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The construction of a common external border around the member states of the European Union (EU) and the creation of a common visa policy had significant implications for East Central and South East European states in the 1990s.  The reinforcement of the external border, in conjunction with increasingly restrictive asylum policies in West European states and readmission agreements, forced the EU’s eastern and southern neighbors to cope with the EU’s unwanted migrants.  This turned parts of East Central and South Eastern Europe into a potentially tense migration buffer zone.  Because the EU’s postcommunist neighbors were serious applicants for EU membership, they had no choice but to be vigilant in guarding their border to the West, and compliant with requests to take back illegal immigrants in order to stay in the good graces of EU governments.  Demonstrating that they could control their borders became a way for Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia and the Czech Republic to prove their "Western" character.  Meanwhile, the common visa list isolated the citizens and elites of most South East European states from Western Europe by requiring them to get visas to travel to the Schengen area.  These states did generate substantial numbers of refugees, asylum seekers and economic migrants that entered Western Europe during the 1990s.  However, democratization and economic revitalization -- the only long-term solutions to the migration problem of the region -- were sometimes ill-served by the EU’s visa and trade policies. 


In order to earn EU membership, East Central and South East European states were also required to begin very thoroughly adopting the EU “acquis” in the field of Justice and Home Affairs.
  The Tampere European Council in October 1999 reaffirmed that as a consequence of the integration of the Schengen acquis into the EU, the candidates must accept it in full.  Fortifying their eastern and southern borders while abiding by the common visa list will, however, impose substantial costs on the acceding states:  for Hungary in the closing of its borders to visa-free travel for ethnic Hungarians in neighboring states; for Poland in the loss of economic activity along its eastern border; and for the Czech Republic in the likely elimination of its customs union with Slovakia.
  Again, this risks stunting the democratization, Europeanization and economic revitalization of the states left beyond the Schengen wall as, for example, visa requirements cut Ukraine and Belarus off from Poland, or Romania and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia off from Hungary.

This chapter will proceed in six stages.  It will first take stock of levels of immigration from East Central and South Eastern Europe in the 1990s.
  Second, it will describe the West European backlash against foreign residents which formed the context for changes in national asylum and immigration policies after 1989.  Third, it will chronicle the ongoing transfer of decision-making power from national governments to the EU, sparked by the creation of the common external border as well as the rising salience of immigration in the domestic politics of EU member states.  Fourth, it will examine the uncomfortable situation of the East Central European states who are expected to guard the gates to the West while adopting EU border control and visa practices in anticipation of accession.  Fifth, it will suggest ways in which the EU can mitigate the migration problems it has helped create in order to keep them from destabilizing its eastern and southern neighbors.  Finally, it will show how some of the EU’s policies undermine not only the over-arching goal of stabilizing South Eastern Europe, but also the more concrete goals of limiting the flow of refugees, asylum seekers and economic migrants from the south east.

1.  Migration into Western Europe After 1989


After 1989, East European states formed two distinct groups:  South East European states generated substantial numbers of refugees and economic migrants traveling northward and westward, while East Central European states became reluctant gatekeepers for the EU, harboring unwanted immigrants or sending them back eastward and southward.  


Analysts predicted in the early 1990s that Western Europe would be forced to endure a tide of migration from East Central Europe, for two reasons.  First, the newfound freedom of movement and the economic hardships associated with marketizing reforms were expected to precipitate an overwhelming influx of economic migrants.
  In fact, despite the persistent economic divide between East and West, only manageable numbers of East Central Europeans left their countries after 1989 in search of a higher standard of living.  Second, some observers feared that large waves of immigrants would enter Western Europe to escape conflict in East Central Europe.  Forced migration, after all, accounts for much of the history of population movements in the region.  This fear increased after the onset of war in Yugoslavia.  East Central Europe, however, was a peaceful region during the 1990s and the anticipated flood of refugees never materialized.
  


