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1. The evolution of Romanian migration in the possocialist
period

Migration from Romania was significant even beftine fall of communism in 1989,
but it largely concerned members of ethnic minesit{especially Germans, Hungarians and
Jews) who permanently left Romania for Germany, ¢duy, and Israkl This migration
pattern continued in the first few years after fldéof the communist regime. However, after
1993, migration diversified in several respectshnist Romanians became the dominant
migratory group and migration patterns became more temporarypleircand informal.

Likewise, economic reasons for migration startedravail.

Romanian labour migration between 1990 and 2006
Post-socialist Romanian labour migration is thuesdpminantly temporary. As detailed
in Table 1, between 1990 and 2006 it has passeddhrthree distinct phases (Sandu, 2006a).

Table 1. Main characteristics of the three phasesf @ost-socialist Romanian temporary
migration (1990-2006)

1990-1995 1996-2001 2002-2006
Rates Very low Increasing High
Below 5/000 Peaks of 6-7/000 Between 10 and
28/000
Area of origin More urban than Balanced rural/urban  Balanced
rural rural/urban
Gender Predominantly male | Predominantly male  Balanced
male/female
Age Predominantly Predominantly Balanced middle-
middle-aged, with middle-aged, with aged and young
older segment young segment
Education Vocational/high Vocational/high Vocational/high
school and some school school and some
university/college secondary education

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).
In afirst period, 1990-1995 temporary migration rates were rather low, wighdls

below 5 per thousand inhabitants per year. The fiosr destinations were Israel, Turkey,
Hungary and Italy (in this order). Migrants haduahan rather than rural background (59% as
compared to 41%), and were rather middle-aged (8D%igrants were in the 30 to 54 age
bracket). Most of them were male (88%) and mar(®@8P6), and had vocational or high
school education (78%).

Higher migration levels were registered in sacond period, 1996-20Q1which
registered peaks of 6-7 per thousand inhabitantsypar. In this period, the four main

destinations were (in this order) ltaly, IsraelaBpand Turkey. The characteristics of the



Romanian migrant population started to change, igeamts were increasingly coming from a
rural background (48% of the total), and were natmad (19%) and young (24% of them
were in the 15-29 age bracket). Interestingly, amgs with vocational/high-school education
continued to be dominant (79%), and much more itapdbin the migrant population than in
Romanian population in the 15-64 age bracket (witereaches only 45%) (INS, 2002). A
Soros Foundation opinion poll showed that in 20094 & interviewees had work experience
abroad and 12% of interviewed households had a reemlo had worked abroad (Niculescu
et al, 2006).

A third phase in Romanian migration began in 2002, when Romanvaere allowed
free access to the Schengen area. Working abroedmige a mass phenomenon, with
temporary migration rates reaching levels betweeraidd 28 per thousand inhabitants per
year (Sandu, 2006a: 14). Thus, 2002 constitutesmgortant landmark in the rise of
Romanian migration to western European countrieeb@wu and Elrick, 2009). While
Romanian migrants still had to present some gueeanfor their trip abroad (booking of
accommodation in the destination country, 500 Eurosash or an invitation proving
financial support in the country of destinatiort)e tfact that entry visas were not anymore
required dropped significantly the costs of migmat(up to 2002, visa costs rose to around
1000 Eurody. This had implications not only for the size ofgmaition, but also for its
composition. Before 2002, migration tended to berjvselective” ipid: 208) as only those
with a good economic and social (relational) cdpitauld afford the cost and access the
information and help needed in the migration precédter 2002, by comparison, migration
became “more accessible”, as, presumably, peomm fdifferent economic and social
backgrounds engaged in migration abroad.

Between 2002 and 2006, migration flows were largdiected towards two main
destination countries: Italy (50% of Romanian labougrants) and Spain (24%). Migrants’
profile changed again. Migrants were almost as mmate (56%) as female (44%), and came
almost as much from a rural (49%) as from an utteckground (51%). Migrants were also
younger, with an important segment of them in tBe2® age-bracket (48%) complementing
the 30-54 age group (50%). While migrants continteede mainly married (60%), there was
also an important group of not married ones (31Ri)ally, while migrants continued to have
predominantly vocational or high school educatiorn%), a growing part had only secondary
educatioff (16%). In 2006, 777.200 Romanians were estimatdthve left Romania (Sandu,

2006a). In the same year, it was estimated thatnarone third of Romanian households had



at least one individual who was or went abroadraft®89 (ibid: 13), and that 10% of
Romanian adults have worked abroad in the pasteaisy
The following graphs summarise the main trends iomBRnian temporary work

migration in terms of area of origin, gender, agd aducation.
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Romanian migration after 2007

Romania’s entrance into the EU 2007 did not halt temporary migration. On the
contrary, in 2007, according to Monica Serban (UE-10-09) migration rates have
increased, as a result of the “EU accession effdnt”2007, some analysts estimated the
number of Romanians abroad at around 2 millipmgth an additional segment of 300.000-
500.000 migrants displaying high instability andihperiods of staying abroad (UNFPA,
2007). In 2008, the 2 million estimate continuedot advanced (Erdei, 2008b) with some
analysts raising the number of Romanians abroadl nallion (Folcut, 2008). In the same

year, the National Commission for Prognosis estihahe number of Romanians working



abroad to be of around 1,7 million persons, of Wh50.000 had official employment
contracts, 700.000 had been away for longer thg@aa on their own, and 700.000-800.000
were gone for periods shorter than a year (Erd¢i8a).

In 2007, a study on Romanian migration in the EUtulldscu, Oancea and Tanase,
2007) showed that Romanians who intended to worgaabwere predominantly young, with
a good level of education and had relatively higtomes (with an average of 570 Euros per
month, i.e. double the net average wage in the R@naconomy). Their main destinations
were ltaly (23%), Spain (20%) and Great Britain%a)8

Even after Romania’s integration into the Europ®aion in 2007, the fact that the free
movement of persons within the EU was not accongahbly the right to work in most EU
member states, led to a “very peculiar configuratiof European citizenship without

European employment rights” (Hartman, 2007: 195).

Temporary, circular migration?

Romania’s post-socialist migration has been charseid as “temporary”, in that most
of it has not lead to the permanent change in eesiel of the migrants, but instead to an
increase in temporary sojourns abroad. Some asaligdine Romanian temporary migration
as migration during which “migrants alternate pésiaof low-qualified work abroad with
periods — from several months to one year or mar&omania” (Potot, 2005). In the words
of the same analyst (Potot, 2000: 114), “contravyfeéars from the European Union,
(Romanian temporary migration) is not a massivedagoout of the country, but an
intensification of the circulation inside the eatgontinent”. This is because “the return to and
success in Romania (is) its essential point”.

The circulatory nature of Romanian migration isoat®ptured by various surveys. A
community census carried out in Romanian villageBécember 2001 found out that out of
the total number of those who have left the coyriBo have returned at least once to their
home village, while 37% have returned at least éw(8andu, 2005b). In the 2006 TLA
survey, the circular character of migration is akown by the fact that, while first departures

have increased considerably after 2002, total deges have increased even more steeply.



Temporary departures to work
abroad, per 1000 inhabitants aged 15
to 64 years old
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).
Some patterns of circular migration before 2002ilted from the fact that tourist visas

needed to enter European countries limited sojotonthree months (Ciobanu and Elrick,

2009). For example, women working in domestic s®wvi(housekeeping, caring for children

or elderly persons) would organize a system offtisigg couples”, whereby each three months
two women friends or relatives would relay one aeotin the same job. The same pattern of
three-month sojourns was also noticed after 200&hifizscu, 2009), when legal sojourns in

the Schengen space were restricted to three months.

Another aspect of the circularity of migration &t many migrants’ migration history
includes several destination countries and notgast For example, up until 2002, they might
use one country as entrance into the Schengen,spatceould get work into another one.
This was the case of migrants from Feldru studie€imbanu and Elrick (2009), who would
use invitations from their ethnic German co-villegemigrated to Germany to access the
Schnger space, only to finally end up working irai@pMonica Serban (UB, 23-10-09) also
considers that a number of Romanian migrants tan@ey went to work in Spain following
restrictions to immigration in Germany. On the othand, Diminescu (2009) estimated that
two important Romanian flows to Spain passed thnoltgly (groups of peasants from
southern Romania) and through France (especiatynRrcommunities).

Some analysts (Stan, 2006: 31; Diminescu, 2009%nat# that visa restrictions before
2002, as well as, after 2002, the punitive measerdsrced by the Romanian state for
overstaying the 3-month period of legal sojourraischengen country constrained, at least
some migrants’ circular movements between Romamialaeir destination countries. Fearing
punitive measures in case they returned to Romafiex their sojourn abroad became

irregular (such as, between 1997 and 2007, thedicteon to re-enter the Schengen space



(Stan, 2006: 10)), some migrants delayed theirrmetthus diminishing the growth of
potential circular movements between Romania ano@aan host countries. In any case, up
until 2007 at least, for many Romanian migrantsSipain return trips to Romania were
dependent on obtaining official residence permRetdt, 2000: 110). Nevertheless, data
presented by Stan (2006) in his study on Romaniagular migration show that the 2002
lifting of visa led to increased movement acrossnRoia’s borders (see also Diminescu,
2009): national border crossing by Romanian cisziesreased with 5% in 2003 and with 8%
in 2004 as compared to the previous year (p. 15).

Presumably, the accession of Romania to the EW@Y 2ed to an explosion of circular
movements, as now Romanian migrants are able t@ laad return to their home country
without restriction and punitive sanctions. It isd that, even after 2007, in many EU
countries Romanian migrants have the right onljreée travel (for periods of three months)
and not to freely access national labor marketseNkeless, some migrants do know they
can now travel only with the identity card, a doamnhon which entry and exit customs
stamps cannot be appended (Ciobanu and Elrick,)2008&vements between Romania and
European host countries are now easier, as ittipossible to bare migrants’ access to the

host country on the basis of overstaying on a presirip.

Romanian migration and employment at destination

While men were the first to emigrate, especiallyimrk in construction, women also
started to leave for work, especially in servicesas domestic workers (Stan, 2006: 25).
According to the Temporary Living Abroad (TLA) sew carried out in 2006 (Sandu et al,
2006), there has been a noticeable increase imntgyengaged in housekeeping, from 7% of
migrants in 1996-2001 to 28% in the period 20016200

Temporary migrants’ employment,
by employment sector (%)

@ 1990-1995

20 m 1996-2001
0. m 0 2002-2006
O i

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).
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Between 2002 and 2006, the two other main sectmrdlRbmanians working abroad
were construction (28%) and agriculture (16%). Tdoacentration of migration in different
employment sectors is gender biased. Thus, whilstoaction is dominated by men (98% of
migrants engaged in construction are men), houpakges mostly a feminine job (88% of
migrants engaged in domestic services are womagrjcéiture is also mainly a male domain,
but women also play a certain part (72% of migramesmen and 28% of them are women)
(Sandu, 2006a: 21).

Table 2. Gender divisions and Romanian migrants’ eployment in destination
countries, 1990-2006 (%)

Male Female
Agriculture 28 72
Construction 98 2
Housekeeping 12 88

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 21)

Migration has also became more and more illegihie, with the highest growth in the
relative part of illegal migration into total Romammigration abroad occurring in the second
and third period of migration. It is thus in 200Q63 that illegal migration becomes dominant
(53% as opposed to 31% legal migration) (Sandug20@9). Those who work illegally are
mostly housekeepers (78%), agricultural labourés6%), and in a lesser proportion
construction workers (40%). Thus, prolonging thpsgm in the destination country over the
three months allowed by the tourist visa (befor@20or by the regulations governing the
free access of Romanian citizens to the Schengaregpetween 2002 and 2006) or the free
movement inside the EU (after 2007) was a commuaategly used by Romanian migrants
(Ciobanu and Elrick, 2009). The irregular situation which they consequently found
themselves is presumably easier to negotiate 2f1@7, as, as we have seen above, it is now
possible to elude formal control of the durationtleé sojourn abroad (through the use of
identity cards for passing frontiers). This implies the other hand, that Romanian migration

in the EU still retains an important irregular campnt in respect to both sojourn and work.
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Temporary migrants’ employment,
by form of employment (legal/illegal)
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The regional distribution of Romanian migration

Migration from Romania is differentiated along @ of departure and countries of
destination, with particular regions preferably glymg migrants to particular countries.

Figure 1. Historical regions and counties of Romaiai

Romania

Regiuni Istorice
Judete
Historical Regions
Counties

Sourcehttp://www.celendo.ro/HartiJudete/Regiunile Isteriale  Romaniei
_in_Prezent_cu_Judetele_aferente_Celendo.jpg

Up to 2001, the intensity of temporary migratiomaau was similar for the three main
historical regions of Romania, namely Muntenia, 8sla and Transylvania. After 2002,
Moldova became the highest exporter of tempordvgua (with a migration rate of 28,4 per
thousand), followed by Muntenia (21,7/000) and $sdwania (19,7/000).
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Graph 8. Temporary departures abroad, by region obrigin (/000)
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).

The evolution of migration to Spain

In 2007, Romanians represented 13,5% of all foergyin Spain, making up the second
largest community after Moroccans (Traser and ViEsal2008: 32). While official estimates
at that date numbered 500.000 Romanians in Spaofficial ones put the number of
Romanians (including irregular migrants) at 800.(0d). Reflecting a rising migration
trend, in 2008 the Spanish census recorded 728&Banian citizens resident in Spain,
which made Romanians the first minority group @& tdountry.

Some analysts consider that, up to 2001, Romanignation to Spain was mainly
channelled through “non-governmental agents, sschaaous NGOs, international agencies
such as the I0OM, or private recruitment agenci€ddljanu and Elrick, 2009: 199). This
seems to be confirmed by the fact that the Romapiiwate market for work abroad
recruitment has increased every year: from 362raot# in 2002 to 16.451 in 2007 (Qni
2008). Nevertheless, while Spain was the sixth nadfactive destination for contracts
mediated through private agencies (after the USypras, Italy, Germany and Greece), the
number of Spanish contracts officially declaredhy latter was insignificant (494).

On the other hand, while having a much more impbntale to play state agencies did
not manage either to capture the core of Romani@ration to Spain. The bilateral
agreement on seasonal labour recruitment betweerafia and Spain was ratified in 2602
Founded at the end of 2001, tBéfice for Labour Force MigratiorfOficiul pentru Migratia
Fortei de Munca, OMFM) was, between 2002 and 28@6agency in charge with mediating

contractual work abroad on the basis of bilategge@ments. Spain was a major destination
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for this seasonal work (covering around a thirdcohtracts), being for several years the
second most important after Germany.

As we can see from the table below, with level®wel 5000, state mediated contracts
covered nevertheless only a feeble percentage tbf departures to Spain and of Romanian
migrants present in the country (Blaga, 2008). Am& research has shown (Ciobanu and
Elrick, 2009), while important, the bilateral agmeents signed between the two countries did
not constitute the major trigger of Romanian migrato Spain.

Table 3. Number of contacts mediated through the OFM

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Total 22.305 40.197 35.456 42.758 53.029
Spain 2400 14.323 14.373
% of Spanish 11% 33% 27%

contracts in

total

contracts
Sources: 2002-2004: (Stan, 2006). 2005-2006: (MMRP@87), (MMSSF: 2006a).

