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Endorsements

“Migration-related issues in the context of Turkey’s prospective EU 
membership have attained growing salience in public, policy and aca-
demic debates in the EU, because they have unique and multi-faceted 
implications for the economic, social, political and demographic struc-
tures and processes of the EU. Debates about Turkey-related migration 
to Europe involve a variety of issues: For instance, many politicians in 
Europe frequently speak of the ‘invasion’ of migrants from Turkey, when 
they publicly debate Turkish EU membership. Moreover, the commonly-
accepted view that Turkish immigrants who are already in Europe face 
integration difficulties, together with intensifying Islamophobia on the 
continent, have made Turkey-related migration issues a topic of critical 
debate in European circles. However, proponents of Turkey’s EU mem-
bership argue that Turkey’s EU membership is in the Union’s interest 
because it would reduce demographic pressures on the labour market by 
bringing workers into the Union. In this volume, Gönül Oğuz critically 
examines the issues of Turkey-related migration in the context of Euro-
pean enlargement, and provides stimulating answers to many questions 
fundamental to an understanding of these burning issues.”

Ahmet İçduygu, Professor of International Relations and Director of the 
Migration Research Program, Koç University



vi ENDORSEMENTS
 

“This provocative book argues that Turkish accession to the EU is more 
likely to be associated with a test-the-waters migration hump rather than 
an ongoing wave of Turkish migrants to EU member states.”

Philip Martin, Professor in the Department of Agricultural and Resource 
Economics, University of California, Davis, and Chair of the University of 
California Comparative Immigration and Integration Program

“This is a timely book. It brings together in an informed and well-organ-
ized way some of the key issues relating to European labour migration, 
particularly in the current uncertain economic conditions. Its main intel-
lectual strength is its use of the important Turkish example as a lens 
through which to view the evolution of migration in the continent as a 
whole over several decades. It identifies and scrutinizes many of the key 
issues facing EU and national policymakers as well as those confronting 
Turkey itself. It is surprising, given the longevity of migrant flows from 
Turkey into Western Europe, that there has so far been no similar text 
and the author is to be congratulated on taking on the job. The argu-
ments presented are well-supported by empirical data and by an exten-
sive bibliography. It is clearly written and will be a welcome addition to 
the bookshelves of academics, policymakers and other interested parties.”

John Salt, Emeritus Professor of Geography and Director of the Migra-
tion Research Unit, University College London
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Preface

This book is based on my PhD thesis, which was completed in September 
2010 at the University of Reading. The last two waves of enlargement 
of the European Union (EU) in May 2004 and July 2007 have refuelled 
the debate about Turkey’s admission to the Union. The key issue in the 
enlargement debate has centred on labour migration, with complex and 
sometimes contradictory implications for Turkey. With this book, I hope 
to resolve the debate about the potential need for Turkish workers in the 
post-enlargement period. At a time when the EU has grown in size 
through the accession of new member states, while its legitimacy regard-
ing the addition of policy areas is ever more contested, employment-
related  migration seems to me to be of the utmost importance, not only 
for students of European politics but for the public in general. Its impact 
on Turkish labour migration is evident and crucial. I am hoping to make 
a contribution to this debate, as well as highlighting relevant policies and 
instruments.

This book is about the Eastern enlargement and its link with Turkish 
labour migration in the EU. The likelihood is that, if significant labour 
movement takes place from these new accession countries to the EU, se-
vere, even unbearable, strains will be imposed on Turkey, because its pop-
ulation continues to expand unchecked without the necessary growth of 
the national economy to prevent massive unemployment. I therefore ex-
amine the effects of the Southern enlargement and (more recently) the 
Eastern enlargement of the EU on the free movement of Turkish labour. 
At the same time, the European Community’s experiences with past en-
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largements to integrate economies that had much in common with Tur-
key can serve as an indicator of what would happen if Turks were granted 
free access to the EU. The book demonstrates that, before the Southern 
enlargement, there were fears within the old members of the Community 
that there would be massive waves of migration from the new member 
states, but that these failed to materialize to the extent predicted. A de-
tailed comparison of demographic, social, economic and educational data 
suggests that the same would hold true if Turks were allowed free move-
ment into the EU, notwithstanding persistent cultural (especially reli-
gious) differences.

Hence, the book covers the most important aspects of how the demand 
side of Turkish labour migration has been shaped largely by changing 
trends in demand in the European economies and of the size of future 
migration in the face of the EU enlargements. Having said this, the book 
presents a detailed review of the literature describing why restrictions 
were applied throughout West European countries in the period 1961–
2008. Based on past enlargement experiences, the book focuses on the 
more negative externalities to the extent that the inclusion of Greece, 
Spain and Portugal created difficulties for the integration of Turkey – 
with a possibly large number of migrants – into European labour markets 
in the 1980s. The book assesses the EEC/ EU’s legal framework as well as 
the different policy regimes of the individual member states, which are 
closely associated with the historical and future Turkish flow rate. Finally, 
the book provides a very detailed and thorough evaluation of the factors 
that are key to the potential of future Turkish labour flows in the EU in 
the context of the Eastern enlargement.