Still, Western Europe, especially Germany, did experience a substantial increase in immigration from the east after 1989.
  Much of this increase was attributable to three discrete groups of migrants:  ethnic Germans "returning" to Germany, Roma (Gypsies) escaping discrimination and poverty, and Yugoslav refugees fleeing war.  


Aussiedlers:   From 1989 to 1994, nearly two million ethnic Germans, or Aussiedlers, profited from Germany's ethnic definition of citizenship to move to Germany.
  Most came from Poland, the former Soviet Union or Romania.  Some Aussiedlers were spurred to emigrate by discrimination; many others, however, had at best a nominal German cultural identity and emigrated to benefit from Germany's prosperity.  Aussiedlers therefore blurred the distinction between "ethnic migration" (return to an ethnic homeland) and "economic migration." 


Roma:  Roma came to Western Europe from Romania, Bulgaria and other states in the hundreds of thousands after 1989.  Their exodus was motivated by ethnic intolerance and dire economic conditions, and facilitated by nomadic traditions.  The Roma have low educational standards, very high rates of unemployment, little political power and no ethnic homeland to shelter them or to champion their rights.  They face pervasive racism and discrimination throughout East Central Europe.
  In Romania they were subject to political trials, violence organized by state authorities, spontaneous pogroms, and forced resettlements in the 1980s and early 1990s.
  Many Roma from Romania sought refuge in Germany where, along with other migrants who crossed perceived cultural and racial divides, they became the target of racism.
  From 1997 onward, hundreds of Roma from the Czech Republic and Slovakia sought asylum in Canada and the United Kingdom due to growing intolerance at home.  A fraction were granted asylum; Canada and the United Kingdom responded by periodically reinstating visas for Czech and Slovak citizens.


Refugees from the Yugoslav  Wars:  Refugees from the wars in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia were given temporary refugee protection in West European states:  700,000 were outside of the borders of the former Yugoslavia by 1993 and some 2 million by 1995.
  By the end of 1998, three years after the signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement, only about 40% of the refugees in Western Europe had returned to Bosnia.
  Germany, Austria, Hungary and Switzerland -- attractive by virtue of proximity, prosperity and/or existing Yugoslav communities -- sheltered a great majority of these refugees.  For example, it is estimated that in 1995 there were 350,000 Bosnians in Germany; by mid-1998 190,000 had returned and 2,000 had been deported.
  Beginning in 1998, Serb repression in Kosovo sparked a steady exodus of ethnic Albanians to Western Europe.
  The exodus swelled to some 700,000 refugees during the airstrikes in 1999, but many remained in neighboring Macedonia or Albania and returned immediately after the end of the airstrikes.


The Roma and the Yugoslav refugees, however, were not alone in entering Western Europe in the 1990s.  From the east and south, from the former Soviet Union and the Balkans, increasing numbers of East European migrants did embark on difficult journeys westward, to escape poverty and conflict, and to seek economic advancement in Western Europe.  Others came from the Middle East, Asia and Africa, but transited through East Central or South Eastern Europe.  Many crossed the border into Germany from Poland or the Czech Republic; others crossed into Austria from Hungary or Slovakia.  As there exist no legal channels of immigration to Western Europe for persons fleeing poverty or generalized violence, migrants entered illegally, or claimed political asylum regardless of their background.  

2.  The Changing Asylum and Immigration Policies of West European States

A backlash by West European electorates against foreign residents, especially the rising numbers of asylum seekers, prompted all West European governments to implement increasingly efficient and summary national policies.
  The popularity of extreme right-wing parties, who blamed foreigners for rising unemployment, violent crime and other forms of social malaise, rose sharply in the early 1990s.
  Leaders of mainstream parties, anxious to neutralize the extreme right, took on board many of its slogans and preoccupations.  In essence, they co-opted the extreme-right's diagnosis of what was ailing society (foreigners) as well as its prescribed cure (the removal of foreigners): on the logic that, while retaining power, they would deal with the crisis of xenophobia more correctly and without undermining democracy.  Others argued that when mainstream parties adopted some of the rhetoric of the extreme right, they legitimized xenophobic political discourse.  Meanwhile, a long-standing debate on immigration intensified:  To what extent should immigrants be expected to conform to the local culture?  Are governments fueling xenophobia by purposefully hampering the integration of immigrants into society, for example, in Germany by denying them citizenship?  