In the opinion of Mrs. Camelia Mihalcea from EURR®Smania (19-10-09), migration

to Spain reached maximum levels in 2002-2003, wiremployment was high in Romania
as a result of the massive restructurings of staterprises realised after 1997. The OMFM
took part in this process, by mainly mediating sea$ contracts in agriculture (more than
90% of contracts), but also, in its last years afvaty, contracts for qualified work in other

sectors. In her opinion, contracts in agricultuemdfitted migrants with very low education
credentials who were making a living from subsiseeagriculture in Romania. “Those who
are in the top (of education credentials) do nohedo the public agency, but use (private)
recruitment companies”. Moreover, the selection andst of departures for contracts
mediated through the OMFM were organised in Budtaan additional constraint and cost
for potential migrants.

According to Mrs. Camelia Mihalcea, Romanian migsabecame nevertheless more
selective in time, starting not to accept everyghinat was offered to them. This selectivity
was a result of learning processes linked to migmatself and to working through contracts
mediated through bilateral agreements (more attertt the defence of migrants’ rights).
Thus, while at the beginning of bilateral agreeragpeople would queue for days and nights
in order to get into the selection process, atéhd of 2005 a significant proportion of
contracts remaining unoccupied at the end of theesen. To the later contributed, of course,
also Romania’s economic growth, and later, Romaraatession to the EU and the fact that

potential Romanians migrants have already lefSioain.
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Given the feeble contribution of state and privatediators, it seems thus that, both
before and after 2002, labour migration mainly pdsthrough informal channels (namely,
informal migrant networks, see Chapter 3). Morepf@rsome analysts (Ciobanu and Elrick,
2009), Romanian migration to Spain grew as a remilso much of bilateral agreements than
of the successive regularisation programmes addpye8panish governments (particularly
those from 1996, 2000/1 and 2005). Indeed, espedtalthose migrants who could hook up
to established migration networks, the prospedhe$e regulations constituted an important

incentive to migration to Spain.

The origins of Romanian migration to Spain

As seen above, while Spain became one of the nesitinéitions of Romanian migration
only after 1996, after 2002 it came to be its sdomost important destination after Italy. The
increase in the importance of Spain as a destmateuntry was not homogenous for all
regions of origin, but was regionally differentidtél hus, after 2002, Spain became the main
destination of departures for Muntenia (coverin§e5df departures from this regidf) and
the second one after Italy for Moldova (14%), Olef21%) and Crisana-Maramures (29%)
(Sandu, 2006a: 16, 20, 27). The following graphwshthe evolution of the rate of migration
to Spain for each of Romania’s regions, betweer24®1 and 2002-2006.

Graph 9. Temporary departures to Spain, by region borigin (% of total temporary
departures from the region)
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).
In 2006, most of Romanian migrants to Spain wemiog from Muntenia, with four

other regions (Moldova, Oltenia, Transilvania, @na-Maramures) dividing among
themselves the other hlf
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Temporary departures to Spain, by
region of origin (% of total temporary
departures to Spain)
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a)

The prevalence of Muntenia as a region of origmRomanian migration to Spain does
not nevertheless help us to draw a more accuraterpiof its origins. Muntenia as a region is
big and varied enough to comprise both very deveslogounties (such as Bucharest, Arges,
Prahova) and very poor ones (such as Teleormamita, Calarasi). It follows that, in order
to understand the origins of Romanian migratioSpain, we need to move from the regional
to the county level.

A community census carried out in December 2001 cooular migration from
Romanian villages (Sandu, 2005b) found out thatcthenties where migration to Spain was
significant were Teleorman, Dambovita, Alba, ClBjstrita-Nasaud (in which migration to
Spain reached 28% of circular migration from thentg’'s rural areas), but also, to a lesser
extent, Prahova, Buzau, Timis and Arad (11%).

Figure 2. Main destination countries for the circubr migration of rural population
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Figure 3. Main regions of external circular migration of Romanian rural population

Hefy 26, Gemeny 16, E=e 15

France 17, faly 17, Porugal 14
jt=iy 23, lsraed 7, Turkey T

Spain 28,
Hungary 26,
Garmary B

Gemmany 47, taly 17

Spainil, 7| T | [
France 7, €7 s
maly 7 '-Eu' ILEE

Yugoelana 18, Gemmany 14
fahy 15

Turzy 18,
Spain 11, ity 7

Gemany 20¢Tukey 7, 8y 7

Source: (Sandu, 2005: 563)
While the 2006 TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a) does petiy the counties of origin for

migration to different destination countries, itpsobable that the 2001 departure counties
have maintained themselves as main pools for Ra@anamigration to Spain (Monica Serban,
UB, 23-10-09). Indeed, as the latter is based otwarks developed around kinship,
friendship and common locality of origin (see Cle@®), it is probable that migration from
particular zones has not only grown in intensity bas also tended to concentrate towards
particular destination countries (such as Spaih)s 1§ shown by the example of the micro-
region of Alexandria (county Teleorman) studiedtbg 2006 TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a).
Here, the percentage of departures to Spain ihwaigk migration rose from 20% in 1990-
1995, to 76,6% in 1996-2001 and 86,4% in 2002-2@24du, 2006a: 38).

The table below summarises some data on the faunties which registered in 2001
the highest rates of temporary migration to Spaamely Teleorman, Dambovita, Alba and
Bistrita-Nasaud. The first two are in Muntenia, lghthe last two are in Transylvania. As we
can notice, the profiles of the four counties atgtegdivergent. At one extreme we find
Teleorman, a county with a collectivised countrgsidnd an average state presence in
agriculture (revealed by more than triple than agerpercentage of paid employment in
agriculture), a lower than average proportion afpamployees in industry, a huge fall in
paid employment between 1998 and 2006, and an Uogment rate more than double than
the national unemployment rate in 2006. At the otiidreme we find Bistrita-Nasaud, a
county deemed to be a “bastion of peasant agri@il{ie. with low rates of collectivisation
of land during socialism), with a higher than agergoroportion of paid employees in
industry, an increase in paid employment betweed8 l#hd 2006, and a significantly lower

than average unemployment rate in 2006.
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Table 4. Labour markets in Teleorman, Dambovita, Aba and Bistrita-Nasaud in 2006

Teleorman Dambovita Alba Bistrita- Romania
Nasaud
Post-socialist Collectivised Collectivised Collectivised Bastion of
trajectories of countryside with cour_]tryside. countryside with pea}sant
. 1 average state Rapid and feeble state agriculture
agriculture presence powerful peasant | presence
reconquest

Paid employment in 9% 2% 4% 3% 3%
agriculture
Paid employment in 32% 42% 44% 42% 35%
industry
Variation in average -29% -24% -9% +2% -13%
number of paid
employees, 2006/1988
Unemployment rates’ 8,2% 6,0% 7,1% 3,2% 5,2%
Nominal average net 88% 99% 84% 87% 100%
monthly wage’

1. Source: (Rey et al., 2007).

2. In 2006, as a percentage of total paid employn&mirce: (INS, 2007a).

3. Source: (INS, 2007a).
4. In 2006, according to ANOFM (MMFPS, 2007).
5. In 2006, as a percentage of national nominal aeenatj monthly wage. Source: (INS, 2007a).

Given these discrepancies between these countigsgoation to Spain, we could conclude

that the relevant analysis of migrants’ charactiegdies no more at the county level than it

does at the regional one. A contextual analysth@forigins of Romanian migration to Spain

needs then to fine tune even further its toolsdestend at the level of migrants’ localities of

origin.

While there are a number of qualitative studieRamanian migration to Spain that

do take into account the configuration of migramgalities of origin (Potot, 2000, etc.), it is

difficult to make any inferences on their basisha absence of quantitative surveys. The only
concluding survey is the same 2001 community st{@hndu, 2005b), which nevertheless
does not differentiate between migration to Spaith igration to other countries. However,
even at an aggregate level of the total Romaniagration from rural areas, the study has
drawn some interesting conclusions. As we will selew more in detail, the study found out
that villages with high migration rates also haghteir rates ohavetisti(commuters to nearby
industrial centers) and had witnessed more important declines in cotimy (havetd
between 1989 and 2001. Otherwise said, as willisdbe next chapter, the profile of the
Romanian migrant to Spain derives from the tramsé&tions that have affected the Romanian

economy during the post-socialist period.
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Two flows of Romanian migration to Spain

In 2008, the 728 967 Romanian migrants registeredSpain covered all Spanish
provinces. Nevertheless, we can notice from the belpw that Romanian migration was
mainly concentrated in the autonomous communitiedamrid (189.001, or 29% of the total
number of migrants in Spain), Valencia (127.75018%), Catalonia (87.899), Castilla-La
Mancha (85.419), Andalucia (79.118) and Aragon3868).

Figure 4. Romanian migrants registered at Spanishity halls at 20.06.2008, according to
the Spanish National Institute of Statistics
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Source: Based on the map of the Romanian MinidtExternal Affairs,
http://madrid.mae.ro/upload/docs/63624 Harta%20Gutatii%20romanesti%202008.ddccessed November
2009.

Ceuta 8

Two Romanian migration flows to Spain were mairtlydged up until now:

a) Migration flows directed towards the southern regid Spain

b) Migration flows directed towards the Madrid region

a) Romanian migration to thgouthern region of Spainwas studied up until now
mainly through qualitative research (Potot, 20@2¥)3b, 2005, 2006; Hartman, 2007, 2008;
Ciobanu and Elrick, 2009), but also through thengjte@tive micro-regional survey of the
TLA study (Sandu et al, 2006). The major destimabbthis migration flow is the province of
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Almeria, where Romanian migrants of both sexes paint engaged in irregular seasonal
work in intensive fruit and vegetable greenhousBstdt, 2005). Called in Romania
“capsunari (from capsuna strawberry; thus meaning “strawberry pickershigge migrants
generally have vocational education, and are corpieglominantly from villages or small
towns (Potot, 2006). Work relations in greenhoumes because of their irregular character,
exploitative, with migrants engaged in the “hypecalerated reproduction and turn-over of
(their) cheap labour in the interests of capitaffaftman, 2008). Nevertheless, despite the
prevalence of agriculture as an employment nich&fmmanian migrants in Almeria, some of
the latter were also working in other sectors (E&005: 8). In Almeria, construction such an
alternative employment sector for male migrantseiélmarginal and reserved to regularised
migrants. A minority of female migrants would alse employed in services, as cleaners in
the camping grounds and hotels of Costa del Sol.

A study realised by Ciobanu and Elrick in 2006-2qCiobanu and Elrick, 2009)
showed the interdependence between jobs in agmeufind other sectors of the economy
(especially services), as well as between formatraects and informal labour arrangements
for Romanian migrants in southern Spain. Some@Rbmanian migrants who have obtained
an OMFM mediated seasonal contract in agricultar8pain would return to Romania at the
end of the contract (most popular ones being thais8 and 6 months) in order to be
registered in the OMFM database. Only this proceduould later give them the right to
access similar contracts in the future. After regieg they would go back to Spain and
engage in informal work in agriculture, restauraansl bars in touristic localities in southern
Spain, or again in domestic services such as heepakg and caring for elderly people.

The Romanian migrants in the province of Almeriadgtd by Potot were mainly
coming from the area surrounding the city of Rasiler Vede, in county Teleorman (Potot,
2003a). She characterises this county as havirepldéeurbanisation, a negative demographic
balance, and one of the highest poverty ratesarctiuntry” (bid: 68). The restructuring of
former state industries led to an important poounémployed workers, some of who have
returned to live in the countryside. Agriculturketmost important sector of the county at the
moment of her research, was nevertheless onlyafigriibsorbing this excess labour, as the
county was still home to large state agricultueahfs. Being largely mechanised, the latter
were employing only a small number of seasonatisalavorker.

Migration constituted thus an important outlet tbe county’s reserve labour force.
Explored by the first pioneer migrants since 1998ain became a more popular destination
after 1995 (Potot, 2003a). At the moment of heeaesh, in 2003, migrants were mainly, but
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not exclusively, male, and had a working class bemknd, often combining vocational
education with work experience in both industry agdiculture. They declared having spent
between 9 months and one year, sometimes morgaim Svhere they worked as undeclared

agricultural workers.

¢) Romanian migration to thdadrid region was the object of an ambitious study on
Comunitati romanesti in Span{®@omanian Communities in Spaicarried over by a team of
researchers from the University of Bucharest int&eper 2008 (Sandu, 2009a; but see also
previously Serban, 2008) These migrants are in almost equal proportionie mad female,
and are working in construction (23%) and houseikep|p19%), but also in services and
manufacturing’. Most have medium-level education (more than 6@%hem have at least
high school education) and 38% of them were uneygolan Romania. These Romanian
migrants tend to live in localities with high pentages of co-nationals. Indeed, over one third
of Romanians (36%) in the Autonomous Community cddMd lived in localities where
Romanians were the dominant migrant group, whiteost another third (29%) lived in
localities where Romanians represented betweenn8058% of the migrant population
(Serban, 2009: 40).

While one might have expected the two destinat{snathern and northern Spain) to be
segregated along counties of origin, with south&gnicultural regions in Spain attracting
migrants from poorer counties in Romania, and rorthindustrialised regions attracting
migrants from more developed counties, the acticalie is more complex than that. First of
all, Romanian poorer counties have generated ntigraho ended up in various employment
sectors, not only in agriculture. Let's take asexample the Alexandria-Teleorman micro-
region studied by the 2006 TLA survey, a micro-oegwhere Spain has become the main
destination country after 1996. The study (Sand®62: 39) found out that up until 2006
departures for work from the micro-region have tecemployment in agriculture (17,5% of
male departures and 16,7% of female departuresplsot and in a bigger proportion, to
employment in construction (58,5% of male depagurand in housekeeping (53,8% of
female departures).

In fact, the picture is even more complex, as mahthe migrants who started their
migratory career in Spain in agriculture would moatter the eventual regularisation of their
status, up north to work in more lucrative emplogtse (hamely construction and
housekeeping) (Potot, 2000: 110).
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Given the importance of housekeeping, construdimh agriculture for the employment
of Romanian migrants in Spain, we can also expectimportant segment of illegal
employment for these migrants. In 2006, the TLAdgtastimated that migrants to Spain have
worked in a proportion of 45% illegally and 28% adig™" X (Sandu, 2006a: 36).

Temporary departures to Spain, by
type of employment (legaliillegal)

o Legal
m lllegal
0O Both legal &

illegal
ONR

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a)
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2. The impact of migration on the Romanian labour narket

Given the “long decade” of economic and living slamrls decline of the 90s, some
specialists estimate that “if it wasn't for thiscradibly wide movement of population,
Romania would have known a social and economigsctige size of which is difficult to
imagine. (...) Euro-commuters elronavetisti vacated jobs, (and) Ilowered the
unemployment rate to levels almost derisory giviea social and economic situation of
Romania — only 6-7% (by comparison — in 2005 thenyployment rate was of 8-9% in the
three Baltic states, 10% in Bulgaria, 16% in Sloaaénd 18% in Poland (Eurostat, 2006)”
(Ghetau, 2007). Migration is thus seen as havingrituted to a decrease in unemployment,
and, after 2000, an increase in GDP, consumptioth VAT (Botezatu, 2007: 3; Colipca and
Ivan-Mohor, 2008). According to Cristina Mocanu Q8MPS, 21-10-09), “up to 2005-2006,
migration constituted a relief for the (Romaniaa)dur market and its welfare system”.

There is possibly a case to be made for the relship between the rise in migration
rate and the drop in unemployment, but this woulplyaat a first glance only to the period
after 2002. Indeed it is after this year that rabésmigration, and especially temporary
migration increased precipitously, while at the saime unemployment rates gave signs of a

more durable decreasing trend after the shar@nddluctuations of the 90s (INS, 2007a).