I would like to thank my PhD supervisor Professor D.B.G. Heuser for 
responding promptly and enthusiastically to my many requests to review 
the drafts of my work. I am grateful for her understanding and kindness. 
I am also indebted to my former supervisor, Professor Christopher Lord, 
whose wholehearted approval of my research proposal first gave me the 
confidence and courage without which this book would probably never 
have been written. During the first three years of my research he was a 
sounding board for many of the ideas in this book. My support network 
extends to the academic examiners. Indeed, I am extremely grateful to 
Dr Jonathan Golub, who provided much-needed advice and criticism that 
undoubtedly improved the book at a number of points. A special debt 
of gratitude is owed to Professor Bülent Gökay for his comments after 
reading the whole text.

Gönül Oğuz
London, 2011
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1

Introduction

The EU enlargement process

On 1 May 2004, the European Union (EU) reached the end of a long 
process of enlargements that extended membership to eight new Central 
and East European countries (CEECs) – Hungary, Poland, the Czech Re-
public, Estonia, Slovenia, Slovakia, Latvia and Lithuania – plus Cyprus 
and Malta. Two more countries, Romania and Bulgaria, joined the EU on 
1 July 2007. These Central and East European countries are referred to 
as the CEEC-10, even though they in fact exhibit considerable heteroge-
neity. The EU guarantees the free movement of workers to all its citizens 
and eventually to the citizens of the accession countries – the European 
agreements have already guaranteed the citizens of the CEECs the right 
to work. EU citizens are to be free to move anywhere within the ex-
panded EU to look for work.

As with the Southern enlargement, concerns arose in some older mem-
ber states regarding the impact of complete liberalization on their labour 
markets. In response to this fear, the EU added “transitional arrange-
ments” to the accession treaties, which gave the member states the option 
of delaying the implementation of the right to full free movement of 
workers for up to seven years. Most EU countries imposed restrictions 
on workers from the eight Central European accession countries after 
the 2004 enlargement, although workers from Malta and Cyprus can 
move freely across the EU member states. Only the UK, Sweden and Ire-
land fully opened their doors immediately. The transitional arrangements 
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that applied for the first two years ended on 30 April 2006. Germany, 
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium, Austria and Luxemburg then ap-
plied a three-year (phase two) transitional period. From May 2011, full 
freedom of movement applied throughout the EU, but the free move-
ment of workers from Romania and Bulgaria will be delayed until 30 
June 2014.

The issue of the proposed free movement of workers from the CEECs 
is not without precedent in the history of the Union. The common posi-
tion of the countries of the European Economic Community (EEC) in 
the Association Agreements signed in 1963 and the Additional Protocol 
in 1973 between the Community and Turkey envisaged progressive stages 
of movement between 1976 and 1986. The 1960 –1973 period saw consid-
erable Turkish labour migration to West European countries, and these 
legal instruments reflected a cautious approach to this issue. Labour 
shortages in some countries induced openness and even an active recruit-
ment policy. For example, Germany established a guest worker pro-
gramme by means of a recruitment treaty with Turkey. At the end of 
1973, recruitment of foreign labour was abruptly stopped owing to the 
saturation of the labour market in the Community. Caution recurred with 
the accession of the South European countries, notably Greece (1981), 
Spain and Portugal (1986), when the introduction of free movement with 
the labour-sending countries was expected to instigate large migration 
flows. Later still in the integration process, labour migration from the 
newest EU members remains a controversial issue for the EU-15 coun-
tries as the key variable in determining the probable scale of inter-
national labour migration.

Enlargement is expected to bring significant labour flows. Much of the 
debate has centred on whether there are disadvantages for the EU in 
granting Turkish workers greater access to European labour markets. The 
key question is whether the Turkish labour flow rate is likely to fall 
sharply as a result of the Eastern enlargement. Indeed, the effect of EU 
enlargement is already being felt, as the old EU member states started to 
recruit from the new entrants. On the face of it, the prospect of large-
scale labour flows from the CEECs to the EU is of considerable concern. 
How pressing is this concern? This study will try to provide an answer to 
this question.

Overview of the literature on theories of migration

Mobility and migration constitute complex phenomena, and their analy-
sis proves increasingly to be interdisciplinary (Borjas et al. 1996: 279). In 
the literature, there is no clear differentiation between the terms “mobil-
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ity” and “migration”. In some cases, they are even used synonymously. 
Nevertheless, the two terms should be differentiated as follows. The spa-
tial (interregional) mobility of workers is, in general, any movement of 
labour from one region to another. The spatial movement of labour to-
gether with a simultaneous change of residence is migration. Thus, “mi-
gration” has the connotation of permanence. If the spatial movement of 
labour does not involve a change of residence, it entails commuting 
(Hönekopp and Werner 2000: 2). Thus, “labour mobility” is taken literally 
to mean any change that alters one’s work or geographical location.