A milestone in the transformation of Europe's immigration regime occurred in the summer of 1993, when Bonn tightened Germany's hitherto liberal asylum laws in response to a domestic surge of extreme nationalism leveled against foreigners.  This surge had prompted German Foreign Minister Klaus Kinkel to warn that immigration was threatening the stability of German democracy.
  In addition to asylum seekers, the anti-foreigner sentiment was sparked by two groups which Germany had invited onto German soil: ethnic German Aussiedlers (discussed above) and non-German guest workers.
  From the 1950s to the 1970s, Germany and neighboring Austria recruited hundreds of thousands guest workers from Turkey and Yugoslavia.  (Indeed, from the perspective of East Europeans who might seek employment in Western European, the revolutions of 1989 should have come two decades earlier.
)  During the economic contractions of the early 1970s, the guest worker programs ended, but ongoing family reunification created high levels of "regular" immigration.


Germany was the destination of over half of all East Europeans applying for asylum in Western Europe.  From 1989 to the peak year of 1992, about one million applications for asylum were filed in Germany, of which some 560,000 came from Eastern Europe (including the former Soviet Union):  of these Eastern applicants, 43% were Yugoslavs and 33% were Romanian citizens.
  Under the 1951 Geneva convention, only refugees -- defined as discrete targets of persecution -- qualify for asylum.  Only a small percentage of applicants were granted asylum (for example, only 4% in Germany in 1992), but the subsequent failure to expel refused asylum seekers allowed a form of covert migration.  The UNHCR estimated in 1997 that Germany was harboring about 1.3 million refugees, as much as 10% of the world’s total.
  Still, overall, in 1997 and 1998 more foreigners left Germany than tried to settle there.


Most West European states responded to the sharp increase of applications for asylum in the early 1990s with tough new immigration policies, discussed below in section four.  Though the new policies were designed to curb the misuse of asylum channels, it was feared that they increased the number of immigrants illegally entering Western Europe.  They did successfully reduce the number of asylum seekers:  the number of applications which had peaked at almost 700,000 in 1992 dropped to some 240,000 in 1995.
  Numbers rose once more in the late 1990s, chiefly due to the war in Kosovo.  

At the turn of the century, most West European states continued to have substantial backlogs of applications amidst ongoing controversies about how to care for asylum applicants while their applications were being processed.  The established procedures were widely considered overwhelmed and inefficient.  National politicians and populations bristled at the presence of asylum seekers as well illegal workers, while transnational organizations feared that more restrictive policies were endangering Europe's tradition as a place of refuge for targets of political persecution.  As the EU put in place a “common external border,” more and more decisions on how to fight the influx of illegal immigrants were made at the EU level by agreement among national governments in the Council.  All the while, immigration lost none of its salience in the domestic politics of member states, and the perception of an unmanageable, illegal of flow of migrants into Western Europe persisted even as declining birth rates and shortages in computer specialists created powerful incentives to encourage immigration.

3.  The Schengen Agreement and Plans for EU Asylum and Immigration Policies


Over the course of the 1990s, the EU member states were cooperating within the intergovernmental Justice and Home Affairs “third pillar” of the EU to tighten the common external border in order to fight illegal immigration and international crime.  In addition to sorting out just what the existing Justice and Home Affairs “acquis” comprised, they were at work in 1999 on proposals to share the burden of temporary refugee protection and to harmonize the treatment of asylum seekers.
  They were even contemplating the eventual alignment of national policies for the naturalization of long-term third-country residents.