Unemployment and temporary migration
evolution
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The link between out-migration and unemploymerniRomania is also revealed in CRS
survey on Romanian communities in the Madrid red®andu et al, 2009; Tufis, 2009). The
study showed that while 10% of the studied migrdvatge been unemployed before leaving
Romania, in 2008 only 6% of them were unemploye8pain. Moreover, if 38% have been
“without occupation” (i.e. both unemployed and itha&) in Romania, only % of them were

still so in Spain. This makes us believe that ntigraserved both to relieve unemployment
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on the Romanian labour market, and to integrateeimtegrate into the labour market those
who in Romania have been out of it.

Changes in unemployment rates after 2002 are, afrsep not simply direct
consequences of increased migration, as, in the g@mod, Romania’s GDP also displayed
significant increasé¥. Nevertheless, migration might have helped sipéxcess workforce
in the 90s and beginning of 2000s, and, in a latage, even led to labour shortages in
particular sectors such as construction or aguaeeltThis vision is also shared by a number
of experts of the Romanian labour market (Crisiaanu, INCSMPS21-10-09).

Migration and the female labour market

The fact that, after 2000, employment rates hauveimweased, but, on the contrary,
remained stable while unemployment decreféeds seen by some commentators as an
additional indicator that the surplus workforce weat so much the national labour market as
it merely left the country (Ciutacu and Chivu, 20@0). Other commentators caution
nevertheless that low employment rates reflectlblvour force participation rates of women
and the elderly who are just keeping themselve®btite labour force (Mete et al, 2008: 30).
They also imply that these rates have not muclotwith migration, which they see as being
predominantly young and male. Nevertheless, as awe lseen, while the profile of the
migrant did indeed become younger, migrants’ gepdefile became after 2002 pretty much
balanced in gender terms. Moreover, interestingligjer 1998, unemployment rates for
women have generally been lower than male unempaymate¥™, while, after 1999,
female unemployment started to decrease asveNS, 2009; Lazaroiu and Alexandru,
2008: 226). The link between female involvement tbe Romanian labour market and

migration has thus to be reconsidered.

Female unemployment and employment rates (%)

50 —&— Unemployment
40 —l— Employment

Source: (INS, 2009).
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We have seen that the CRS survey (Sandu, 2009adl fout a considerable increase in
the employment rate of migrants following migratidndeed, while 63% of the studied
migrants had a job in Romania, 89% of them had ion8pain in 2008 (Tufis, 2009: 93).
Interestingly, this increase in employment was thuelecreases not only in unemployment
rates but also in rates of inactivity: the percgataof people declaring themselves to be
students or housewives passed from, respectivbbg dnd 10% in Romania to 2 and 3% in
Spain. Thus, we could say that while some womenkédieb themselves out of the labour
market in Romania (thus decreasing national empémynnates), they used migration as a
vehicle for re-entering the labour market, thiseiim Spaif. As many times this entrance
was directed to the domestic services sector, mograhus transformed women’s unpaid

work as housewives into paid work for employers.

Migration and youth employment

The impact of migration of the Romanian labour neardould be made more visible if
we look more in detail at the age composition ofnauts. As we have already seen, young
able-bodied people are overrepresented in Romaeiaporary migration abroad. Indeed,
while young people aged 15 to 29 years old made dBgmporary migrantd in the 2002-
2006 period (Sandu, 2006a), they represented @y 8f total Romanian population in the
15-64 age bracket in 2006, (INS, 2007a). While it is to be expected that rafigm of
young people has a bearing on the availabilityabblr in Romania, the concrete impact of
this migration on Romanian unemployment or labaefiadts is still to be determined. What
can be said for now is that between 2002 and 200 1timber of unemployed people in the
15-29 and 30-54 age brackets decreased by, resggc®4% and 26%, making us think that

at least part of this decrease was due to migratitside Romani¥".

Total unemployment rate and unemployment rate
for the 15-30 years old (ILO)
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Migration and the structural transformation of tlomanian labour market,

1990-2006
In order to understand the impact of migration ba Romanian labour market, wee

need to move from its gender and age variables e structural approach of its post-
socialist transformation. A look at the evolutiohesnployment among different activities of
the economy will help us understand some of thedyos of the Romanian labour market, as
well as its relation to (both internal and exteyrmaigratio™. The graph below shows the
share of total employment of main economic aceitibetween 1990 and 2006. What is
remarkable is that the three main periods in whiad could divide the evolution of
employment in different activities of the econonmmng auperposed to the three periods in the
evolution of temporary migration trends disting@diby Sandu (2006a).

Share in total employment of main economic
activities (%)

45
40 +
354
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25 4 —e— Agriculture

—a— Industry

207 Commerce

Source: (INS, 2007a).

At the end of the socialist period, Romania was lwoimg a fairly considerable
orientation towards industry (especially heavy stdy), with a still important agricultural
sector and a more modest service sector. In 198% 8f the total employment was in
industry, while 28% was still in agriculture. Pasfeialist transformations led, in fast
period (1990-1995}0 the decline in industrial production and emptepnt, a sharp growth in
employment in agriculture and a slower, but disid#engrowth in employment in trade. Both
growths followed the privatisation of agriculturadatrade infrastructure. In particular, land
restitution (started in 1991) led to small subsiste farming becoming a safety valve for
unemployed industrial workers, or, in the wordSCoistina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09),
“playing a social protection role for unemployedringrs”.

As we have seen above, in this first period, migratvas more urban than rural (59%

as compared to 41% of migrants) (Sandu, 2006a)th@rother hand, migration from rural
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regions was concentrated in more developed villdigdd-PA, 2007). As migration demands
the mobilization of a certain amount of resourcefofe starting to produce any income,
migrants predominantly came from better-off villagavhere industrial restructuring in the
area led to villagers loosing their status as cotemworkers favetist) and eventually
reorienting part of them towards work migrationcsit.

A second stage (1996-200%jitnessed the accentuation of migration and enmpéoyt
trends seen above. As industry continued its fallcame to invert its position in the
employment structure with agriculture. In 2001, iagture counted for 41% of total
employment, while industry for only 24% (INS, 2007&his trend was matched by a
constant and important decrease of rural-urban sflewv Romania, and a corresponding
substantial increase in the urban-rural §ffeSandu et al, 2004). This was the result of the
fact that more and more urban unemployed or (eeelyfed employees chose the countryside
as a refuge, with the help of an inherited ploiaofd. Agriculture became a “parking” strategy
for both navetistiand returning city dwellers, waiting for opporttes to engage in better
paid jobs.

In this second period, while temporary migratioaréased, migrants continued to have
higher than average incomes and to come predonyn&@m more rather than less
developed areas (Sandu et al 288%) Indeed, a community census carried out in Ronmania
villages in December 2001 (Sandu, 2005b) foundthat villages with higher migration
densities have larger proportions of young and aidacpeople, as well as pavetistiand
return migrants from cities, and are located cldsecities and modern roads. It seems thus
that rural out migration was mainly the enterpregethose who have already been better
connected to the larger Romanian economy and torltan areas: “people have converted
internal migration experience into external (cieslilmigration experience” (Sandu, 2005b:
567)*". Migration thus seemed to have been composedcédium-qualified workforce of
navetisti and city workers, or what Catalin Ghinararu (INCS3JP23-10-09) called the
“residue of the socialist economy” in the new Rofaarransition societ{*.

This situation started to changéer 2002 Agriculture’s share in employment dropped
quite importantly, reaching in 2006 a record lowele(for the post-socialist period) of 30%
(INS, 2007a). While between 2002 and 2006 industsirare fluctuated between 23 and 25%,
the growth in the share of trade seems to havdeaated, the latter reaching 13% in 2006. In
the same time, as we have seen, migration abroad fural areas continued to increase its

importance. During the 2002-2006 period, while ryp@pulation dropped from 47% to 45%
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of the total population of Romania (INS, 2007ayatunigration came to constitute almost
half of total migration.

The increasing importance of migration abroad fromal areas might thus be the result
of the combined migration of localavetist™™ and of former city dwellers that had moved
their residence back to the countryside. While lz#ttegories are better educated, they are
also more reluctant to work in the subsistencecaljtire nowadays dominating many
Romanian villagers. From this point of view, migoat might act at least partially as a valve
for releasing the still important post-socialisbdar pressure exerted on the Romanian
agricultur&”. Nevertheless, if migrants continued to deparnfrmore developed villages,
this means that less developed villages might Hmen left with fewer resources as their
inhabitants are not able to avail of the migratratve.

Therefore, following Sandu (2005b), we could sagt,tin the first and second periods,
the decline in industrial employment led to an exodf industrial unemployed to agriculture
and to increased flows from cities to the counttgsiAfter 2002, agricultural employment
began to subside, as temporary migration becamera mable alternative for many rural
inhabitants.

These processes have to be put in the larger picfuthe post-socialist transformation
of the Romanian economy. Indeed, as we can see fhemgraph below, post-socialist
changes in agricultural and industrial employmenktplace on the background of significant
changes in the standard of living enjoyed by thenRaan population.

Graph 17. GDP variation (%), real earnings index vaiation (%) and total departures
rate (/000), 1991-2006
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Source: IMFWorld economic outlook database 20Q®IS, 20074, b), (Sandu, 2006a).

As we can see, between 1990 and 2000, both GDReahaarnings index registered
many years of negative variation. The 90s thus esed a precipitous decline in the
purchasing power of wages and in the living stagslasf the Romanian population. The
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decade saw massive layoffs and persisting hypatiofi (for example, in 1993 inflation
reached 256%) (Lazaroiu and Alexandru, 2008: 2AS)a result, the average monthly net
wage in Romania decreased from 187 euros in 1988070in 2000. (Ciutacu and Chivu,
2007: 38). Moreover, paid employment was continlyoasoded after the change of regime.
Indeed, the rate of employees (people in paid eynpdmt) in total population fell
continuously in that decade from 34% in 1989 to 2092000, stabilizing itself at around
20% only after that year (Ciutacu and Chivu, 2029). Poverty rates increased from 20% in
1996 to 36% in 2000 (Sandu, 2005a: 38). As a redufing the 90s, differentials in wage and
living standards between Romania and Europeannadistn countries were quite important.

After 2000, both GDP and wage increase starte@ tmére sustained. According to
Catalin Pauna (WB, 22-10-09) as the economy staotgdow again, the excess demand on
the labour market led to a rise in average wagusrdstingly, this was also due to the fact
that the available rural labour force did not mantmgrespond to the increase in labour
demand. As new jobs were mainly created in urbaasarand as villagers could not benefit
anymore of the socialist commuting infrastructum@any of them chose instead of a shabby
and expensive microbus to the near city the coa@pain!

2005 was the first year when the net average wae @aver to its 1989 level, to 199
Eurd™. Still, in the same year, while the average GDpifaaof EU-15 was of 108,3 Euro, it
was of only 34,7 Euro in Romania (Traser and Vesmgl2008). As a result, migration to now
established destination countries such as Spaittalyccontinued even during these “Balkan
tiger” years of Romania. Still in 2006, whereafimmania the average salary was 200 Euro
per month, in the same period in Italy, migrantslde@arn between 800 and 1400 Euro and
send back home between 400 and 800 Euro (Stan; 266

Migration and deskilling
As we have seen above, the improvement of Romae@somic performance after

2000 has translated not in growing industrial emplent, but in increased employment in
trade activities. This growth reveals the ongoiraps$formation of Romania into a “service
society” and the probable deskilling of its labauarket as a result of the depletion of its
skilled labour through out migration. It is nevesfiss important to acknowledge that
deskilling has probably already started in the @6sa result of the transfer of industrial
employees to the agricultural sector. The highsratieagricultural employment in Romania
were seen by some commentators as an indicatidndden unemployment, or even high
inactivity, as those engaged in subsistence agui@lvere considered to be inactive on the
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labour market (Valentin Mocanu, MMFPS, 23-102%). In the same time, it could also
indicate a process of deskilling, as most agricaltemployment in post-socialist Romania
involves very low skills (and at most “traditionaigricultural skills which could only
marginally be converted into waged employmentR006, 93% of the agricultural workforce
was working on family exploitations (as either saifiployed or as unremunerated family
worker), while only 6% of it was composed of wageners (INS, 2007a).

On the other hand, the post-socialist transformatiaffecting the educational system
also lead to some de-skilling processes of the Reamavorkforce. In the opinion of Valentin
Mocanu (MMFPS, 23-10-09), but also of Catalin Pa(Ww&, 22-10-09) and Cristina Mocanu
(INCSMPS, 21-10-09), in Romania third level edumatis disconnected from the labour
market. Indeed, it has produced high numbers adugtes in business, accounting and law,
but less in some fields where there was a demanldigbly qualified labour during the later
years (such as engineering). On the other handnderlined by Valentin Mocanu, vocation
training lost in breath and pertinence after thansxtion between vocational schools and
enterprises institutionalised during the sociglestiod was severed.

According to Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09)isionly up to around 2004 that
migration had as an effect the absorption of sgrphorkforce on the Romanian labour
market. After that, it had a negative effect of ésuag the skill level of the Romanian labour
force. This opinion was also shared by Valentin &ac (MMFPS, 23-10-09). In a study to
be published soon, Cristina Mocanu had found oat 80 to 40% of students of vocational
education in Romania were only waiting for gradmatso that to leave the country to work
abroad. This meant that they would not continuer teducation for an additional year of
qualification, thus contributing to lower the leseadf skills available on the Romanian labour
market. As the TLA survey found, between 2002 afd62 a large majority of migrants had
vocational or high school education (77%), a prapormuch higher than among Romanian
population in the 15-64 age bracket (45%) (INS,7200

The process of de-skilling is also revealed in2888 study on Romanian communities
in Spain (Sandu, 2009a; Tufis, 2009). Indeed, atingrto the study, more Romanian
migrants worked as un-qualified workers in the eagvladrid than back in Romania (11% as
compared to 9%). This increase in un-qualified fpmss following migration might
nevertheless be even more important if we stalddk carefully at the different occupational
categories used in the study. The table below shbevsvay in which the study has classified

the occupations of Romanian migrants in the Madgion.
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Table 4. Migrants’ occupations in Romania and Spair{%)

Occupational categories Occupational class Occupati in | Last occupation
Romania in Madrid
1. Heads of companies and Class A(professional, 2 3
employers, entrepreneurs managerial and intellectual
occupations)
2. Intellectual occupations 4 1
3. Technicians and foremen Class B(nhon-manual routine 3 1
occupations and qualified
workers)
4. Public servants 2 1
5. Workers in services and trade 21 43
6. Qualified farmers or in their owr 1 0
exploitation
7. Qualified workers 21 26
8. Unqualified workers Class C(unqualified workers) 9 13
9. Without occupation 38 11

Source: (Tufis, 2009: 95), my translation.
As we can see, the study included in Class B (nanual routine occupations and

qualified workers) at least one problematic catggoamely “Service and trade workers” (nr.
5). In Spain, nr. 5 includes a substantial numlfernskilled labour working in the domestic
services sector. Therefore, its place (or at ladatge part of its contingent) is rather in Class
C than Class B. Moreover, nr. 5 regards a category (workers inise and trade) which
increased significantly following migration: from1% in Romania to 43% in Spain.
According to the study, 46% of the latter were wogkin domestic services as unqualified
menajere(housekeepers). If we add these housekeepere tontjualified workers officially
counted in the survey, we arrive at a proportioraibfeast 31% of the migrants in Madrid
having unqualified jobs — an increase of more tBaimes in the proportion of unqualified
workers as compared to the initial situation in Rom!