Hence, the term “labour migrant” is usually reserved for those who mi-
grate for work reasons, but this is a very diverse group. It includes: con-
tract labour migrants recruited in groups for specific projects; individual 
contract workers, often for indeterminate periods; highly skilled profes-
sional, managerial and technical workers on secondment, short-term as-
signments or in joint ventures; seasonal workers; au pairs; domestic 
servants; restaurant/ bar staff; entrepreneurs. Other migrants do not move 
primarily for work reasons, but subsequently enter the labour market and 
become part of the immigrant workforce – family members rejoining a 
primary labour migrant; foreign students who work temporarily during 
their courses or stay on permanently after qualification; asylum seekers 
who enter the labour market unofficially before acceptance, and stay and 
work illegally despite rejection of their claim; refugees who enter the la-
bour market legally after being granted the right to stay; and those who 
come as tourists, stay beyond the legal period of presence as tourists and 
enter the labour market, even though they may intend eventually to re-
turn to their country of origin (Salt 1992: 1079).

In economic theory, there are two hypotheses regarding the movement 
of workers within integrated markets. According to integration theory, 
the creation of a common market leads to increased economic welfare if 
workers are allowed to move to an area where their productivity is great-
est and the wages they can earn are, hence, also the highest. This assumes 
movement away from less productive to more productive workplaces in 
the integration area. This process continues until marginal productivity 
and, at the same time, wages (for the same work) reach equilibrium 
throughout the area. The underlying assumptions are, of course, that the 
workforce is mobile, that information about available employment is eas-
ily accessible to all and that there are no obstacles to migration such as 
legal barriers (residence permit, work permit), non-recognition of quali-
fications or cultural and linguistic differences (Hönekopp and Werner 
2000: 4).

According to classical foreign trade theory, the gains from trade are 
modified by the existence of production factors, such as the state of tech-
nology, labour and natural resources. The opportunity cost ratios are 
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 different in each country. This means that beneficial trade is possible that 
raises prosperity. Each country is more efficient than the others in the 
production of particular commodities so that it has a comparative advan-
tage. This emphasizes the division of labour generated by foreign trade 
in accordance with the comparative cost advantage. Prosperity is condi-
tional on increasing the volume of trade between the countries. On the 
other hand, it is very possible that increasing specialization yields dis-
advantages with respect to labour mobility. From this standpoint, labour 
migration is unnecessary. For most, increased trade between countries is 
considered to be a more favourable movement than labour.

A theory of migration highlights those factors that are important for 
migration to occur, namely the pull factors and push factors for foreign 
labour that are inherited in the economic structure of contemporary ad-
vanced societies. This idea was first put forward by Everett Lee (1966), 
who provided a general explanation of the causes of migration. Ever 
since Lee’s contribution, a number of negative (push) factors in the coun-
try of origin that cause labour migration, in combination with a number 
of positive (pull) factors that attract migrants to a receiving country, 
are repeatedly proposed and both are necessary to get started. The push 
factors include such elements as the lack of employment prospects, un-
employment or low income in the home country, while the pull factors 
comprise geographical and cultural proximity and the comparative ad-
vantages of the destination country, including higher wages, the availabil-
ity of jobs or better working conditions.

In order to encourage workers to move, the labour market situation 
needs to be fully transparent. The largest migration flows result from le-
gal entitlements (for example, family reunion), in the sense that a legally 
permissible labour market entails a high degree of mobility (illegal mi-
gration is not considered). The ensuing flows are regulated by legislative 
and administrative procedures – work permits or residence permits that 
limit access and the duration of stay. In any case, more attention than 
hitherto should be paid to other barriers, such as the lack of familiarity 
with other foreign languages, removal costs and cultural differences, all of 
which are assumed to be barriers to international mobility in general.

Migration theory also stresses the importance of networks. Migration 
networks can be defined as sets of interpersonal relations that link mi-
grants or return migrants with relatives, friends or fellow compatriots at 
home. They convey information, provide financial assistance, facilitate 
employment and accommodation, and give support in various forms. In 
so doing, they reduce the costs and uncertainty of migration and there-
fore facilitate it (Arango 2000: 284). The existence of networks is deter-
mined by the direction of migratory flows, but networks can also intensify 
existing movements, such as those of the Turks to Germany ( joining one’s 
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family) or Algerians to France (colonial history). Geographical proximity, 
which is defined as the distance between the country of origin and the 
country of destination, is likewise important. For Germany’s neighbour 
Poland, such considerations are certainly significant, although they 
scarcely apply to another neighbour, the Czech Republic. In 1998 there 

Box 1.1 The determinants of migration

(i) The neo-classical approach considers the migration decision as an 
individual’s decision. The most important determinants of migration 
for this school of thought are:
•  The costs of migration, including transport costs, income losses dur-

ing migration and psychological costs suggest that migration can be 
interpreted as an investment, since the present costs have to be paid 
off in the future. Costs are therefore negatively related to the prob-
ability of migrating.

•  The expected income from work is a function of obtainable wages 
and the probability of getting a job. Therefore, even if the probabil-
ity of getting a job is small, an individual may migrate if the wage 
differential is sufficiently high.

•  The existence of social security systems means that unemployment 
does not necessarily equate to no income.