The Schengen Agreement among the Benelux countries, France and Germany, signed in 1985 outside of the framework of the EU, laid the foundation for cooperation in the area of border controls.  By 1997, the Schengen Agreement had been incorporated into the EU framework by the Treaty of Amsterdam, and all EU member states except Ireland and Britain had become members.
  The Schengen Agreement gradually eliminated controls for persons crossing the internal national borders of the Schengen area.  This necessarily led to the reinforcement and standardization of the newly-created common external border, as each Schengen member would have to accept the persons allowed to cross the borders of other member states.  New rules sought to compensate for the “security deficit” caused by the abolition of internal border controls.  The most visible manifestation of the common external border became the common visa list:  to prevent “visa shopping,” all participating  states agreed to impose visa requirements on citizens of the same countries.


In general, the policies generated by the harmonization of border controls and visa requirements were more restrictive than the national policies they replaced.  Harmonization at the EU level was dictated by the domestic politics of (certain) member states which insisted that the states of South Eastern Europe, even those negotiating for membership, remain on the mandatory visa list.  As will be explored in section five, this exclusion was at cross-purposes with the EU’s long-term goal of stabilizing and democratizing South Eastern Europe.


The harmonization of asylum policies at the EU level, in contrast, seemed to promise the liberalization of (certain) national policies by reinforcing the principles of the 1951 Geneva Convention.  The first high-profile report, however, did not bode well:  During the Austrian Presidency of the EU in July 1998, the Austrian government drafted a “Strategy paper on immigration and asylum policy” which called for giant steps towards a unified EU approach to border controls and asylum seekers.  The paper observed that, “the EU States have thus far not achieved any real success in combating the abuse of the right of asylum.”  The first version, and to a lesser extent the second, were sharply criticized by the UNHCR and by non-governmental organizations for seeking to undermine existing refugee protection standards, in particular the 1951 Convention.


The tenor changed during the Finnish Presidency of the EU.  The Tampere Special European Council (meeting of Heads of State and Government) of October 1999 expanded on a European Commission action plan published in July 1998 entitled “Towards an Area of Freedom, Security and Justice.”  The European Council produced a document entitled the “Presidency Conclusions” which proposed forging common policies in the areas of temporary refugee protection, asylum and immigration.
  Unlike the Austrian strategy paper, this document was met with approbation by the UNHCR and by non-governmental organizations defending the right of asylum.


The European Council proposed a “Common EU Asylum and Migration Policy” to standardize the way asylum seekers are treated and how their applications are processed.  This may prevent the imposition of overly restrictive asylum procedures by some states, while also preventing “asylum shopping” by migrants for the least restrictive procedures.  The Council called for legislation that provides for “a clear and workable determination of the State responsible for the examination of asylum applications, common standards for a fair and efficient asylum procedure, common minimum conditions of reception of asylum seekers, and the approximation of rules on the recognition and content of refugee status.” (Par. 14)  The Schengen Information System (SIS) already lists the names individuals who apply for asylum in more than one EU member state, but the European Council urged the creation of a database of fingerprints solely for the identification of asylum seekers (Eurodac).  (Par. 17)  


With respect to immigration policies, the Conclusions did not address national rules for naturalization of third country nationals, but did call for “a set of uniform rights” for third country nationals resident in the EU which are “near as possible to those enjoyed by EU citizens.”  (Par. 21)  The European Council also called on the Commission to study how to create a financial reserve which would be available to help member states cope with a mass influx of refugees.  (Par. 16)  To this end an emergency fund of $268 million was proposed.  The states that received a very large proportion of the refugees entering the EU had called for years for some kind of “burdensharing” to help spread the cost of caring for refugees awarded temporary protection.  