Deskilling is also visible if we look at the evalut of higher qualified occupations in
Class A and B. Indeed, many of them diminishednpartance following migration. For
example, “intellectual occupations” decreased frd& in Romania to 1% in Spain,
“technicians and foremen” from 3% to 1%, and “pabdiervants” from 2% to 1%. The
decrease in these occupations was balanced byceeage in three categories situated below
them (unqualified workers, workers in services &made, and qualified workers), fact which
points to a deskilling trajectory for many higheilled migrants. On the other hand, we
should also notice that the considerable increasgorkers in services in trade is probably
accounted for not so much by the decrease in higitibed work, as by the entrance into the
labour market of those who were “without occupdtiom Romania. In the light of the

importance of un-skilled labour in services andlé;athis entrance reconfirms the deskilling
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processes related to migratfé. This is also confirmed by the 2007 ENI study ditey
Tufis (2009), which found out that 54% of Romaniamgrants experienced descending
mobility following migration (Tufis, 2009: 99).

Finally, the process of de-skilling through migaattiis also highlighted by the change in
the gender and occupational composition of migmatibhe increase in female migration
highlighted by the 2006 study on temporary migrati®@andu et al, 2006) changed the
balance between employment in unskilled domestidceEs and employment in construction
(an important part of which is skill&4"). Thus, whereas a 2001 community census found out
that around 40% of rural Romanian migrants to Spairked in construction (Sandu, 2005b),
the 2008 study of Romanian communities in Spaimdoaut that only 23% of migrarft§”
from the Madrid region did &8""'. The difference between the two periods is evememo
significant if we take into consideration that duraigrants were probably in a higher
proportion than urban migrants prone to migrateo iagricultural jobs (rather than in
construction), while migrants from the Madrid regiwere more prone to have construction
jobs than migrants going to the south of SpainsThéans that the importance of construction
in the ensemble of Romanian migration to Spain a@bbbpdiminished even more than these
data would let us believe. The decrease in the itapoe of construction (a sector with an
important skilled labour component) is at leasttlga result of the concomitant increase of
the importance of jobs in services and trade (#oseghere unskilled work is current for
migrants working even in areas other than the Haeggng sub-sector). Finally, deskilling as
a result of migration is also evident if we comptre proportion of people working and trade
and services in home and host countries: whiledi®62n Romania no more than 10% of the
employed population worked in services and comméss, 2007a), in 2008 43% of

Romanian migrants in the Madrid area di§*¢g

However, on a more general level, the impact ofratign of the Romanian labour
market is still to be seen. One important quesitohow much of the currently dominant
temporary migration will be converted into permanemngration once migrants’ situation in
destination countries will permit it (i.e. for exphla by having worked enough years in a
destination country to be able to apply for pernrmhmesidence and then citizenship). In 2002,
a demographer estimated temporary migration at 68000 persons (Ghetau, 2007), but
highlighted that this represented 64% of the talatrease Romanian population has
registered between 1992 and 2002. He warned thamporary migration is continued or if

it is even partially converted into permanent miigirg, it will have an important impact on
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Romania’s available labour force. Other voices ason against migration’s importance for
the future of the Romanian labour market. As hgjited by Catalin Pauna, 2,5 million

migrants represent 25% of the total labour forcb.(Romania’s active population was of 10
million people in 2006 (INS, 2007)), which is enaus! Valentin Mocanu makes an even
tighter evaluation. He contends that if we subtthet2 million people practicing subsistence
agriculture from the total employed population (rob9,3 million in 2006 (INS, 2007)), the

later amount in effect to less than 8 million. 3limm migrants represent then more than a

third of Romania’s employed population!

Remittances and the Romanian labour market

As in the case of other migration flows, Romaniaigration has led to an important
influx of remittances to Romania. In 2007, it wagimated that remittances amounted to
between about 3 billion and 4 billion Euros a ysapreceding years (Ciutacu and Chivu,
2007: 43). Data from the National Bank of Romamiged remittances to 7,1 billion Euro in
2007, or 5,9% of the GDP (Arpad, 2008). In 200& Mational Commission for Prognosis
estimated that remittances sent to Romania by R@amanvorking abroad amounted to 7,5%
of the GDP (Erdei, 2008a). The graph below showsthenomenal increase in the volume of
Romanian remittance after 2005.

Graph 18. Workers’ remittances, compensations of eployers and migrant transfers’,
credit (US$ million)
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Source: (Ratha, Mohapatra and Silwal. 2009), ERegh for Brief.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPROSPECT SiRees/334934-
1110315015165/RemittancesData_Nov09(Public).xls

This increase put Romania in 2008 on the 9-th pEoeng the top recipients of migrant

remittances among developing countries.
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Graph 19. Top recipients of migrant remittances amog developing countries in 2008
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At a macro-economic level, remittances were credit#h having contributed to both

excess market liquidity and to strengthening thigonal currency (Ciutacu and Chivu, 2007:
42). The first effect was warded off only in thesfi decade of the new millennium by
energetic measures on the part of the RomaniamiNdtBank. With decreasing inflation also
came a stronger national currency as well as a tgromv GDP, which was thus seen as
resulting more from BNR policies than from fundartaeconomic factors.

The impact of remittances on labour force partitggawas seen as debatable, as low
participation rates in the labour force were nansas being primarily driven by reliance on
remittances from abroad. Indeed, those who areobuhe labour force tend to be poor,
whereas remittances tend to be provided to middbk lagher income households (Mete,
Bucur Pop and Cnobloch, 2008: 30). Neverthelesdevaumitting there are still no studies
on the topic, Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-08)idves that for rural and small town
households with relatively low incomes, remittanoeght have had an effect to pull some of
their members out of the labour market.

The contribution of remittances to the ordinaryefvof those who received them is
nevertheless quite significant. Indeed, it is eated that remittances in the period 2002-2005
amounted to around 50% of the total net wagesvedddy Romania’s workers in the country
(Ciutacu and Chivu, 2007: 42). Otherwise said, t@mtgver those left in the country earned
through their work in Romania, their relatives dneinds working abroad added an additional
50%. Information on remittances is neverthelessiglaas what is measured are generally
bank transfers (Constantin et al, 2004). It isnested that 40% of migrant transfers are made
through informal channels. Monetary transfers e made by other means, for example by
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being brought cash into Romania by migrants, tfairily members, friends, bus drivers etc.
This method is probably the most frequently onaluseillegal migrants.

Remittances led to an increase the standard ofofifthose left behind, the boom in
house construction, sales in equipment, housetamdgand cars, created jobs and stimulated
consumption (Ghetau, 2007). Indeed, remittances wsed for various purposes: current
consumption (family allowance, paying for the edima and training of children, health
care), savings, investments in goods for long tasm (such as dwellings, land, household
equipment, cars, machines and agricultural toolsjhe initiation of micro businesses or the
setting up of family associations with a lucratpugrpose (agro tourism, cultural tourism and
the use of local natural resources) (Constantal, &004).

Nevertheless, remittances mainly led not to inwesit in business and to job creation,
but to conspicuous investments in house constmctiousehold goods and cars (Hartman,
2007; Stan 2006; Potot, 2000). The 2008 CRS suiSagdu, 2009b: 59) found out that 52%
of Romanian migrants in the Madrid region declatiegly wish to buy or build a house in
Romania in the next two years, while 32% declahey wwould like to open a business in the
home country. There is thus a hierarchy in theidasbns of remittance money in Romania.

Potot (2000) also noticed an interesting distintiio consumption orientation between
middle-class migrants from cities, on the one hamd village migrants from working class
or farming backgrounds, on the other. Whereasitherhainly invest in cars and conspicuous
consumption (brand clothes, holidays in luxury lote the mountains or at the seaside), the
second will mainly invest in durable goods suclbaitding a house. However, if the middle-
class migrants studied by Potot developed smalhbsses, these were mainly very small on-
the-spot arrangements which did not led to consisgmployment even for its initiator. As a
matter of fact, as Cristina Mocanu noticed (INCSMR&-10-09), many Romanian migrants
willing to start a business in Romania might hawrb confronted with the corruption
permeating the Romanian economy at the local IeMak could have deterred them from
starting or continuing their business venture.

In the case of the Neamt migrants studied by Ot€2007), migrants would first invest
remittances in the building of a house and onlgraitvest in any entrepreneurial activity.
The so-called “pride-houses” (Romanian?) servendgators of family welfare. In the 2006
TLA regional survey conducted on migrant househ@loi: Teleorman and Vrancea counties
(Sandu et al, 2006), it was found that, of theltotamber of migrant households which
invested money, 69% of those in rural areas and ©4%hose in urban areas bought

household appliances, and 59% of those in rurasaaed 76% of those in urban expanded
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and modernized their houses (Grigoras, 2006: 48}hé same study, 28% of respondents
thought that money earned through migration shbeldpent first on house construction or
purchase (28%), second on setting up a busine8s)(@9d third on satisfying the basic needs
of or providing a better living for one’s familyZ%) (Sandu, 2006b: 61).

But while household construction is usually seenaas instance of conspicuous
consumption, it is also a job-generating activéy,it led to the development of a flourishing
construction sector in many Romanian villages affédy migration. In the case of migrants
from county Neamt studied by Oteanu (2007), itni®riesting to note that some (returning)
migrants were amongst those who invested in thetoaction sector by setting up small
construction companies, usually operating on theckblmarket ipid: 41). These small
enterprises can be as transitory as the so-cdlteel The latter are copied after the Italian
model and consist of groups of 5 to 6 workers hlsgdhe day or until the finalization of a
construction project. Much more feeble investmantte part of migrants is directed towards
livestock breeding or the processing of agricultym@ducts. The same 2006 TLA regional
survey on migrant households found out that, on whele, while the percentage of
“entrepreneurs” (i.e. people who invested their eyoim setting up a business) is higher
among those who have work experience abroad asarechpo the general population (10%
compared to 3%), it still is generally rather lolwoth and Toth, 2006: 48).

On the other hand, Potot (2006) also noticed tsairming migrants are contributing to
the development of a new consumerist ethics in Riemandeed, they are among those who
are driving up the demand for the products ancestgf consumption promoted through the
new forms of retail trade that have colonised Ramaafter 2000 (grand surfaces like
shopping malls and shopping markets). Given thatdévelopment of these new forms of
retail trade replaces, at least partially, formemfs of retail trade (taking place in small
shops, in peasant fairs, as well as through inforexahanges between family members,
friends and neighbours), we could wonder if mignatis not also indirectly contributing to
important shifts in employment in the service sectdoreover, as, by extension, the
development of new forms of retail trade furthergnaalises agricultural production on small
subsistence farms (which do not have access tontlaigket), it also has an impact on
employment in the latter sector. Finally, as natitsyy Monica Serban (UB, 23-10-09), this
rise in consumption is mainly a consumption of im@d goods. The latter further contributes
to marginalise domestic production, increase Roaisrirade deficit and deplete its foreign

currency stocks.
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Migration and Romanian labour deficits

At the beginning of the new millennium, increasedels of migration, as well as the
fact that the country was still affected by the ®@®nomic recession, led the Romanian
government to a direct involvement in programsadolur recruitment abroad, as a means to
ease the pressure on the demand side of the dorasiur market (Chivu, 2008). In 2001,
the government established the Labour Force Mmmatffice Oficiul pentru Migratia
Fortei de Munca, OMFN] which aimed to offer consultancy services, @asi and
protection to Romanian workers abroad, as welbasdnage programs of labour recruitment
abroad (Ciutacu and Chivu, 2007: 30; Stan, 2006ulscu et al, 2006). Subsequently, in
2004, the Ministry of Labour, Social Solidarity ardmily established the Department for
Labour Abroad Departamentul pentru Munca in Strainatate, DM®hich took on the
coordination of OMFM (Stan, 2006). After 2007 andnfania’s accession to the UE, the
OMFM was disbanded, and its functions transfercethé National Agency for Employment
(Agentia Nationala pentru Ocuparea Fortei de Mund&dlOFM) (Colipca and Ivan-Mohor, -

: 6), and particularly to the Romanian branch ofRE$. EURES (European Job Mobility
Portal) is a “co-operation network between the asm Commission and the Public
Employment Services of the EEA Member Stafesteking to encourage the free movement
of labour across Europe and supported financiayiyhe EU. While having inherited the
OMFM expertise and personnel, EURES is decentdilisdas a councillor in every county
of Romania, thus facilitating the selection andatgpes of migrants nearer to their home
locality.

After 2005, more and more voices started to clamat tmigration began to have a
significant impact on Romania’s labour market, yoy causing important labour shortages
(Serban and Toth, 2007). Migration was also seetoasgibuting to the drop of employment
and an increase in dependency rates in the coanulythus as putting in peril Romanian
social and health insurance systems (Cindrea, 20®&)7:More generally, migration was also
credited to lead to a diminishing tax base avadldbt the state as a result of the departure of
young workers (Ciutacu and Chivu, 2007: 30). Qatlie studies on migration to Italy and
Ireland also highlighted that irregular migratiengarticular led to both labour shortages and
deskilling at local and community levels, as mamggular migrants perform low-skilled jobs
sometimes at a variance with their qualificatione@ne (Stan, 2006).

According to a World Bank report, labour force naigon and massive foreign
investments in Romania have led to a severe laghkecdonnel (llie, 2007). Indeed, labour
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deficits were noticed in construction, agricultu@rism, construction materials, mechanical
processing, clothing and leather goods industrndf&@a, 2007: 26). Data from ANOFM
(DMS, 2006) show that in 2006 there was a defi€iumqualified workers in the areas of
packing solid and semi-solid goods (1.111), textii@anufacturing (1.023), road, bridge and
dam construction and maintenance (1.004), buildiegpolition, brickwork, mosaic, faience,
grit stone and parquetry (665), but also of sell@@%7), security, access control and
intervention agents (541), bricklayer plaster woské395), carpenters (370), operator in
textile confections (364). The most affected regiarere the Western region and Bucharest
(Lazaroiu and Alexandru, 2008).

One of the sectors most affected by the labourcdlefvas construction. In 2006,
shortages in the construction sector were estintagezhe employer organisatioRgtronatul
Societatilor din Constructii; Association of Empéog in Constructionjsto be as high as
300,000 workers, or 50% of the total labour deficiRomania (Ciutacu, 2007). In the same
year, PM Tariceanu blamed the labour deficit instarction on migration and saw it as “the
reason why certain public works are being delay@ititacu, 2006). In 2008, the construction
sector registered important labour deficits in 3 af the 41 Romanian departments (Chisu,
2008). Bucharest was the city with the highest ll@fdabour deficit in construction, with
9.000 vacant jobs. Construction companies in ceansuch as Timj Cluj, Constata and
Sibiu also had important difficulties in finding vkers.

One year earlier, in 2007, a study conducted on @&flipanies in the construction,
textile and hospitality sectors (Serban and To@l®72 showed that around 15% of companies
in the constructions and hospitality sectors wdfected by labour deficits, whereas in the
textile industry that proportion reached 30%. Oter three sectors, around 17.000 jobs have
been vacant for over two months. Two thirds of campmanagers declared that in 2007 they
found it quite hard or extremely hard to find newrkers when needed. More than three
quarters of them thought that Romanian workers’ ratign outside the country was
significantly affecting their capacity to hire dtaNevertheless, only 13% of them were
interested in the future to respond to labour stgm$ by trying to attract Romanian migrants
back home.