•  Information/search costs may be a function of the distance from the 
receiving country and “network” effects, i.e. the connection between 
individuals in a host country and friends and relatives left at home.

•  The age of an individual: the probability of migration has been 
found to decrease with age.

•  Skill levels: strong demand for particular skill groups may encour-
age migration.

•  Expected developments in home and receiving countries: it may be 
disadvantageous to migrate if developments are positive in the 
home country or negative in the target country.

(ii) The “new economics of migration” considers the household as the 
core decision-maker:
•  Individual family members migrate because this reduces depend-

ence on the labour market situation. However, singles still make up 
a higher proportion of immigrants than family members.

•  Individuals’ relative income position within a society is important. 
Migration is influenced by income inequality in the home country: 
there is a higher incentive to emigrate if one is poor among the rich, 
rather than poor among the poor.

Source: Fertig and Schmidt (2002).
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were 69,000 Poles working in Germany. This accounted for almost two-
thirds of all Polish workers in the EU (Hönekopp and Werner 2000: 4). 
Networks, it should be noted, are cumulative in nature. This means that 
every move creates a resource for those who stay behind and facilitates 
further moves that widen the networks and the probability of their fur-
ther expansion as a result.

To a greater extent, theories have focused on the question of why peo-
ple move, or a variant of the same question, such as what determines the 
volume of migration, even though the vast majority of people do not mi-
grate. Why people stay in the home country is usually ignored by the the-
ories. It is only recently that there are signs of increasing interest in them. 
Generally, decisions to stay are influenced by social structures, social sys-
tem, family ties and kinship. A similar consideration can be relevant to 
the cultural dimension, particularly on terms of adequate skills and edu-
cation, but it goes beyond that, including the cost of cultural adaptation. 
Every individual evaluates the returns and costs in a different way, de-
pending on personal characteristics such as age, gender and schooling. 
For example, individuals with higher education should exhibit a higher 
migration probability, because the greater ability to collect and process 
information gained through higher education reduces the risks that ac-
company migration (Bauer and Zimmermann 1999: 15).

Additionally, the relevance of political dimensions should not be un-
derestimated. There are rules for admission in order to support efforts to 
integrate migrants into the host society. Given the powerful impact of ad-
mission restrictions, such an account is incomplete without incorporating 
processes, determinants and selectivity as essential ingredients in models. 
In some of the more developed regions, where movement is becoming 
less important relative to admission policies, labour migration tends to be 
severely curtailed. Yet admission policies that restrict migration are far 
from being inconsequential, even if they are no longer relevant within 
the context of freedom of movement regulations in the EU, including 
border controls and legal barriers (residence and work permits). How-
ever, this does not necessarily imply a complete removal of barriers even 
after the realization of the single European market in 1992. There are 
still obstacles to labour mobility within the EU in terms of administra-
tive, tax or social benefit systems.

Assumptions in the existing theoretical literature

Before the Eastern enlargement took place, many Europeans expected 
that it would produce the largest ever wave of immigration to the EU-15. 
This fear arose from the fact that, until then, the existing member states 
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allowed migrants from the accession countries to enter their countries 
without restrictions. For our purposes, the question concerns the extent 
to which the EU would prioritize the new CEEC members over Turkey 
in granting the right to free movement in the medium or long term. The 
debate about this is important because of political, socioeconomic and 
cultural trends that seem to undermine the legal basis of Turkish labour 
migration. In this vein, a number of claims in the literature are worth 
noting:
•  the Eastern enlargement is very different from the previous enlarge-

ments in terms of its effect on the movement of Turkish labour;
•  the Eastern enlargement will hinder the movement of Turkish labour;
•  each round of enlargement roughly coincides with a change of attitude 

by the EU towards Turkish labour;
•  labour flows from Turkey to the EU are controlled by the immigration 

policies of the EU;
•  the movement of Turkish labour tends to be restricted by the EU be-

cause of factors such as social and economic conditions, demographic 
trends and cultural differences.

The Eastern enlargement is very different from the previous 
enlargements in terms of its effect on the movement of Turkish 
labour

Although many countries joined the EU at the same time, the total popu-
lation of the CEEC-10 was about the same as that of the Southern states 
that joined the EU in the previous enlargement as a percentage of the 
EU population that they were joining (at around 20 per cent) (Heinz and 
Ward-Warmedinger 2006: 9).

The degree of development of a market economy is different in the 
two groups of accession countries. Greece, Spain and Portugal had all 
been market economies before their accession; by contrast, the CEECs 
started their conversion into market economies only at the beginning of 
the 1990s. The income gaps for the CEEC-10 are greater relative to the 
EU than those of Spain, Greece and Portugal. Despite wage and income 
differentials between the CEEC-10 and the EU-15, the magnitude of 
these differentials relative to the cost of migration may be smaller. This is 
an important determinant promoting labour flows in the short run.

