentcheva

et al. 2003: 53).

Recently, the Bulgarian government introduced wsglawaited national
strategy on migration and integration for the peri2008-2015. Its main
objective is to attract Bulgarians living abroadl doreign citizens of Bulgarian
origin to settle more permanently in the counttyalso plans to attract high-
skilled third-country nationals to cover labour ghges. However, the
government tends to ignore the fact that low sttilhortages will be more
acute/or as acute as high skilled labour shortagédse medium and long run,
and will also need to be covered by migrant labdime new state policy for

attracting Bulgarian emigrants for permanent retwith be implemented by

1% bid.
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several institutions that will be established andrdinated by the Council of
Bulgarians Abroad of the Council of Ministers. Ihet autumn of 2008,
information campaigns for Bulgarians working in Bp&ermany, Greece and
the UK were organised -with Bulgarian employers spré- to discuss
employment opportunities at home with potentialume¢es. These four
countries were selected because of the large Batggommunities there and
because of the presence of labour attaches ireipective embassies who are
able to inform Bulgarian emigrants about currentrkig conditions and

remuneration in Bulgaria.

5. Conclusion

Emigration from Bulgaria continues, albeit at alohéieg rate. In recent years, a
clear pattern of circular and temporary migratiam ®de identified, especially
after April 2001 when Bulgarian citizens were alemha 3-month visa-free stay
in countries within the Schengen zone and morentggeafter the country’s

EU membership in January 2007. Preferred destimatmre Greece, Spain,
Italy, Netherlands, Germany, Turkey and the UK. TU&&remains an important
destination for permanent settlement. Temporaryratign has become more
regionally and ethnically specific with migrantiaasingly originating from

poor, ethnically mixed rural areas.

Large out-migrations have considerably distorteel demographic profile of

the population between 1989 and 2001. Young pempiewhole families have

36



migrated abroad thus contributing to the continlpdscreasing birth-rate and

steadily placing Bulgaria amongst the five ‘oldesiuntries in Europe.

Brain drain through emigration is not a clear-assuie for Bulgaria. However, it
has had most severe consequences for the develomhethnically mixed
regions in the country, where emigration involvied most active and qualified

segments of the population.

An estimated four million Bulgarians live abroadheTnewly adopted National
Strategy of the Republic of Bulgaria on Migrationdalntegration for 2008-
2015 targets these people for a more permanemhréthe group of Bulgarians
who do not plan to return but are willing to cobtrie to Bulgaria’s economic
development should not be ignored by policy-makérsey need to be
provided with accurate and reliable information Iiye relevant state
institutions, such as information on privatisatiateals, conditions for
investment and other aspects of economic refornthm country. Trade
Departments and labour attaches within Bulgarigahodiatic missions abroad

can play an important role in the process.

Bulgaria is already experiencing a turn from besnmigrant origin and transit
country into a migrant receiving country. Therahs need not only for high
skilled professionals, but also for unskilled laborhis particular development
has been ignored in the National Strategy on Mignatlt is crucial that

policymakers reconsider this issue and incorpatatetheir plans. If they fail
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to do this, the country risks attracting unskill@ddocumented migrant labour

and expanding its already flourishing shadow econom
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