In the opinion of Valentin Mocanu (MMFPS, 22-10-G8nployers were complaining
not only and not so much of the available numbérsarkers, as of the skills available on the
labour market. This was also revealed by a studynessioned by the Agency for
Governmental Strategies (ASG) in September 2008ngm®omanian employers (ASG,
2008a). The study found out that the lack of qiedifpersonnel was the most cited factor
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responsible for difficulties in labour recruitme®3% of employers), with labour force
migration and lack of workforce lagging way beh{mdth, respectively, 10% and 7%).

According to Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09),is also after 2007 that
Romanian employers in the construction sectoreslax be very vocal in articulating fears of
deficits on the national labour market. This wa® da the fact that the growth of the
construction sector was happening in the same itmiRomania and in Spain. On the other
hand, migration to Spain (and Italy) had as effédteur deficits not only in constructions but
also in the domestic services sector. Accordinthéosame researcher, in Romania there is a
“crisis of childminders and carers of the elderl@s “they have left for Spain to be
housekeepers, childminders and carers of old péople

Interestingly, this latter labour deficit tends be ignored in Romanian media and
research, a possible indication of women’s placéhan Romanian society. Another labour
deficit until very recently not very much acknowded in the media was the drain of
Romanian nurses and doctors abroad. While this ikbsssible in job vacancies statistics,
women’s predominance in these sectors might explialaast partly why it has received less
attention than the labour deficits in the male dwated construction sector.

Alarming accounts of the Romanian labour deficadeed their peak in 2008, when it
came to be seen as a major impediment to Romag@ginuous economic growth.
According to a declaration of the minister for labdg‘Romania is confronted with a situation
of crisis on the labour market, this phenomenomdpea consequence of the migration
process” (Erdei, 2008b). In the same year, the rgéuakrector of Pirelli Tyres Romania saw
the labour market crisis in even more apocalygims, as representing “the highest risk with
which Romania could confront itself in the followjiyears in relation to foreign investments”
(Standard.ro, 2008b).

Official data showed that, in 2008, the Romanidyola deficit was of around 83.000
person§i (ANOFM, 2008). The real figure for the labour d&fimay have been much higher,
with estimated figures going up to 100.000, andhewecording to the minister for finance,
500.000 (Erdei, 2008b). Indeed, many Romanian fidiksnot declare the real number of
their vacant jobs, and many jobs offered by regrgifirms (such as those for specialists and
managers) did not even appear in the data of ANSF{Chisu, 2008). The most affected
sectors were seen to be constructions, heavy ingasir industry, textiles, and banks.

A study conducted by Manpower in 32 countries foound that 73% of companies in
Romania couldn’'t find qualified staff for their jolwacancies (Manpower, 2008: 2;

Standard.ro, 2008a). This made Romania rank firseims of the difficulty of employers in

39



filling jobs, well ahead western and other eastBuropean countries. The zones most
affected by the labour market crisis were deemeoet®@ucharest and the West of Romania.
The study considered that the labour market defiag the result of a decade of migration of
qualified labour towards other European countridgs was echoed by other commentators,
who saw the causes of the labour market crisigtddmographic (the aging of the population
coupled with the decrease of the birth rate), adéguate educational program, but also the
economic migration phenomenon (Filipescu, 2008).

Some analysts (Serban and Toth, 2007) see therlaedigit resulting from migration
as affecting the development of Romanian enterpriseth directly (by reducing their
capacity to respond to market demand) and indyrefitly increasing human resources
fluctuation and labour force costs). In the sameetithe labour deficit might increase the
recourse to better technology with direct resultprioduction development and in the quality
of products. The latter remains for now only a Higsis, as it is not something which was,
up until now, more precisely estimated.

Other analysts estimated that labour migrationihasased pressure for higher wages
(Banciu, 2007). If we look at Graph 17, we coulé $eat, indeed, after 2002 the increase in
temporary migration rates was accompanied as weldrb increase in real earnings. This
could arrive because, as we have seen above, rtsgrame become more selective, as they
started to refuse positions they deemed havindawacsalaries or too harsh work conditions.
But it could also occur because of the impact nmtgdave as employers of local workforce.
Indeed, as Monica Serban (UB, 23-10-09) noticedyramts generally might offer higher
wages than locals who do not benefit from remittagrficom abroad. This phenomenon affects

in particular informal work in agriculture (on falyiexploitations) and in constructions.

Responses to the domestic labour deficit

While the post-socialist image of Romania as entlgean emigration country is
consecrated, it is important to acknowledge théer 8989, the country has also started to
receive more and more foreigners on its territéryr example, Chinese workers have been
brought in to fill vacancies in the textile indystra sector where low wage levels were
unattractive for Romanians (Serban and Toth, 200¥)2003, Romania granted around
10.000 residence permits to foreigners for emplayneostly to citizens from China, Italy
and Turkey (Country report, 2003). By 2006 theimtner rose to 53.600, the most important
countries of origin being Moldova, Turkey, Chinaddtaly (Lazaroiu and Alexandru, 2008:
229).
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However, up until recently, immigration was not em@ged by Romanian
governments, as it is proved by the fact that egpernncurred by Romanian employers in
employing a foreign worker were much higher thanagdkomanian worker (DMS, 2008).

In October 2007, the Romanian government adoptedNiational Strategy on migration for
2007-2010" (Ciutacu, 2007). The new migration smgt aimed to provide for the free
movement and residence rights of EU citizens a$ agko permit access to third-country
nationals to employment in Romania. As a result|dwering the barriers for employing
foreigners in Romania, the access of foreignerstl@ Romanian labour market was
facilitated. Whereas before 2007 an employer neg¢dquhy a foreign national at least the
average national wage, after 2007 foreigners cbalgaid with only the minimum salary in
the economy (Business Standard, 2007). While tlei policy results from Romania’s
accession to the EU, it can also be seen as a meaifsdealing with the increasing shortages
encountered on the domestic labour market. Indaedhe time of its adoption, it was
estimated that foreigners will fill in jobs in instnies with low and very low added value,
such as in manufacturing, constructions and adtei(Business Standard, 2007).

The alternative to immigration in finding a solutido the perceived labour market
deficit was to encourage the return of Romanianramts from abroad. In November 2006,
PM Tariceanu declared he wanted Romanian workerscéime back home” and set up a
working group with representatives from several igtiies in charge of devising a strategy
for informing Romanian workers abroad of the imgnoent in wage conditions in Romania
(Ciutacu, 2006). In February 2008, the Romaniareguwent adopted a “Plan to Encourage
the Return of Romanians Working Abroad”, covering period 2008-2010 (Chivu, 2008).

As the country was passing through a period of ecoo growth and increasing work
opportunitied", the Romanian government thus initiated sevetalfgrs in Italy and Spain
aiming to convince Romanian immigrants in thesentaes to return to work and live in
Romania. For example, the job fair organized by Waional Agency for Employment
(Agentia nationala de Ocupare si Formare a ForteiManca ANOFM) at Castellon de la
Plana (in 20077?) regrouped five Romanian emplogessiding information on job vacancies
(Chivu, 2007).

According to Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09kevif they were sometimes
offering attractive qualified jobs, these job famsvertheless failed. The reason was that they
were mainly directed to the construction sectorlrasising thus only half of Romanian
migration abroad. As many Romanian migrants workingonstruction abroad had brought

their wives with them, and as job fairs were naoabffering jobs for their wives, most
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Romanian migrants did not took advantage of theodppities offered by these job markets.
Moreover, again according to Cristina Mocanu, theice between a job in Romania and a
job abroad was determined, for many migrants, miy by wage levels but also by their
perception of the stability of the labour markéteif function of social welfare payments in
each country. In respect to both wage and weliwel$ Romania was still faring far below
countries like Spain.

In 2008, the minister for labour declared that éheb fairs determined only around 100
Romanians to return to the country, a paltry resalhsidering there were hundreds of
thousands of Romanian migrants in Italy and SpAs.a result, he advocated covering
Romania’s labour deficit by activating rural workée and by using Romania’s share in the
European Social Fund to attract and maintain Roamsnbn the national labour market
(Erdei, 2008b). Other commentators advocated thee gaosition, and stated that it is more
important to convince people not to leave the cgurthan to convince those who have
already left to come back (Standard.ro, 2008b)l &hers (Standard.ro, 2008a) hoped that a
probable effect of rising wages in Romania wouldé&othe reduction of the labour exodus
abroad. In the 2008 ASG study (ASG, 2008a), Ronmaemployers were favouring almost in
the same proportion attracting Romanian migrantskers back home (67%) and the
professional reconversion of workers in Romani&4h6

Returning migrants?

The rate of migrants who were forced to return hdmoen various Schenger states
increased sharply (by 55%) in the first two yeaftera2002 (Stan, 2006: 16-17). These
returned migrants were mainly those who have exasbéte legal period of sojourn and were
engaged in informal work. In the same period, ottuemerly illegal Romanian migrants
returned home voluntarily, taking advantage ofribe/ possibilities of free movement in the
Schengen area after sometimes prolonged periodjolirs abroad. Given the increased
temporary migration rates in the same period, tieseforms of return would nevertheless
indicate not so much permanent return but more pliase in the circulatory movement of
migrants. In the context of circulatory, temporamgration, the rate of return of Romanian
migrants is thus difficult to estimate. In 2002fi@al estimates recorded 6.600 Romanian or
ex-Romanians having returned home (Gheorghiu 2004y proportion of those that had
left the country for work in that year.

The Enquesta Nacional de InmigrantdsNI) realised by the Spanish Instituto Nacional
de Estadistica at the end of 2006 and beginni®P0¥ (cf. Sandu, 2009b: 45), found out that
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only 7% of Romanian migrants wished to return torRaia. One year and a half later, the
CRS survey found out that 71% of Romanian migrantbe region of Madrid wished to do
so (bid: 44). The difference is accounted for by the défece in the way the questionnaires
was designed, but also by the fact that at the tnthe ENI the beginning of crisis has
already been felt in Spain, while Romanian govemisieenied being touched by it up until
the very end of 2008. Moreover, the rate of retatantions diminishes if questions get more
precise. Thus, only 42% of Romanian migrants inNfaglrid region declared they intend to
return “very surely” and 13% “surely”, while 14% wee‘uncertain” and 2% “very uncertain”.
On the other hand, 14% of Romanian migrants inMiagrid region declared the wish to
return to Romania in one year time, 33% in 2-5 yeand 15% after 5 years, while 29% of
them wished to stay in Spain. All in all, only 32%tthe migrants have very structured plan of
returning to Romania, having declared that they‘ineturn surely soon”.

Graph 12. Return intentions of Romanian migrants inthe Madrid region, 2008
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Source: CRS survey (Sandu, 2009b: 44)
Migrants who were the most probable to return tonRisia were those who displayed

relatively high incomes in Spain, a good materidéliagion in Romania, relatively low
education credentials and a feeble knowledge ohiSpgSandu, 2009b: 47). They were also
taking part more often in religious services, stgyin Spain with the spouse rather than with
another member of the family, and working in thi@imal rather than the formal sectdsig:
63). Those with very structured plans to returRtomania were largely optimistic, at the time
of the survey, about the evolution of the labourkafiin Romania. Interestingly, even those
who wanted to remain in Spain were not very attddieethe country or the locality where

they were currently living (with rates of attachrmer 21% and 25% respectively). In the
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words of Sandu, “remaining abroad is more an idewlislocation in respect to the place of
origin than a consolidation of attachment to plaaf@snmigration” (Sandu, 2009b: 58).

Given that migration is, for Romanians, a familfaaf (Sandu, 2009b), it is interesting
to see that 45% of migrants saw the future of tbleildren as being based in Romania, while
another 24% adopted a transnational perspectiweéyg it being as based both in Spain and
in Romania. It seems then that, at least at thel leflvaspirations, Romanian migrants in the
Madrid regions still largely remain attached toitlo®untry of origin. Nevertheless, the actual
relocation of Romanian migrants back to their haoentry is a matter of not only finding a
job there, but also of having a level of wagesvesy far away from what they have obtained
in Spain. Thus, while the average individual incoaieRomanian migrants in the Madrid
region was around 1400 Euros in July 2008, theyevdsrclaring to be ready to come back
home for wages situated around 1000 Euros.

Finally, the TLA 2006 survey (Sandu et al, 2006)wéd that the desire of migrants to
return home was expressed not only in their explieclaration to do so but also in the fact
that they have invested in a house in Romaniardstgly nevertheless, the same people
who bought or built houses in Romania did so offlgrgpurchasing a house in Spain (Mihai,
2006: 70). This is probably an indication that tegre considering making they stay in Spain

permanent while also envisioning retirement inrtiRemanian home.

The crisis and the Romanian labour market

At the end of 2008 the global economic crisis stitio affect more visibly Romania.
The crisis was nevertheless denied. The ministelafmur declared that the country was not
still affected by it, as there were still 17,000 jeacancies yet to be filled (Simionescu et al.,
2008). In the same period, other analysts expedteéns of thousands of employees to be
fired in the following months in the textile indugt transport, food industry and
constructions.

While Romanian public opinion oscillated betweersth extreme positions, it seems
that, as Catalin Pauna noticed ((WB, 22-10-09)gréhwas no massive increase in
unemployment in 2009, as companies tried to retfagr workforce in the belief that the

economy will recover.
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Table 5. Unemployment rates (%), 2007-2009

2007 2008 Sem Il 2009
Unemployment 4,1 4.4 5,6
Source: (MMFPS, 2009a, 2008)

Nevertheless, according to Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPA-10-09) Romanian

governments did nothing to counter jobs lossesndutine crisis. Currently, the Romanian
labour market is “frozen”, as “nothing will fundantally change”. In the short term at least,
as some important property development projects sttt ongoing, constructions will
continue to be a significant employment sectorgialonuch of it informally. One small
change will nevertheless be that the Romanian labwrket won't be influenced any more
by the financial sector, as the current difficuity obtaining mortgages will slow down
housing construction in the medium term. On theotiand, less and less agriculture will act
as a valve for layoffs from other sectors. Todayiemployed have in a lesser proportion than
those from the 90s, or even the 2000s, roots imufra world, and thus the desire to go back
to villages and to engage in subsistence agri@ilths a consequence, given the continued
lack of alternative employment opportunities inaluareas, the latter will remain an important
reservoir for migration. Finally, the increase mmoyment in services will be mainly driven
by unqualified employment (in hotels, restaurangail trade, and real estate maintenance).
This will be paralleled by the increase in innovatiays to perform undeclared work such as
declaring oneself a “self-employed workeltiqrator pe cont propriu in ocupatii neagricgle
Moreover, under increased pressure from the IMie ¢government has already
announced for the next year cuts of 30% of jobthenpublic sectorkugetari), as well as

important reductions in earnings of public sectop®yees.
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3. Migration chains

The importance of informal networks in the migratmrocess
The 2006 TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 33) found thestistance with departure for

migration coming from relatives, friends or acquantes grew steadily over times. Indeed,
while only 22% of migrants benefited of this asamste between 1990 and 1995, 40% of them
did in the period 1996-2000, and 60% in the pe#002-2006. This was seen as an indication
that personal networks involved in the migrationgass expanded in time. In the period after
2002, departure abroad was most facilitated bytivels (for 23% of migrants) and friends
(16%). Most of the locals helping with the depagtof a migrant worker were already in the
country of destination.