4. The EU’s Unwanted Migrants:

Transit Migrants, Asylum Seekers and Refugees in Eastern Europe


The creation of the EU’s external border in conjunction with more restrictive asylum policies in West European states based on the “safe country principle” and readmission agreements forced the EU’s eastern and southern neighbors to cope with the EU’s unwanted migrants.  Citizens of the EU’s immediate eastern and southeastern neighbors -- the Czech lands, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia -- emigrated westward only in small numbers as demonstrated in section one.  Meanwhile, their countries formed a “territorial buffer” between the EU and those countries whose citizens have demonstrated a greater propensity to migrate:  Romania, Bulgaria, the former Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union (with the exception of the Baltic states).  Meanwhile, the governments of the EU’s immediate neighbors made a substantial effort to guard their western borders and adopt the EU’s border policies in order to qualify for EU membership.  When four of five of these states (all but Slovakia) began accession negotiations in 1998, the pressure to conform and to cooperate rose substantially.


"Transit migration," defined as "migration to a country with the intention of seeking the possibility there to emigrate to another country as the country of final destination," became a significant problem for the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.  In addition to the social costs of hosting large numbers of illegal immigrants, this sort of migration presented a special challenge.  "Transit migrants" ex definitio have no desire to settle where they are, and yet East Central European states must keep them from moving west in order to preserve good relations with the EU.  Moreover, after the EU tightened its borders in 1993, these states confronted the expanding activity of the ever more sophisticated criminal gangs who traffic in humans attempting to reach the West.
  The 1998 Austrian strategy paper observed dimly that “cooperation with the transit States has not succeeded in stopping the influx of illegal migrants, but has influenced the volumes concerned; it has not been possible to force back on a lasting basis the international criminal organizations trafficking in human beings.  Only in visa policy and practice is it possible to identify clear progress.”


As increasingly prosperous democracies, East Central European states also became a destination for immigration in their own right.  Roma from Romania and Bulgaria flooded into all four states.
  Some 200,000 Roma from Romania cross the Polish border each year, many of them temporary labor migrants.
  Poland also experienced a great influx of citizens of republics of the former Soviet Union, hundreds of thousands of whom worked illegally.
  To the extent that the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovenia became more attractive by virtue of their growing prosperity and secured greater control over their borders, they in turn began to create transit migration problems for their eastern and southern neighbors.    


But in the main, East Central and South East European states were poorly equipped to turn back or absorb migrants from the former Soviet Union, the Balkans or the Third World.
  They had to cope with small but increasing numbers of illegal migrants from Asia, Africa and the Middle East:  migrants who crossed cultural/racial divides and who were therefore more difficult to absorb.  Meanwhile, the post-communist governments did not inherit from their communist predecessors any viable state policies or institutional infrastructure for processing asylum applications or caring for different categories of migrants.  In exchange for taking back transit migrants, some financial, organizational and technical assistance with reinforcing borders and accommodating migrants was provided bilaterally by West European states (especially Germany) and through the EU’s Phare program.


Poland and the Czech Republic also provided an “asylum buffer” for the EU after July 1993, when Germany changed its Basic Law such that asylum seekers entering from a "safe country" could be refused entry at the German border.  The "safe country principle" was subsequently adopted by all EU member states.  All states bordering the EU were designated as "safe:" no asylum applicant can travel to the EU by land.  Meanwhile, the EU’s neighbors were compelled to sign readmission agreements with West European states to take back all illegal immigrants, including asylum seekers.  When Austria joined the EU in 1995, its neighbors Hungary and Slovakia joined the EU's immigration cordon sanitaire.  For its part, Slovenia provided a barrier between the other post-Yugoslav states and two EU member states, Italy and Austria.  In 1997 the competence to conclude readmission agreements was transferred to the Community by the Amsterdam Treaty.  The 1999 Tampere European Council reaffirmed that the EU would make maximum use of readmission agreements with states of transit and of origin.  