Geographical distance is mentioned as a third difference in the Com-
mission’s Enlargement Paper (CEC 2000). Greece and Portugal have 
no common borders with the EC-9 countries, and the Spanish regions 
bordering France have an income much above the already high national 
average. By contrast, half of the CEECs have a common border with 
Austria, Germany or Italy, which makes commuting feasible, especially 



8 EU ENLARGEMENT AND TURKISH LABOUR MIGRATION
 

because the border regions are relatively densely populated (CEC 2001a: 
9).

What seems to have happened is that movement from the CEECs was 
instigated via flexible transitional arrangements following the bilateral 
treaties. This might be read as a controlled experiment, since a common 
European market demands unimpeded cross-border movement for work-
ers. The European Commission was acutely aware of this sensitivity when 
it recently announced that it would move to impose permanent curbs on 
Turkish workers migrating to parts of the EU, despite the legal instru-
ments of 1963 and 1973 that might eventually allow this freedom.

Hence, the Eastern enlargement may easily serve to impede any fur-
ther Turkish migration as the existing members struggle to come to terms 
with the first waves of workers. Some commentators have advised free 
movement of labour within the Union but a policy of restriction towards 
Turkey as a result of this freedom. Particular concern was expressed 
by the EU Enlargement Commissioner, Günter Verheugen; and his suc-
cessor, Olli Rehn, indicated that a permanent safeguard clause to prevent 
“instability” in other European labour markets should be inserted into 
the EU treaties or regulations (Gow 2004: 1). Expected labour flows from 
the CEECs may sooner or later lead to a situation in which fear of addi-
tional migrants from Turkey may become relevant.

The Eastern enlargement will hinder the movement of Turkish 
labour

It is hard to say whether or not Turkey’s relations with the European 
Community have changed for the better as a result of the Association 
Agreement of 1963 as the core legal instrument. Since the inception of 
the EEC, much of the discussion in the Community has bemoaned how 
little labour mobility has actually been taking place. Of particular rele-
vance to this consideration is the rather stringent EU policy, which in 
practice has led to a permanent curb. The need to secure freedom of 
movement in the European labour markets is reflected in the launch of 
accession discussions within the EU in a nod to public opinion. For ex-
ample, the European Council stated that “these negotiations are an open-
ended process, the outcome of which cannot be guaranteed beforehand”. 
The Council concluded that “the negotiations could be suspended if Tur-
key backtracks on reforms” and raised the possibility of permanent curbs 
on labour movement even after accession (Council of the European 
 Union 2005: 8).

According to the logic of enlargement, there must be a preference for 
the nationals of the CEECs over other non-EU nationals. Being free 
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from any restrictions points to an increasingly close partnership between 
new and old member states. It is argued that the existing member states 
will be a magnet for workers from the CEECs, who have just gained the 
freedom to travel abroad. This concern was highlighted in an article by 
David Gow (2006):

Germany and . . . Austria are among the EU countries most afflicted by 
 “enlargement fatigue”, notably concerns that entry of new members from 
poor countries in the Balkans – and Turkey – would bring an unmanageable 
influx of migrant workers. . . . The commission plans to issue a strategy paper on 
enlargement or “absorption capacity” on October 24.

This picture can be overstated, but it is obvious that the phrase “enlarge-
ment fatigue” does suggest a significant shift from conventional accounts 
of previous enlargements. A study by the European Integration Consor-
tium (2002) concluded that the numbers of foreigners from the CEEC in 
the EU would increase annually by around 335,000 immediately after the 
introduction of the free movement of people. A further dimension to the 
“Big Bang” enlargement lies in the significant proportion of Europeans, 
particularly the unemployed and those in the lower income groups, who 
openly express deep unease about labour flows. The spectre of an inva-
sion of “Polish plumbers” is a clear indication of the prevailing mood 
(European Report 2005: 2).

Given the considerable resurgence of migration pressures during the 
post-enlargement period, growing concern has been expressed that the 
EU cannot take on Turkish membership, which would bring more inflows 
of labour. In the UK, the General Secretary of the Trades Union Con-
gress, Brendan Barber, said that “the free movement of goods, capital 
and services within the EU should be matched by freedom for European 
workers to take jobs anywhere in the EU” (Seager 2004: 2), implying – 
whatever the defects – that priority should be given to workers from the 
new accession countries.

The effects of enlargement on additional migration from the new ac-
cession countries have been avoided for a time through the imposition of 
long transition periods. In the long run, such effects must take account of 
labour flows from Turkey. Anxiety in the EU over whether the European 
Commission will move to impose permanent curbs on labour movement 
from Turkey is a key part of any agreement to admit Turkey to the EU. 
In fact, “clauses may permanently be available as a basis for safeguard 
measures” (Council of the European Union 2005: 7).

The current enlargement may make a difference to Turkish migration 
if the EU faces a wave of labour flows from the CEECs. At the very least, 
the view of future enlargement to include Turkey is that it will exclude 
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Turkish workers from ever accessing the European labour markets. This 
is called a “third-class ticket” to Europe, which gives Turkey a status be-
low that of the former Communist countries Poland, Slovakia and Roma-
nia as far as enlargement is concerned (Reuters News 1998: 2). For many 
observers, the practical tone of recent summit meetings on migration 
and enlargement was the reason for devising a new criterion – “the 
 Union’s capacity to absorb new members”. It is more likely that priority 
will be given to the nationals of the CEECs, but, against this, one has to 
bear in mind the socioeconomic and demographic outlook of these coun-
tries. The basic assumption of these factors is a relatively moderate in-
crease in migration flows, but much will depend on labour shortages in 
the EU-15.