Graph 20. Proportion of migrants who have receivedhelp from someone, from relatives
or from friends for their departure abroad, 1990-2M6
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 33).

Assistance with finding a job in the host countigoaheavily relied on personal
networks. The same survey found the use of fore@uting agencies (either private or state
supported) by migrants to Spain to be only pardiadl decreasing in time. For example,
private recruiting agencies were used by only 20¥espondents in 1996-2001, but only by
2% in the period 2002-2006. The OMFM was used Hy @f6 of respondents in the period
2002-2008".

Other studies confirm the constant importance aks@®al networks for Romanian
migration. The 2001 community study (Sandu, 20G6bhd out that temporary migration is
highly structured and involves networks based arstip, friendship and residence in the
same locality of origin. Thus, the 2700 villageshahigh migration rates (30/000) accounted
for % of the total number of returned migrants &emporary out migrants from Romanian

villages for the period 1990-2001. This indicatbdttco-location, and particularly informal
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relations based on it (such as friendship and kmngklations), are paramount to the
development of migrant networks.

In 2004, a survey found out that of those who tt@edet jobs abroad only 12% declared
they have used state institutions, most having a@ppeto other migrants (35%), to private
recruiting companies (33%) and to relatives (22%ta, 2006: 19). A study conducted in
2007 on migration intentions in Romania found d&tt73% of respondents had friends or
relatives abroad, and 71% said they would be ablénid work abroad by using these

informal networks (Nitulescu, Oancea, Tanase, 2007)

Informal networks and Romanian migration to Spain

Studies on Romanian migration to Spain also higitdig the importance of migrant
networks in the migration process. A study on wuarigration to Spain carried out in 2003
(Bleahu, 2004: 27) found out that many Romanianramts have passed by other European
countries (such as Germany, Austria, Italy), befargving to Spain. One of the reasons
behind moving away again was to follow relativesovthemselves moved to Spain. Family
networks were also paramount in finding accommodatind employment. The practice
would be for a “pioneer” migrant in possession dftargetas por residencia y trabajoto
rent an apartment in which he would later host imicg relatives and friends. Thus three or
four families, or more than 10 persons, would leswverowded apartments of two or three
rooms. Nevertheless, the same researcher consittexedith the growth in migration after
2002, informal migration networks diminished in ionfance, as they developed mechanisms
of closure towards the increasingly numerous nevaseniBleahu, 2004: 33). As a result,
Bleahu saw this decline as an opportunity for nforenal actors (governments, recruitment
agencies) to intervene in management of work mimmnab Spain.

Her findings were bore by the 2006 TLA survey. Bbedy found out that recourse to
informal, personal links to relatives or friendsr@dd in finding a job in Spain, while still
important, also decreased significantly from 19962to 2002-2006 (from 70% to 5494).

In the same time, asking directly the employer dedifrom 1996-2001 to 2002-2006 (from
10 to 23%). It seems that, in terms of finding la, jpersonal networks still remain important,
largely surpassing the contribution of formal réttng agencies, but that in time Romanian

migrants have become bolder in directly accessmgl@yers in the host country.
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Graph 21.Means for finding a job used by Romanian migrantsn Spain (%)
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Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 34).

This hypothesis was reformulated by Ciobanu anttckElf2009) by passing from a
strictly chronological dimension to one includiniprag the latter the evolution of migrant
networks. Thus, they remarked that recourse to dbmechanisms vs. informal ones is
function of the development of migrant networksparticular, migrants coming from the two
villages studied by them (Luncavita in county Cansa and Feldru in county Bistrita-
Nasaud) responded differently to the opportunitegtered by bilateral agreements on
seasonal work signed between Romania and Spain.

In Feldru, a multiethnic and multi-denominationalllage, migrant networks
developed early in the 90s. Here, ties to ethniar@as who had emigrated to Germany were
instrumental in obtaining the visas and invitatioreseded to get access to the European
Schengen space before 2007. Moreover, neo-protestagers also helped develop strong
mutual help relations based on common religious beeship. Thus Feldru villagers saw
contracts mediated through the OMFM as being tostlgoas compared to recourse to
already established informal migrant networks. &didor many rural people the documents
demanded for the application involved trips to bgacities as well as additional costs (for
translating and certifying these documents). Irtstdaased on their already established
migrant networks, Feldru villagers took advantageSpanish regularisations after 1996 in
order to considerably increase their migrationgate

By contrast, Luncavita is a village with a Romaniarthodox majority, where
migration took off much later and migrant netwovksre much less developed than in Feldru.
Whatever migrants’ networks developed in Luncaviteey were structured not around
common locality of origin, religion or ethnicityubaround kinship. This reduced their size
and diminished their openness to villagers situatgédide the kinship ties involved in them.
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For Luncavita villagers, contracts obtained throdgld OMFM constituted therefore a good
opportunity to get access to work abroad, partitplia Spain. Lacking access to developed
migrant networks, and thus to timely informatidmey were equally less quick in responding
to Spanish regularisations and in transforming Idteer in opportunities for migration to
Spain.

Other studies also found out that Romanian mignatmoSpain is built around networks
based on kinship, locality of origin, as well asuath attendance. In particular the latter is
able to provide a closer-knit community space fothbrural and urban dwellers. Hartman
(2007) studied one such network, which was constituby “lifelong members of a
conservative Protestant church in Bistrita (...) (heork in greenhouse construction in
Spain for much of the year”. He noticed that “véttye moral stigma of shame or ignominy”
was attached within this religious community ondlating European immigration accords”
(ibid: 190). According to his informants, “the churchsatae best place to find the contacts
and connections to arrange a job or accommodati@pain before setting off”.

According to Hartman, Romanian migrants to Spainehaainly been seen as being
“capsunari, unskilled seasonal strawberry-picke@apsunarhas become an iconic term for
all recent emigration. The term “has taken on agl&tory meaning, when applied to labor
migrants, with connotations of dishonesty, selfedsand disloyalty to one’s country and
family. Capsunaralso suggests a certain buffoonery —dapsunaris a fool who is exploited
by foreigners for her or his cheap labour” (Hartm207: 194). It is interesting to note that,
contrary to the negative image @dpsunarj middle-class migration of urbanites to countries
such as France of the type described by Pototrrattiele (2000) are seen locally in a very
positive, gratifying light. Leading to the display) the community of origin, of a new,
migrant, life-style, migration has become “synonysmownith success”iljid. 102). On the
contrary tocapsunarj these migrants are seen as characterized byctiheage to leave and
the force to make their project lucrativabifl 102). The difference in the status these two
different types of migrants have in the localityafgin thus seems to be closely linked to
processes of marking class boundaries. ddpsunariare seen as being unskilled labourers in
agriculture, and by extension of a lower, “peasafitextraction.

At the beginning of 2000, Potot studied just a sadroup ofcapsunarimigrants who
were working as agricultural labourers in the pnoe of Almeria (Potot, 2000). She noticed
that, mirroring the clandestine status they enjogethat moment, Romanian migrants were
very discreet. Their discretion was matched bylémeency of authorities and employers. As

some of her informants told her, as long as on&k&gyrone was not disturbed, irrespective of
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one’s status. But as soon as the migrant stoppelingy one would quickly be controlled
and eventually directed towards one’s country ajior While the police did not do identity
controls between siesta hours (12 to 17:00), erggyant present in the public space during
working hours was vulnerable to being arrestednfos perspective, Romanians were seen
to have an important characteristic, that of bepiysically indistinguishable from the
Spanish. They also boasted of being the best mttedrgroup into the host society, saw their
Latin culture as close to the Spanish one, but alssiained a racial discourse on North
Africans (Potot, 2000: 107). Spanish employers Bamanian migrants positively, as having
a responsible attitude towards work and less nédking controlled in their tasks, and as
being efficient and taking initiativ&¥.

Potot also noticed that Romanian migrants were nir@guently qualified and more
adaptable than other migrants (Potot, 2000: 109yere their qualifications, Romanian
migrants remained in their unskilled low-pay agitigral jobs only as long as they were
clandestine. As soon as they managed to regulr&esituation, they were moving north to
better paid jobs. Once they obtained official papenigrants were also able to go back to
Romania for holiday.

The migrants in Potot’s study were coming from salvaeighbouring villages in the
county of Teleorman, in the southern part of Roma8he also highlighted the importance in
the migration process of migrant networks, and e@sfig of those based on co-location in the
same locality, by remarking that in the region Bhe studied there were villages where there
was no migration at all as well as villages fromichhpeople emigrate preferably (Potot,
2000: 112). It follows that departures occurrea irelatively familiar environment, and that,
“in the end, the migrant network ends up in compgghe inhabitants in their entirety”, as
“theoretically, everybody has a link, more or lefsse, with a person who could support one
in such enterprise” (ibid. 112). Again, in the cbunf Teleorman, a protestant church, the
Adventists Adventist), were at the heart of migration. According to somformants, even if
this confession remained in minority in the depaninit represented an important proportion
among migrants (ibid. 112).

Interestingly, migration was considered in thesdages as neither particularly
negatively (as in the case cdpsunar) or particularly positive (as in the case of maldlass
migrants to France). Here, migration was considévdak “a life strategy equivalent in every
respect to another” (Potot, 2000: 113). This papal#itude to migration is echoed in the

position officials developed vis-a-vis migrationorFexample, the mayor of one village
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declared having encouraged migration towards Eyrapd especially Spain, arguing that
remittances benefited the local communibyd: 114).

A qualitative study of migrants to Spain from theaht county (Oteanu, 2007) also
highlighted the role of religious affiliation in éhdevelopment of migration chains. Villages
from the commune used as a case study had theshighgration rate in the country (34%)
(ibid: 37). Migration to Spain started in this communelB98, being the second migration
wave after an initial one to Germany and Israe®2393. A third migration peak occurred
after Romanians were allowed free movement in tiee8gen area in 2002.

One of the villages of the commune, Tamaseni, ewkielmingly Roman-catholic with
neighbouring villages being orthodox. According @teanu, “catholic villagers from
Tamaseni mainly founded their migration strategiaschurch networks”il§id: 38). The
importance of religion-based networks is compoungiethe active role taken by the Church
in the migration process: the Church has sent tgrigs destination countries, encouraged
labour migration to Catholic countries and keptist@al evidence about migrants in host
countries. Due to their more powerful networks #ralsupport of the Church, migrants from
the catholic village started their migration earld got better accommodation and “better
paid jobs than migrants from orthodox villagessid: 39).

Parallel to Church networks, some villagers al$iedesignificantly on family networks.
Indeed, the importance of the extended family ie tlie of Romanian migrants was
reaffirmed through the migration process. Familymbers continued to take their decisions,
and particularly migration decisions, in a familgntext. They were also engaging in the
exchanges of goods characteristic of the “mixefligéd extended family” (Mihailescu, 2000)
developed byavetistiduring socialist and post-socialist times — whk taveat that now the
branches of the family engaged in mutual excharmgessituated in a transnational space.
Indeed, given the predominantly temporary naturenigfration and the fact that migration of
both adults occurs only in lower-income familidsg t'split” family model, with branches in
several locations, is still dominant. It is alsdenmesting to see that, according to a survey
carried out in 2001, larger households (of threenore members) were more prone to have
migrant members than smaller ones (Sandu, 2007).

Apart from religious and kinship-based networksgmants were also relying on
networks based on common locality. The 2006 TLAvsyr(Sandu et al, 2006) showed that
temporary work migration from the region of Alexaiad(county of Teleorman) to Spain
greatly intensified after 2002 (from 20% of depeets before 2001 to 86% after 2002)

(Sandu, 2006a: 16). This mirrored not only a cotregion of migration on a limited number
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of countries of destination but also its developtr@na territorial scale around some pillar-
villages (Diminescu, 2009: 52)nterestingly, neo-protestant high school graesiatrongly
marked migration from Alexandria region in the pdril996-2001 (neo-protestant migrants
covered 38% of the total migration from the regionthis period), but subsequently their
importance decreased as a consequence in thegacied&kroma migration (Sandu, 2006a:
17).

The 2006 TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a) found that peegio have worked abroad are
more prone to find friends very important in thbires than the general sample (38% as
compared to 25%) (Sandu, 2006b: 57). Neverthelbgy, also found relations to be more
strained abroad, with general wisdom among Romamignants being that “Romanians do
not help each other” and that many family and fitship relations were torn apart following
migration (Mihai, 2006: 71). The explanation lies the increasing instrumentalisation of
personal relations due to very charged work sclesdtiiat do not allow migrants to spend
enough time with friends and family. Moreover, coit@ion in crammed places also puts
strain on their social relationbid: 72).

Given the importance of personal networks in theration process, Romanian
migrants in Spain are concentrated in certain aridls the most notorious ones being around
Madrid in the Henares corridor (in 2006, in the moaf Coslada, out of 70.000 inhabitants
13.000 were Romanians) (Mihai, 2006: 72 et infl)e associative life of Romanians in
Spain turns around churches such as the Advemtstinity in Coslada (with a pastor from
Romania from 1998) or the Romanian Orthodox ChunmchMadrid. Several formal
associations were set up in the last years, withlitbes with large numbers of Romanian
migrants having as much as 4-5 associations. Wthiése associations gathered in the
Federation of Romanian Associations in Spain (FEPRGince 2005, they are seen as
competing against each other and are distrustedhigyants (Mihai, 2006: 73). In these
conditions, it seems that, despite its now moren thadecade-long history, Romanian
migration to Spain is still feebly anchored in f@inmstitutions. As a consequence, informal

networks would probably continue to be importamtRomanian migration to Spain.
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4. Probable evolution of migration flows in the nekyears

In 2007, a prominent Romanian demographer estinthtgd it seems to be certain that
negative net migration will be maintained at leiasthe next 10-15 years” (Ghetau, 2007).
One year later, the National Commission of Progh@Sobmisia Nartionala de Prognoza
CNP) estimated that Romania’s economic growth waddertheless lead to a slowdown in
emigration (Erdei, 2008a).

While acknowledging that it is very difficult to ake predictions on the evolution of
migration, in the 2006 th&reen Book of Populatio(CNPD, 2006) forecasted that in the
next two decades migration will become increasingimporary and less permanent, that
illegal or uncontrolled migration will diminish ragive to the legal one, and that work
migration towards the UE will increase, with deation countries situated primarily in the
west and south of the uniombid: 18). Moreover, Romania will face increasing labou
shortages due to both drops in birth rates aft&@91@nd work migration. According to
Ghetau (2007: 9), migration will contribute to lalbshortages by depriving the country not
only of its present productive labor force, butoats its future labour potential. Indeed, as
62% of net migration between 1992 and 2002 wasitsitlin the most fertile age (between 20
and 40 years old), we can say that those whoHeftountry also took with them the children
they might potentially have (Ghetau, 2007). In ¥hards of a Romanian migrant to Spain
interviewed by Hartman, “it seems likely that Ronaanlabourers, whatever their legal status
with regards to work, will be cleaning the toiletad building the plastic green houses —
filling the gaps in the least desired employmerdtas in Western Europe for quite some
time to come” (Hartman, 2007: 195-196).

The 2006 TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a) found out tH&6 bf respondents aged 18 to 59
declared they would like to work abroad in thedualing year — which meant the temporary
migration of around 1,4 million Romanian in the féallowing years. Important predictors of
one’s intention to work abroad were previous exgee of working abroad, having another
family member with such an experience, being agadiéen 18 and 29 years old, and being a
man. Spain was the second most popular countrynigration for these would-be migralits
(Sandu, 2006a: 21). Rural areas of Moldova and Bamae the areas with the highest
percentages of would be migrants in total numbg&respondents.