The fear of being saddled with tens of thousands of asylum seekers rejected by Germany and Austria caused a chain reaction eastward of tighter border controls, dubbed Europe's "new iron curtains."  Various visa, hard-currency and invitation requirements were imposed on citizens of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the former Soviet Union and the Third World in the early 1990s.  Most East Central European states also adopted the "safe country principle" and declared all neighboring states to be "safe."  This triggered a web of readmission agreements which provided for the deportation of asylum seekers and illegal immigrants to the state from which they had entered.  In 1998, for example, some 10,000 persons were returned to Poland under re-admission agreements, and Poland in its turn returned 6,500 people to neighboring countries.  Germany returned roughly 5,000 people to Poland in 1998, down from 6,200 people in 1997.
  Poland attributed the reduction to new rules requiring Russians and Belarusians to obtain visas, and Ukrainians to present proof of financial means, in order to enter Poland.  


Beyond straining the abilities of states neighboring the EU, the web of readmission agreements reaching ever further east and south of the EU posed two problems.  First, for states for whom EU membership is not a prospect, there was no obvious reason to cooperate with West European officials attempting to send back illegal migrants.
  Second, the human rights and the right of non-refoulement of asylum seekers bounced backward by way of the chain of readmission agreements were endangered.  When the EU declared all of its neighbors to the east and south as "safe countries,” Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Slovenia mostly deserved such an appellation (even though their procedures for caring for asylum seekers and processing their asylum applications were skeletal at best).  But as the number of asylum seekers rose, they declared their neighbors such as Romania, Bulgaria and Ukraine to be safe countries:  yet their neighbors were sometimes unsafe or simply unable to cope with asylum seekers.
  In other words, states with the ability to implement readmission agreements pushed asylum seekers toward states that had yet to develop humane and fair policies for dealing with them.  Admission was easier, but the economy poorer and the society more prone to mistreat asylum seekers from the third world.  For its part, the government was often unable to afford to deport them to their home country or to the previous “safe” country they had visited.  

East Central European states, especially Hungary, also had to cope with refugees from the wars in the former Yugoslavia, with the help of only small financial and knowledge transfers from Western Europe.  Refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina entered Hungary in the tens of thousands in the early 1990s: given its size and modest economy, Hungary arguably shouldered the greatest burden of sheltering Bosnian refugees.
  Meanwhile, from the late 1980s onward Hungary had to provide refuge to tens of thousands of ethnic Hungarians from neighboring states.  By 1990 some 40,000 ethnic Hungarians fleeing Ceausescu's Romania had sought refuge in Hungary.  In 1991 a second wave of ethnic Hungarians arrived, these fleeing Serb aggression and forced conscription in Vojvodina.  As in the case of ethnic German immigrants to Germany, ethnic Hungarian immigrants suffered from and contributed to growing intolerance of foreigners in Hungary.  Though Hungary extended preferential treatment to immigrants who were ethnic Hungarians, it did not encourage the Diaspora to leave their homes in Slovakia, Romania or Vojvodina.

In 1999, NATO’s airstrikes against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) prompted fears that Serb retaliation against Vojvodina’s ethnic Hungarian minority would spark another exodus to Hungary.  A NATO member, Hungary sought to uphold its commitments to the alliance while limiting its participation in the bombing campaign.  Some 30,000 Vojvodina Hungarians reportedly came to Hungary as tourists during the airstrikes between March and June 1999 along with thousands of other FRY citizens.  Of those who applied for refugee status, most received only a temporary right of residence which excluded a work permit.
    

5.  Helping Eastern Europe Cope with Rising Numbers of Migrants


The EU has appointed East Central European states as its immigration gatekeepers at a time when they are undergoing very difficult political and economic changes.  Rising levels of immigration hold certain dangers for domestic politics in postcommunist Europe.  Given the strains of economic change, especially the high level of unemployment (which was virtually nonexistent under communism), there is little reason to expect that marginalized segments of society in East European states should prove more tolerant of rising immigration then their counterparts in Western Europe.  That racist violence has so far been minimal is impressive, since political actors in the states in question have been in a much weaker position than Germany or Austria to prevent it.  Thus far, the extreme right has been less popular in Eastern than in Western Europe.  There is as yet no trend corresponding to the popularity of the National Front in France and the Freedom Party in Austria.  