Each round of enlargement roughly coincides with a change of 
attitude by the EU towards Turkish labour

The history of relations between the EU and Turkey suggests that a curb 
has been considered in any enlargement since 1973. This was when Turk-
ish labour migration reached its peak. By the end of the 1970s, the EC’s 
low-key approach to immigration issues became less moderate. The ac-
cession of Greece, Spain and Portugal helped greatly to give prominence 
to such issues. Because the accession of the South European countries is 
often taken to be most similar to the 2004 enlargement in particular, the 
pressure for a review of the EU policy on labour migration has arisen 
from the experience of the past two decades. In the 1980s, the process of 
integrating Turkey, which has been pre-eminent in each round of the en-
largement process since 1973, invariably ran into problems owing to the 
persisting disparities.

Each successive enlargement of the EU has been accompanied by pro-
longed problems of “digestion”. It may well be reasonable to assume that 
enlargement is reaching its limits. In 2006, the European Commission’s 
strategy on enlargement (CEC 2006a) called for the EU to continue en-
largement, but to take into account its “integration capacity”, which re-
fers both to applying rigorous conditionality with respect to candidate 
countries and to completing institutional reforms and financing arrange-
ments to sustain the EU’s ability to function. The strategy also called for 
the EU to honour its current commitments with prospective members 
but to remain “cautious” about assuming any new commitments (Archick 
and Kim 2008: 5). In other words, the enlargement strategy demonstrates 
that the Union is on the verge of being overstretched. Its absorption cap-
acity is likely to come increasingly into the spotlight, since making the 
EU able to absorb Turkey will be a difficult task with regard to the move-
ment of labour.
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The issue gained more momentum with the current enlargement to the 
CEECs. The inclusion of these countries is unprecedented in terms of 
both the numbers and their levels of economic development. In order to 
calm the situation, the EU has tended to give priority to the economic 
and social policies of the CEECs. In the meantime, the EU-15 countries 
are extremely anxious about mass migration from Turkey under a free 
movement regime. The movement of Turkish labour has, therefore, been 
a hot issue not only in the past but particularly in the context of the East-
ern enlargement.

Labour flows from Turkey to the EU are controlled by the 
immigration policies of the EU

The free movement of workers within the EU involves the abolition of 
legal barriers to intra-Community labour migration. It is directed at na-
tional practices that control immigration by restricting the entry and the 
movement of foreigners into the labour market, and giving preference to 
their own nationals (Goedings 1999: 10). A safeguard clause (see Council 
of the European Union 2005: Ch. 2) allows the normal application of the 
acquis communautaire but permits member states to impose effective re-
strictions when and where the labour market becomes distorted (CEC 
2001b: 19). This definition illustrates that movement is subject to limita-
tions if the member states experience serious unemployment through 
substantial increases in the number of migrant workers. In principle, they 
must give workers from the new member states priority over workers 
from third countries in terms of access to jobs, as set out in the accession 
treaties.

The predicted outflows from the CEECs are expected to lead to prob-
lems regarding the movement of Turkish labour in the future. A pessimis-
tic view is that, as the EU continues to grow in size, it will adopt a 
“Fortress Europe” type of policy towards Turkey. A typical comment ap-
peared in a letter to the Guardian on 27 September 2004:

Free movement in labour works between countries with comparable income 
and welfare levels. The vast gulf between the EU and demographically explod-
ing Turkey is unbridgeable by any realistic economic development over any re-
alistic timescale. Turkey should be given associate membership, 95% of the 
package but not freedom of movement of labour.

Yet the pressure for, and the commitment to, the reduction in barriers to 
Turkish labour migration has become increasingly important. Consider-
ing the obstacles to movement from the CEECs under the transitional 
arrangements, one may assume that workers from Turkey will be subject 
to restrictions for many years after its entry.



12 EU ENLARGEMENT AND TURKISH LABOUR MIGRATION
 

The Movement of Turkish labour tends to be restricted by the EU 
because of factors such as social and economic conditions, 
demographic trends and cultural differences

Many commentators repeatedly emphasize the need to analyse Turkey’s 
social and economic situation as the underlying basis for the fact of mass 
movements. For instance, it has been shown by Gros (2005) that eco-
nomic convergence in Turkey will take a long time and lead to continuing 
pressure for workers to migrate from the poor regions of Turkey to dif-
ferent parts of the EU. It is the large number of Turkish citizens “who 
have been firmly established for some time in the EU and their concen-
tration in one country in particular (Germany)” that gives rise to the 
most concern (Gros 2005: 1). Similarly, a Commission report in 2008 
(CEC 2008g) underlined that the general level of socioeconomic progress 
in Turkey was below that of the EU, despite considerable efforts. It also 
acknowledged continuing problems, including the size of the population, 
declining labour force participation and very problematic social security 
schemes, as current trends.