Similar results were obtained in a study condudte@d007 (Nitulescu et al, 2007) on
actual and potential migration. The first three rioles chosen as a future destination for
work migration were, in order, Italy (23%), Spaiz0%) and Great Britain (18%), showing a
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possible change in migratory flows away from Gerpnamthe UK. Southern Romania was
the region where Spain recorded the highest peagendf respondents choosing it as a first
destination for work migration (31%). The incomdspotential migrants to Spain and Italy
were significantly lower than those of potentialgnaints to the UK, pointing thus to the
probably lower educational credentials and worki§oations of the former.

Those who not only declared their intention to wabxoad but also had already started
to build a plan and to secure resources to do 68&o(df would-be migrants) were mainly
young people with a good relational capital whoéhpreviously worked abroad or who had a
family member who had done so, and who also knawnesivalian or Spanish.

In 2006, European integration was seen as likelyetml to economic growth and an
increase in salaries (CNPD, 2006: 18-19). As a egmsnce, Romania was deemed to
become an immigration country, where repatriatioi tae replaced by other forms of
immigration (asylum, refugees, illegal migrationBut while in 2006 the National
Commission for Prognosis estimated that around0@@0foreigners will enter Romania’s
labour force until 2013 (CNP, 2006: 6), this progisovas already adjusted to only 200.000-
300.000 in 2007 (Business Standard, 2007; chedkNe&T).

Romanian migration in the current context of crisis

By the end of 2008 Romanian officials started ¢kn@wledge that Romania was hit
by the crisis. The dire economic situation of Rorman 2009 is reflected in table 6, which
shows the precipitous fall in GDP variation fromk ) 2008 to an estimated —8,4 in 2009.

Table 6. GDP variation and average earnings, 2007029

2007 2008 2009
GDP (%) 6.2 7.1 -8.4
Average gross earnings (RONJ 1411 1751 1860
Average gross earnings (Euros) 428 500 380
Real earnings index" * 14,0 16,1 0,0

In September each yeaRelative to same month in previous year.

Source: (INS, 2009b, 2009c; 2008); IMKFprld economic outlook database 2009

Experts’ opinion in relation to the future of Roneam labour migration is nevertheless
mixed. Mrs. Camelia Mihalcea believed that “thestraigration happened before (Romania)
accession (to the EU)” (EURES, 19-10-09). This apinis shared by Mr. Valentin Mocanu
(MMFPS, 23-10-09) who believes that in the last ears migration was not so massive as
before.

The activity of EURES Romania is actually not veyrgeoning. As we can see from the
table below, the number of EURES-mediated Spanstiracts did not cease to fall after
2007".
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Table 7. Number of contacts mediated through EURES2007-2009
2007 2008 | First

trimester

of 2009
Total 37.639 | 52.389 77668
Spain 9.733 5.351 684
% of Spanish 26% 10% 0,9%

contracts in
total contracts
Source:(MMFPS, 2009a, b and c; 2008).

After the F' of January 2009, Spain dropped restrictions fer dlsccess of Romanian
workers to its labour market, and as a consequeiateral agreements between the two
countries were discontinued. This has probably tedan even further erosion of the
importance of public channels of migration, withanaigration being mainly organised by
private recruitment companies and individual mexst In the opinion of Mrs. Camelia
Mihalcea (EURES), in the last years, Romanian mmigrahave preferred to officially
mediated contracts either contracts arranged @iretth the employer, or departures to Spain
with the help of close family (spouse, cousin).

EURES Romania organised its last selection forreatd in Spain in March 2009, having
since received no other request for organisingctietes from Spanish employ8ts Mrs.
Mihalcea’s explanation is that, given the crisiswtext, whatever jobs are left in Spanish
agriculture are more probably filled on the spottiy numerous Romanian migrants already
present in Spain (and who, given the crisis, aeglyeto work even in low-paid and low-
prestige agricultural jobs). In her opinion, “Then¢ of the mass coach migration is over.
There will still be migration (from Romania), but emall dimensions and quite specific (to
particular sectors)”.

After 2006, migration to Spain probably maintainesklf to significant levels, as free
movement opportunities following from Romania’s Btktession decreased some of the costs
of migration, and facilitated even more multiplejagons between Romania and Spain
(Monica Serban, 23-10-09). The propensity to car&ithis migratory movement to Spain is
also shown by the fact that the 2006 TLA surveynfbwut that 20% of its respondents
wanted to leave to work in Spain in the followinggy (Sandu, 2006a: 31).

The return of Romanian migrants from abroad is gjgestioned in the new context of
crisis. According to Dr. Paula Tufis (20-10-09), 2008 Romanian migrants felt that the
situation in Romania was getting better, while thee in Spain had already started to
deteriorate. This is not the case anymore in 288%he situation in Romania considerably
worsened. Moreover, many Romanian migrants ara@restablished in Spain together with

their families. And, “even if they return to Romanthey can go back again (to Spain)”.
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According to Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09)illiuture Romanian migration is
definitely dependent on policies in receiving coias, it is not sure that in the short and
medium term those who have already migrated withedback. As many of them have
already brought their families with them, they wilbre probably continue to try to find work
abroad. On the other hand, migration flows will goaw in intensity, but will either maintain
themselves at the same levels as now or will olidy8y decrease. This will happen even if
destination countries might adopt discriminatoryligges in regard to migrants, including
measured seeking to send them back to their homnetroes. Currently, migration functions
again as a valve for the Romanian labour marketvegifare system. Moreover, migration
also helps to maintain a certain wage level in Ramaas the return of important numbers of
migrants would considerably increase the labouerpfand consequently would lead to an
important fall in wages.

Catalin Pauna (WB, 22-10-09) also believes that &oan migration will continue, but
won’'t be mass migration anymore as now it will berendifficult for European destination
countries to absorb it. Nevertheless, return migmnatwill not take off, as the few
opportunities that remain during the crisis are Iooated in Romania. Lay-offs in Romania
will generate flows back to subsistence agriculamd a rise in urban unemployment. Rising
unemployment might lead to a lengthening of edocaivhile might also adjust to the lower
labour costs.

The continuation of Romanian migration in the niedwre is also a belief of Mr. Catalin
Ghinararu (INCSMPS, 23-10-09). On the one hancergiRomania’s economic performances
and its geographical proximity to more developedopaan societies, migration into low-
skilled jobs (housekeepers, domestic carers) witlbpbly continue. On the other hand,
migration into higher-skilled jobs will also contie. The phenomenon will be driven by the
fact that, given the demographic structure of Ramathe proportion of people with higher
education will increase in the near future. Howetee resulting rise in expectations won'’t be
matched by the offer on the domestic labour markletis, migration of over-qualified people
(IT engineers, doctors) towards countries whichadnle to offer skilled jobs will continue. In
Mr. Ghinararu’s opinion, it is also possible thiaere will be at least some return migration
(determined by the deterioration of Italian and r8gfa economies, but also by rising
xenophobia in Italy). In the context where Romdaizks opportunities to integrate them on
the domestic labour market, these return migraniscanstitute a burden for the national

welfare system.
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According to Monica Serban (UB, 23-10-09) in thetlawo years migration rates went
down, as “we rich a point when there is nobody keft migrate”. Nevertheless, while
migration rates weren’t reaching anymore the highels of 2002-2003, they have not
decreased dramatically. Moreover, migration wilhtioue to be circular, with circulation
expected to intensify in time. Contrary to this allshared vision of a slight decrease of the
Romanian migration abroad, Mr. Alfred Bulai, a sbegist at theNational School of
Political and Administrative Scienc¢Scoala Nationala de Stiinte Politice si Adminisivat
SNSPA) considered that several thousands of Romanigrants have already come back to
Romania (Realitatea TV, 12:20 pm, 23-11-09). Indpgion, it was this massive return that
was explaining higher participation rates at th& 2 December 2009 presidential elections.

The latest developments in the Romanian societyeandomy brandish nevertheless
the spectre of a serious fall in living standardisthe Romanian society. Indeed, as we can
notice from table 7, the average gross earningsarRomanian economy have fallen from a
high of 500 euros/month in 2008 to 380 euros /mantBeptember 2009. The gap between
Romanian and EU-15 wages might rapidly reach agjgmficant levels, maintaining thus the
pressure towards out migration on the Romanian lptipao.

Moreover, as we have seen above, responding tsyessfrom the IMF, Romanian
officials have already announced cuts of 30% ofwbekforce in the public sector, as well as
drastic reductions in its earnings. This might hawgortant implications for Romanian
migration levels. According to Cristina Mocanu (ISRIPS, 21-10-09), after 1997-1998 the
public sector became a major employer on the Ramnamabour market, with local
administration absorbing unemployed engineers atimrohighly qualified unemployed
persons. In 2006, 930.000 people were working enpiliblic sector, or around 23% of the 4,1
million Romanians in paid employment (INS, 2007Bg¢pressed wages in the Romanian
public services sector have thus encouraged psblicants to migrate abroad ever since the
fall of the communist regime. Some of them, esplgcgtaff with high-school and university
education in the health care sector (nurses antbid)ancreasingly went to work abroad in
the same employment area, but for significantlyhbigwages. Others, such as teachers or
public administration staff, took advantage of ploiesarrangements during summer holidays
to engage in seasonal migration for work in the éstia services sector. While wage levels in
the Romanian public sector improved in 2008, pfansts drastic restructuring might lead to
their precipitous fall in the near future — andasgible significant increase in the migration of

bugetari(public services workers).
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Notes:

' This was complemented by state-controlled workratign to construction sites in the Middle Eastgéd,
Irag) and Europe (Germany) (Potot, 2000: 113), e & some trans-border movement of Romaniansgediga
in petty trade.

" 92% of temporary migrants were ethnic Romaniarteérperiod 1990-1995 (Sandu, 2006a).

" For a detailed description of the manner in wHRdmanian governments regulated, between 2001 &b, 20
the travel of Romanian citizens to the Schengenespsee Stan (2006: 6-8).

Y In Romania, primary education covers years 1 tsetondary education years 5 to 8, while high-schoo
education years 9 to 10 or 9 to 12.

Y'In 2004, 10% of respondents to a national survesiaded they have at least one member of theirlfami
working abroad (OSF, 2004). While different survegwethodologies may make comparisons among them
difficult, the increase from 10% to 30% between 2@Mhd 2006 might also indicate an increase in teargo
migration in this period.

V' Other analysts also advanced the same numbegrming that of the 2 million Romanians working aton
2006 a third did so illegally (Giurgeanu, 2006)h&rt commentators rose the estimate even aboveilliGnnm

that same year (Ciutacu, 2006). It is worth nothmegt 2 million represented in 2006 9% of the tpigbulation of
Romania!

VI Law No. 464 (8 of July 2002) on the ratification of tlgreement between Romania and the Kingdom of
Spain on the regulation and management of labardairculation between the two statsgned in Madrid on
23 of January 2002,

" This trend is also maintained in 2007, when anoshiedy (Nitulescu, Oancea, Tanase, 2007) showetdath
large part of those intending to go to Spain wesenfMuntenia (38%).

" A survey realised in September 2008 by the AgeforyGovernmental Strategies (ASG, 2008) dressed
nevertheless a portrait of Romanian migrants inirspaite different than the one painted in the 2006\
survey. The ASG survey found out that migrants weten rather than rural: 38% of them were comnognf
big cities, 33% from small towns and 29% from \gks, with a majority of them coming from Transilis@n
Banat and Crisana-Maramures (52%).

Distribution of Romanian migrants in Spain, in 2008by region of origin (%)

= Moldova

H Muntenia, Oltenia,
Dobrogea

O Transilvania, Banat,
Crisana-Maramures

O Bucuresti

W No answer

Source: (ASG, 2008: 7).
The difference between the two surveys is mostaisgbcoming from the way in which the sample fa thSG
survey was designed. The criteria used by therlé&8G, 2008) were the size of Romanian communities
Spain (small, medium, large and very large) andggmgehical areas in Spain (Noreste, Levante, SunirGe
Norte, Noreste and Islas). Given the highly unedgiisiribution of Romanian migrants among both Sglani
regions and Romanian communities in Spain (seéhdurtata presented in this chapter), the seleatfon
respondents based on the random sampling of l@salit Spain seem to introduce important distogionthe
results of the survey. | will thus follow here tresults of the TLA survey rather than this moresrg@ne.
* Navetistiare commuters living in villages but working in n@ga industries and construction sites. During
socialism, they formed a significant part of thenkRmian rural population. Commutingaveta was one of the
main means by which the socialist state was trygngpntrol urban growth.
¥ For more elaborate discussion of the relation betwthe post-socialist structural transformationthef
Romanian labour market and migration, please tef€@hapter 2.
X' Unfortunately, the study does not give importagtadls as to the gender composition of its respotsjer
again as to their region or county of origin in Roma. Some of the data presented here were exiragtene
from the data presented in the study.
*' Only 1% of migrants in the Madrid region have beanking in agriculture in Romania, while none bémn
continued to do so in Madrid (Tufis, 2009: 95).
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*¥'In 2006, Spain was identified as a country of idesibn for legal work migration of unskilled andrsi-
skilled workforce in construction, along with Paga and Greece (CNPD, 2006: 17).

* The illegal aspect of Romanian migration to Sgaialso showed by the fact that, in 2005, when 1Spais
already accounting for 24% of the total temporargration, Spain accounted for only 14% of the 58.64
working visa granted to Romanian citizens by vasitareign embassies (DMS, 2006).

! Interestingly, Romania’s GDP went over its 198@eleonly in 2002, after which date its grown ratvé
remained at significant levels. In 2006, Romani@BP was 42% higher than in 2000 (INS, 2007). Sse, al
further in this study, discussions of the link beén Romania’s economic performance, migration abdur
markets.

™' The steady drop in employment rates since 198%taated to stabilize after 2000 at a rate of afod®06 of
the total population (Ciutacu and Chivu, 2007: 28).

' The link between women migration and Romanian laluteficits might be even stronger. A 2006 UNFPA
“Migration in Brief” note on Europe (UNFPA, 2006jases that “almost two thirds of Romanian emigraarts
women”, 50% of which have an upper secondary dipland 17% a tertiary degree. It is not clear thoifigh
“emigrants” refer in the note only to permanent raigs (which is probable) or if this category alsoludes
temporary migrants (in which case we haven't foang other source confirming these data).

*X Cristina Mocanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09) also pointshe fact that male and female employment rates in
Romania were not too divergent during the postadistiperiod (n.b. their highest gap have beeress$ than 9
percentage points (INS, 2007)). This was due tof#uwe that, up until 2000, restructuring mainly esffed
masculine sectors (such as mining or heavy indystriyile afterwards the development of female empient

in the service sector rebalanced the gap betweetwih Finally, according to Catalin Pauna (WB,1Z209) the
“new economy” favours skills that are feminine etlthan masculine (e.g. secretary). Moreover, as were
laid off, women had to keep or find a job so tlastistain the income of their households.

* This is an interpretation also echoed by Criskitcanu (INCSMPS, 21-10-09) who considers that Rdaran
female migration mainly concerned inactive womethés housewives or early retired workers).

“ Defined by the study as migrants in the 15-64tageket.

My calculations after INS (2007). Interestinglfetshare of people in the 30-54 age bracket intdted
number of temporary migrants was roughly similathvtheir share in the total Romanian populatiorwofk
age (50% and 51% respectively).