Rising levels of immigration, however, could increase the popularity of the far right in Eastern Europe which tends to simultaneously oppose EU membership, immigration, and liberal reform.  This could be compounded by double standards regarding the number and the integration of immigrants within candidates for EU membership.  Future EU leaders may argue that EU membership is inappropriate for, say, Romania or Slovakia, because it has too many third-country migrants which might move westward, or because these migrants have triggered racist violence.  Given that the EU's policies are designed to divert immigration to neighboring states, and given the levels of racist violence in some EU member-states, such a position would be hypocritical.   Shunting immigrants onto East European countries and applying double standards on the critical issue of immigration could harm the cause of reform in Eastern Europe, and thus undermine the EU’s own interest in the stability of the region.  


Since obtaining EU membership does remain the foremost goal throughout the region, however, the EU should pressure governments to improve their treatment of migrants as a condition of continued progress toward EU membership.
  The EU should also provide more substantial financial and technical assistance for these states to reinforce their borders, apprehend illegal migrants, shelter asylum seekers and absorb refugees.
  Burden-sharing should extend to states beyond the EU's border, for whom the EU's policies have helped to create a cumbersome transit migration problem and a potential refugee problem.  But effective burden-sharing may require accepting people as well as giving money.  The policy of paying poorer neighbors to deal with migrants will prove counterproductive if the numbers become overwhelming.  


Meanwhile, immigration from the east should not be understood by the EU in monolithic terms.  The opportunities for national economies afforded by migration have been highlighted by many economic studies.
  In particular, the influx of young and educated East Europeans may play a role in the future economic growth of a Western Europe where fertility has fallen below replacement levels.  The Portuguese Presidency of the European Union proposed that declining birth rates, aging populations mean that the EU needs to develop a strategy for legal immigration.  A controversial United Nations report pointed to the need for many European states to accept substantial numbers of immigrants annually (in the case of Germany, 500,000) in order to keep the population steady.

6. Conclusion:  The Power of Inclusion and Exclusion in Europe

Making the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe A Success

This chapter has distinguished between states of East Central Europe and states of South Eastern Europe.  Whereas the main concern with respect to East Central Europe must be that issues connected to the EU external border do not derail a generally successful reform process, the main concern with respect to South Eastern Europe must be the provision of stability to prevent future waves of migration.  Whereas citizens of East Central Europe generally stayed put, South Eastern Europe (the former Yugoslavia, Albania, Romania and Bulgaria) accounted for a high proportion of the asylum seekers, refugees and economic migrants that entered Western Europe in the 1990s.  

In South Eastern Europe, the stakes are higher, and the dilemmas sharper.  Policies designed to combat the influx of people from South Eastern Europe reveal the tension between the short-term electoral interests of West European governments and the long-term foreign policy goals articulated by the EU.
  The EU’s trade and visa policies, which have immediate repercussions for domestic politics in member states, are at cross purposes with its fledgling foreign policy, which has yet to impose clear costs and benefits on domestic groups. (Many have argued, of course, that the absence of a coherent EU foreign policy in the 1990s, particularly toward the Former Yugoslavia, has been very costly for member states.)  Only in 1998 and 1999 did the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy begin to evolve toward assuming some of the foreign policy competencies of a state.  The success of the Common Foreign and Security Policy will be measured by its ability to apply the instruments available to the EU -- trade agreements, visa requirements and the incentives of EU membership --- to fulfilling its declared foreign policy goals, even if this entails overruling the short-term interests of some member states and incurring substantial economic costs.  The rhetoric of creating a Common Asylum Policy is so far encouraging in this regard, as it privileges long-term goals and principles to these kinds of short-term interests.  