Other commentators have focused on a fundamental rethink of the 
whole concept of Turkey’s identity, which appears to be crucial for the 
EU’s policy. The debate revolves around the assumption that labour is 
not just a factor of production. It comprises human beings who have dif-
ferent cultures and different languages (Kelly 2003: 3). The scepticism 
about Turkey’s Europeanization follows through into the mass migration 
of Turks to West European countries from the 1960s onwards. This trend 
can actually be observed in opinion polls in some of the EU-15 member 
states, which suggest that most Europeans perceive further labour migra-
tion from Turkey as a threat to their identity.

The factual background: Turkish labour flows

To obtain quantitative data about labour migration, several sources are 
typically used to measure flows and stocks. Many diverse sources are con-
sulted to generate migration data. These sources are not necessarily al-
ways accurate and, indeed, the available data may not always be objective. 
Although migration data for Turkey remain difficult to obtain, the Turk-
ish Employment Institution provides a relatively reliable and detailed ac-
count of the numerical trends in Turkish workers in foreign countries.

Turkish migration to West European countries began with the signing 
of a recruitment agreement between Turkey and Germany in 1961. Tur-
key signed similar agreements with Austria in 1962 and with Belgium, 
France, the Netherlands and Switzerland in 1963. These agreements con-
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tained some provisions for the social security of the Turkish migrants and 
their family members. It was expected that the agreements would in-
crease the recruitment of Turkish workers in Western Europe, especially 
of young people, but the number would depend on the availability of 
workers and the remaining barriers to their entry.

The migration potential of Turkish workers varied depending on the 
host country: the individual member states have their own socioeconomic, 
historical and cultural differences that influence their attitudes to immi-
gration. This affects both the likely pattern of demand for immigration 
from third countries and the ability of each member state to absorb mi-
grants from different parts of the world. According to the official emigra-
tion figures produced by the Turkish Employment Institution the total 
labour force abroad in the period 1961 to 2008 numbered a little over 2.2 
million people. Of these, 847,411 workers emigrated to West European 
countries, where they were accepted with provisional status. These figures 
include family unification (the movement of spouses and children).

Table 1.1 and Figure 1.1 clearly illustrate the situation for the six major 
countries – Germany, Austria, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and 
Switzerland – in the 1961–2008 period. From the early 1960s, Germany 
hosted the biggest immigrant group (693,157 workers, or around 81 per 
cent of inflows), followed by France (59,606 workers, or 7 per cent of all 
workers), Austria, the Netherlands, Belgium and Switzerland. In aggre-
gate terms, the 1961–1973 period was characterized by an increasing 
 willingness to employ Turkish migrant workers, but their proportion de-
creased by 71 per cent in 1974.

This emigration continued until recent times. This often took the form 
of family reunion, since workers already in the host countries could get 
their employers to request immigration permission for a spouse (Castles 
2006a: 3). In terms of the annual number employed under the family uni-
fication scheme, a downward trend was recorded between 1974 and 1981 
in Germany (by 98.5 per cent), Austria (by 85 per cent), Belgium (by 95 
per cent), France (by 83 per cent), the Netherlands (by 93 per cent) and 
Switzerland (by 70 per cent). The number of workers who immigrated to 
these countries was markedly the lowest in the period 1982–1991, when 
the proportion of workers accounted for only 0.39 per cent of the total 
number of entrants for the 1961–1981 period. It is also interesting to note 
that labour migration remained constant throughout this period.

In the period 1991–2008, flows in four countries fluctuated in the fol-
lowing ways. In Austria, the numbers of workers dropped sharply until 
1997, bringing the number down to 1 from 315, and picked up from 2001 
onwards. In Belgium, the lowest numbers were observed from 1991 to 
2005, but a slight recovery was recorded between 2006 (when 6 workers 
in total were admitted) and 2007 (66 workers). In France, flows had been 
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Table 1.1 Annual inflows of Turkish workers to European host countries, 1961–
2008