M These findings are replicated in research on legjgtation (CNPD, 2006: 17). The latter showed timat
2005 around 75% of migrants were in the 18-49 ybsaasket, and as such had a good productive patenti
Moreover, around half of the migrants were in tl6e32 years bracket, being thus persons alreadyefbramd
qualified, with a high work potential. Indeed, alshdalf of legal migrants had a secondary or higdtkrcation
level (around 10-12% had third level education, l&gh35% had secondary or vocational training). By
comparison, in 2006, proportions for the 20-49 aBeB9 age brackets in the total population of Ramavere

of 52% and 25% (my calculations after INS, 2007).

Y 1n the same period, the number of ILO unemployeodpte in the 25-39 age brackets decreased by 3326 (m
calculations based on data provided by INS (2009¢vertheless, at least in 2006, unemployment émpje
under 25 still exceeded the EU average (LazaroiuAdexandru, 2008), which might indicate that adeat that
moment there was still a pressure for them to eatégin order to improve their employment chances.

| have chosen three paradigmatic activities, ngragticulture, industry and trade. An alternatiytion

would have been to work on aggregate sectors (pyirsacondary and tertiary), but this would havehedped

us in highlighting some important trends in the Romn labour market. In particular, in Romaniajagdture

and trade are two activities where unskilled lajm@dominates.

' In 1997 the urban-rural flow surpassed the rurbkao one, and continued to grow afterwards.

Y Many times reports on Romanian migration asset thigrants come predominantly from poor historical
regions of Romania, in particular Moldova. The itgak that they predominantly come from more depeld
counties in Moldova, with low developed countieboth Moldova and elsewhere in Romania (such asn@if
being low sources of migration abroad.

M The study (Sandu, 2005b: 566) found out considerabriation in the rate ohavetisti (number of
commuters in 1990/1000 inhabitants in 1998) amoaiffgrdnt types of villages: in villages without médion
experience the rate was of 79,6/000; while in gils integrated in the transnational migration sysfeith a
migration rate of over 30/000) the rate was of 82100.

% According to Diminescu (2009 52), whereas in 18896 of the rural population wemavetistj at the
beginning of 2000s, only 10% of them was still comtimg to nearby cities. Diminescu estimates a 29%
reduction in commuting in Romanian villages.

X Sandu (2005b: 568) directly links the decline @menuting with higher migration rates. Indeed, henfth out
that in villages with high migration rates the deelin commuting was also higher (at a nationatlgfrom
1,200,000 persons in 1989 to 400,000 in 2001).
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** In 2006, 30% of the total employed population onfania worked in agriculture (INS, 2007).
X The dire economic prospect of workers in Romasialso shown by the fact that the proportion oéltot
gross remuneration in GDP in 2005 was of only 2d%R@mania, as compared to a EU average of 50%g€liut
and Chivu, 2007, 42).
4 Eor Catalin Pauna (WB, 22-10-09) many of those wingrated from cities to the countryside were woske
in the former “state” sectors, who have lost tlgls as a result of restructurings. They form apdrtant part of
the long-term unemployed category, with little cbamf re-entering the labour market. This “old” dab force
is deskilled.
XV There is another problematic category, namely f@ed farmers or working in their own exploitatish
(nr. 6). In Romania, nr. 6 includes a majority ofkilled labour working on subsistence farms. |arthweless
leave it out of this discussion, as it is not raletvfor the occupation of Romanian migrants inNfalrid region.
Indeed, nr. 6 regards workers in agriculture whkich absent in the Madrid region (0%).
X 38% of the migrants declared themselves to haga bsithout occupation” in Romania, meaning theyave
either unemployed or were not active on the Ronmaldibour market (housewives, students, retired lgg¢oBy
comparison, only 21% of the migrants declared theye working in services and trade in Romania. The
proportion of migrants who worked as un-skilled $ekeepers in Romania is probably very low, as #raahd
for domestic services is not yet very developedkamania. In the study, only 28% of migrants workams
housekeepers in Spain were occupationally “immbl{ile. they worked as housekeepers in Romania; In.b
wonder nevertheless if this data isn’'t nevertheldss questionable, asenajeracould mean in Romania both
paid housekeeping worker and unpaid housewife).
¥ In 2008, 68% of migrants working in constructicadtgualified jobs (my calculations after Tufis, 2005).
Y This proportion is getting quite close to the mwijmn of migrants in the Madrid area working as
housekeepers, situated at 19% in 2008 (Tufis, 2968:
I Thus, the overrepresentation of construction anf®oghanian migrants was considerably reduced in:time
in Romania, construction represented 4% of emplaoyrime2001 and 6% in 2006 (INS, 2006).
™ The 10% workers in services and trade do notaeflee actual numbers of those actually engagetisn
sector. Indeed, there is an important informal congmt in the services sector labour market in Réan&n the
other hand, as we have seen, some of those whoimenthe services sector in Spain have been difaom
those who were unemployed or have retreated framlabour market all together (such as housewives) i
Romania. Nevertheless, if in these latter casekilieg already began in Romania, migration to $pdid not
reverse the process, but perpetuated it.
X http://ec.europa.eu/eures/main.jsp?catld=27&acrms&@lang=enaccessed in November 2009.
X'f_ This represented around or 0,8 % of the total/agibpulation recorded in 2006 in Romania (INS,700
i In the banking sector there are over 10.000 vgodst in IT 15.000 vacant jobs. None of these datgear in
the accounts of ANOFM (C#u, 2008)
Ml pirect expenses included the compulsory medium Wage (300 euro) and social insurance contribstion
(32%). Romanian employers also incurred indiregiemses, differentiated along the country of origirthe
worker, one’s educational level and one’s work gerExamples of indirect expenses are accommodatiah
maintenance for the worker. These indirect expemsmsrise to up to 400 Euros (DMS, 2006).
XV |n 2008, Romanian unemployment rate stood at 4{88law the European average. Labor costs have also
risen by 60% in real terms between January 2005Jalyd2007 (Folcut, 2007), and average wages instrg
have risen by 25% in 2007 as compared to 2006 ¢&tdtro, 2008a).
“¥ The “Plan of measures to encourage the homecoafiRgmanians working abroad” (see
http://www.mmuncii.ro/pub/imagemanager/images/iggislatie/ HOTARARI-DE-GUVERN/HG187-
2008.pdj covered the period 2008-2010 and aimed to:

- create and regularly update databases regardingfamcitizens working abroad;

- launch an awareness and recruitment campaign aRomgnian citizens working abroad, in order to

encourage them to return to work in Romania;
- introduce a system of incentives for those Romamwiarkers abroad who wish to return home and find
a job in Romania.

While some data concerning Romanian workers abh@ae been produced, and some job fairs have been
organized, it is not clear if anything effective svdone about the last point, the introduction cfyatem of
incentives.
M Other studies confirm the feeble contributiontw bffice in the total migratory movement of Rongars and
more particularly to migration to Spain. In 200%.200 Romanians took advantage of bilateral agratme
signed by Romania with other European countriesleftdhe country to work abroad. Of these, a larggority
went to Germany (19.700), but only a small minohigaded to Spain (2.400, or 11% of the total) (Qyvep
2003, Gheorghiu 2004). In 2004, just about 4% ef Romanians who tried to find a job abroad sucadéde
getting a contract through the OMFM (OSF, 2005).eQrar later, the almost 43.000 contracts mediated
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represented only 5% of the estimated number of Réanaworkers abroad (rising to around 850.000)
(Niculescu et al, 2006: 15-16). Between 2002 ands2he office has mediated around 140.000 work abro
contracts.

Vi Interestingly, the importance of illegal (smugglinmigration networks in getting people into thesho
country also decreased in time. Their number uaddily Romanian border officers passed from 1780220

34 in 2004 (Stan, 2006: 17).

Vil \while in the official discourse the peasant isrifled as lying at the heart of the Romanian nation
common parlance, the term is used in a derogat@yner to denote somebody who does not know how to
behave, who is uncivilised.

XX A study on the “Image of Romania in Spain” nevektss dressed up a different image of the Romanian
migrant as seen by the Spanish (ASG, 2008c). Tadystound out that 36% of respondents considered
Romanian migrants to be hard workers, but alsodhaind 60% had a “bad” or “very bad” opinion abthgm
(18% and 43% respectively). The difference mightbeounted for by the fact that this study was Spade,
thus including not only employers from the soutlt, &lso from the north.

'AA similar pattern has been observed for anothgiorein respect to Italy.

" New entrances into the labor force from the cahbadrn after 1990 will number 100.000 less pergmisyear

as compared to those from cohorts born in thevateir967-1989.

"' 20% as compared to 34% for Italy.

il After 2007, contracts in Spain continued to caweinly agriculture, in 2008 and 2009 even beinduesigely

in this sector. Most of migrants having signed atcrct through EURES in 2008 were young, with ages
between 26 and 45 years old, more than 50% beingléeworkers (Chyi, 2008).

™ The last period for which the MMFPS registers E\$Rfediated contracts for work in Spain is e 1
trimester of 2009 (684 contracts, all of which waregriculture) (MMFPS, 2009b). For the seconthéster of
2009, there was no Spanish contract mediated thr&WRES (MMFPS, 2009c).
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Annexes

Temporary migrants (15-64 years old), by area of agin (rural/urban) (%)

1990-1995| 1996-2001 2002-2006
Rural 41 48 49
Urban 59 52 51

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)

Temporary migrants (15-64 years old), by age (%)

Age 1990-1995| 1996-2001 2002-2006
15-29 5 24 48

30-54 80 72 50

55-64 15 4 2

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)

Temporary migrants (15-64 years old), by gender (%)

1990-1995| 1996-2001  2002-2006
Women (%) 12 15 44
Men (%) 88 85 56

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)

Temporary labour migrants (15-64 years old), by edcation (%

Education 1990-1995 1996-2001] 2002-2006
Primary (1-4) 3 3 1
Secondary (5-8) 2 8 16
Vocational or high school 78 79 77
University 17 9 7

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)

Temporary departures to work abroad, per 1000 inhaltants aged 15 to 64 years old

06

1990 | 1991[ 1997 1998 1994 1995 19b6 1997 1P98 199900 P 2001] 2002 2003 2004 2005 20
First 20 [ 23 [ 17 [ 14| 12| 12| 43] 14 17 4 60 40 6l611,7 | 146 16,0/ 151
departures
Total 20 [ 23 [ 34 ] 34| 26| 31| 63] 31 29 49 78 60 94154 | 21,4 28,0 246
departures
Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)
Temporary departures to Spain, by region of origin(% of total temporary departures
from the region)

Moldova | Muntenia | Oltenia | Dobrogea| Transilvania| Crisana- | Banat | Bucharest| Romania

Maramures

1990- 3 7 13 13 6 7
2001
2002- 14 54 21 17 29 4 - 24
2006

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)
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Temporary departures to Spain, by region of origin(% of total temporary departures to

Spain)
Moldova | Muntenia | Oltenia | Dobrogea| Transilvania| Crisana- | Banat | Bucharest| Romania
Maramures
2002- 16 48 8 - 14 12 - - 100
2006

Source: TLA survey (Sandu et al, 2006)

Return intentions of Romanian migrants in the Madrid region, 2008

Returns to Returns to Returns to Wants to stay in| Doesn’t know
Romania in one| Romania in 2-5 | Romania after 5| Spain
year years years
Return 14 33 15 29 9
intentions (%)
Returns very Returns surely Returns Returns very Does not want
surely uncertainly uncertainly to return to
Romania
Return 42 13 14 2 29
intentions (%)
Source: CRS survey (Sandu, 2009).
Unemployment and temporary migration rates

1990 | 1991 19927 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1Pp98 199900 P 2001| 2002 2003 200p 2005 20p6
UEmp 0 3 82 | 10.4| 109 95 664 89 104 118 105 88 4 8.74 | 63| 59| 52
(%)

TempM | 20 | 23| 34 34| 26 31 63 31 2p 4o 74 qo0 ).45.4 | 21.4] 28.0] 244
(/000)
Source: (INS, 2007) and TLA survey (Sandu et ag)0
Female unemployment and employment rates (%)

1991 1992] 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1p99 400001 P 2002] 2003 2004 2006 2096 20p7
UEmp | 4 [ 103] 129] 129 114 75 93 104 1l6 101 84 8 y. 68| 56| 52| 46] 39
Empl |81 775 728 73 670 671 638 635 615 635 61609 | 587 621 59 60.2 613
Source: (INS, 2007).
Unemployment rate for the 15-30 years old and totainemployment rate (ILO), 1996-
2008

1996 | 1997 1999 1999 2000 2001 2002 2903 2p04 200306 P 2007|2008
UEmpl| 14,2 | 12,6] 13,2 139 13,8 128 159 134 149 13, %31 129| 11,7
Rate
Total 6,5 5,8 6,1 6,6 6,9 6,4 8.4 7 8 7R 713 614 5,8
UEmpl
rate
Source: My calculations after (INS, 2008MIGO. Data after 2002 are not comparable to the previmes
because of a change in used definitions
Share in total employment of main economic activiés (%)

1990 [ 1991 1994 1993 1994 1995 19b6 1997 1p98 199000 p 2001] 2002 2003 2004 2095 20p6
Agriculture | 28 29 32 35 | 36 34 | 3] 37 38| 41 41 41 36 34 32 3P do
Industry 37 35 32 30 | 29 29 29 | 27 26| 24 23 24 25 2§ 25 24 23
Commerce | 5 6 7 6 6 9 8 9 9 9 9 9 10 11 11 12 13

Source: My calculations, based on data from IN®T20
NB: civilian employed population
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GDP variation (%), real earnings index variation (%) and total departues rates (/000),

1991-2006

1991 | 1992| 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1P99 200001 2 2002| 2003 2004 2005 2006

- -8,8 1,5 39 7,1 3,9 -6,3 -4.8 -1,p 2,1 5[7 5/1 5,285 4,2 79

GDP! 12,9
Real -85| -31| -6.8 0.3 12.5 9.4 -| 4.0 - 4.3 5 2.4 10.8 10.5 14. 23.6
earnings 22.8 25
index?
Total 2.3 34 3.4 2.6 3.1 6.3 3.1 2.9 4.9 74 6(0 94 415214 | 28.0( 246
departures’

TSource: IMFWorld economic outlook database 2088p://www.imf.org/ Accessed November 2009
’As compared to the previous year. Source: (INS7ap0

®In December 2006 as compared to December 2005c&qliNS, 2007b).

“Source: (Sandu, 2006a).

Workers’ remittances, compensations of employers ahmigrant transfers’, credit (US$

million)
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 20PB04 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

uss 11 9 18 16 49 96 96 116 143 124 132 4,733 6,718 398,59,380 8,000
mill

Source: (Ratha, Mohapatra and Silwal. 2009), EReda for Brief.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPROSPECT SéBees/334934-
1110315015165/RemittancesData_Nov09(Public).xIs

The importance of relatives, friends and acquaintaces for migrants’ departures, 1990-
2006

1990-1995| 1996-2001| 2002-2006
Proportion of migrants 22 40 60
who have received

support from someone

(%0)
from relatives (%) 5 16 23
from friends (%) 7 6 16

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 33).

Means for finding a job used by Romanian migrantsn Spain (%)

OMFM | Private Relatives and | Asking
recruiting friends directly the
agencies abroad employer

1996-2001 - 20 50 20
2002-2006 7 2 30 24

Source: TLA survey (Sandu, 2006a: 34).
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