The EU’s foreign policy after the Kosovo crisis seemed for the first time to be based on the grudging realization that EU enlargement itself may be the best way to promote peace, democracy and economic growth in the whole of Europe.  The prospect of EU membership as a motor for political and economic change was explicitly set out in the EU-led Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe adopted at Sarajevo in July 1999.  In order for the flow of asylum seekers, refugees and economic migrants from South Eastern Europe to be curbed decisively, the region's moderate elites must hold power, put an end to violent conflict and revitalize the economy.  All the while, these elites must fend off extremist forces by convincing voters that difficult reforms of the economy and the state will lead to greater prosperity and to membership in the European Union.  If extreme governments who do not seek EU membership remain in (or return to) power in South East European states, these states will likely continue to generate migrants.  Moreover, these sorts of governments will be much less willing to serve as migration buffers for the EU.  

There are two pressure points at which the EU should use its resources and leverage to find long-term solutions to the migration problems of South Eastern Europe.  First, it should work for continued economic recovery in the region.  Second, it should help support moderate politicians.  Thus far, the perceived interests of member governments in protecting EU markets from foreign competition and EU territory from foreigners have led to policies which are counterproductive to the overarching goal of securing economic recovery and democracy in the Balkans.  These policies are therefore also counterproductive to a comprehensive solution to the problem of illegal migration from South Eastern Europe.


EU member states should allow unrestricted market access to South East European producers in all sectors in the new Stabilization and Association Agreements to be signed with Macedonia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Albania, Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) once they meet basic democracy requirements.  Existing Association Agreements with Bulgaria and Romania should be revised to allow market access for agricultural goods.  Economists agree that market access is the single most important tool in preventing the economic deterioration which might spark a wave of migrants seeking entry into the EU labor market.
  By strengthening economies, market access for Eastern goods will encourage workers to stay where they are:  free trade is thus "the best single migration policy that could be put in place."
  At the same time, growth from free trade will help states shelter refugees and secure their borders against illegal migrants, as well as dampen racial tensions associated with rising immigration.  In the long run, a Europe-wide free-trade area may be the most effective means of minimizing East-West migratory pressures.
  


The trade agreements signed with East Central European states in the early 1990s imposed restrictions and long transition periods on those sectors (steel, textiles and agriculture) in which eastern producers were the most competitive.
  This catered to the interests of powerful producers within the EU, although studies showed that the impact of immediate and complete market access for East Central European goods on these producers would have been minimal.  In the case of the Stabilization and Association Agreements, the EU should resist protecting its markets from the goods these poor and fragile states are most able to export.  Access to the EU market would also prove very instrumental in attracting much-need foreign investment to the region.


Meanwhile, the EU should consider how visa requirements undermine the creation and the power of moderate elites in South East European states.  By 1999, of the citizens of the EU's ten states associated, only Bulgarians and Romanians had to obtain visas before entering the Schengen area.  This was also the case for citizens of Macedonia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Albania, Croatia and the FRY.  European leaders seemed indifferent to the negative consequences of restrictive visa policies for democracy in the Balkans.  West Europeans count on business, academic, civic and policy leaders to Europeanize their countries.  But these very people are discouraged from traveling to professional meetings in western Europe because obtaining a visa requires many documents, queuing at the embassy and then a long wait, sometimes measured in months.  Only those with sufficient connections to get a multiple-entry Schengen visa are spared the frustration.  The inconvenience and humiliation is felt most acutely by precisely those elites who are expected to Westernize their countries. 


The visa requirements have fueled anti-EU sentiment in South East European states.  Elites as well as ordinary citizens are frustrated, resentful and feel like third-class Europeans.  This decreases the willingness of politicians and other public figures to portray themselves as pro-European, undermines the popularity of those who do, and feeds a sense of futility about ever being allowed into the European club.  The sense of isolation will only mount as first wave candidates to the EU such as Hungary and the Czech Republic implement Schengen visa policies in order to make good on their bids for membership. This will make it necessary to obtain a visa to travel to Budapest, Prague or Warsaw as well as Paris, Berlin or Brussels.
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