Germany Austria Belgium France
Nether- 
lands

Switzer- 
land Total

1961   1,476 – – – – – 1,476
1962  11,025   160 – – – – 11,185
1963  23,436   937  5,605    63 251 36 30,328
1964  54,902  1,434  6,651    25 2,958 193 66,163
1965  45,572  1,973  1,661 – 2,181 122 51,509
1966  32,580   469 – – 1,208 153 34,410
1967   7,199  1,043 – – 48 215 8,505
1968  41,409   673 – – 875 97 43,054
1969  98,142   973 –   191 3,404 183 102,893
1970  96,936 10,622   431  9,036 4,843 1,598 123,466
1971  65,684  4,620   583  7,897 4,853 1,342 84,979
1972  65,875  4,472   113 10,610 744 1,312 83,126
1973 103,793  7,083   265 17,544 1,994 1,109 131,788
1974   1,228  2,501   555 10,577 1,503 770 17,134
1975    640   226    59    25 32 229 1,211
1976   2,101   672    72     6 98 281 3,230
1977   2,413   583    45    15 83 246 3,385
1978   1,333    54    41    13 48 326 1,815
1979    933    23    27    11 40 406 1,440
1980    764   944    35    21 32 549 2,345
1981    274   184    13     6 31 379 887
1982     75    12     2     9 2 163 263
1983     43     7     2     4 4 209 269
1984     17     2     3 – 5 69 96
1985     23    16     7     4 5 110 165
1986     17    52 –     3 12 137 221
1987     27    74     2     4 18 83 208
1988     85    34     1     6 19 96 241
1989     51   142     3     7 21 38 262
1990     62   423    15    14 31 64 609
1991     49   315     2    33 22 66 487
1992   1,685   239     7    21 21 52 2,025
1993   1,999    82     2     8 12 32 2,135
1994   2,032    10     1    17 12 13 2,085
1995   2,246    16     1    13 13 18 2,307
1996   2,443     5     2    16 5 31 2,502
1997   1,800     1     2     9 2 13 1,827
1998   1,734     1 –    33 1 10 1,779
1999   2,350     1     1    25 2 5 2,384
2000   2,135     1     1    87 1 1 2,226
2001   2,437     5     1   202 2 1 2,648
2002   3,367     2 –   341 131 2 3,843
2003   3,366    11     2   422 431 – 4,232
2004   2,197    22 –   530 1 – 2,750
2005   1,074    23 –   593 – – 1,690



INTRODUCTION 15
 

broadly stable at a low level and rose steadily from 9 in 1997 to 488 in 
2007. And in the Netherlands the numbers continued to decline until 
2000, with a ceiling of 1 worker, and increased significantly by 131 work-
ers in 2002; no movements were recorded in 2005 and 2006, but flows re-
covered in 2007. There were notably higher levels of workers in Germany 
from 1991 to 2003. Although the number of workers dropped to 708 in 
2006 from 2,197 workers in 2004, it peaked in 2007 with 2,022 workers. 
In the case of Switzerland, a decreasing trend continued until 2002. No 

Table 1.1 (cont.)

Germany Austria Belgium France
Nether- 
lands

Switzer- 
land Total

2006    708     2     6   377 – – 1,093
2007   2,022   120    60   488 90 50 2,830
2008   1,398    77    35   300 61 34 1,905
Total 693,157 41,341 16,314 59,606 26,150 10,843 847,411

Source: Turkish Employment Institution, 2008.

Figure 1.1 Annual flows of Turkish workers to West European host countries, 
1961–2008.
Source: Turkish Employment Institution, 2008.
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movement was recorded between 2003 and 2006, but an upswing was 
 observed in 2007. The most significant general trend increase was in the 
total number of workers, which rose from 487 in 1991 to 2,830 in 2007, 
and then declined by over 32 per cent to 1,905 in 2008. On the whole, 
these figures can reasonably be assumed to vary depending on both re-
cruitment policies and the EU enlargement.

To complete the picture, Turkish labour flows to other parts of the 
world (notably, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Yemen) 
should be added, although it seems that many Turks were keener to move 
to Europe. “Other countries”, which involved mainly Canada, Australia, 
Russia and the United States, attracted Turkish workers who were ex-
pected to create exceptional economic benefits. Table 1.2 and Figure 1.2 
show that the growth of large-scale labour movements from Turkey to 
these parts of the world, especially to the Middle East, has been impres-
sive: annual flows rose from 4,032 in 1973 to 56,697 in 2008. This level is 
in stark contrast to the period between 1964 and 1972, when immigration 
was at its lowest and the number of workers emigrating to this part of the 
world was around 2.38 per cent of those going to Western Europe. The 
total number recruited each year was governed by a quota set at 1,368,787 
in 2008; although this figure was well above (by 62 per cent) the total 
flows to West European countries. The largest annual rises in Turkish 
workers were observed in Libya and Saudi Arabia. Additionally, emigra-
tion to Iraq became more significant, despite the number of Turkish 
workers falling sharply in the 1991–2001 period. Although flows in recent 
years have increased or remained constant, the total immigrant popula-
tions show a declining trend, with 56,697 in 2008 – around 16 per cent 
less than a year before. Generally, this increase, or the changing route to-
wards the East, is partly related to a fall in the number of workers emi-
grating to West European countries.

In the absence of free movement, migration pressures may show up in 
illegal work or in less restricted channels such as self-employment or the 
importation of services (CEC 2002: 393). The asylum track and undocu-
mented labour migration have become more prominent since the 1980s 
and 1990s as categories of labour migration flows. However, the domi-
nant form of emigration is still family reunification with Turks living 
abroad. Marriages of Turkish and European spouses constitute a second-
ary family reunion. Migration resulting from the marriage of children of 
migrants (the so-called second generation) is today the main statistical 
heading in the case of legal entries, with considerably varying proportions 
of individuals who hold Turkish or another European nationality but are 
children of Turkish immigrants. In France, a total flow of 8,000 –9,000 peo-
ple represents about 80 per cent of annual entries (Gülçiçek 2006: 10). In 
short, reunions continue to take place in the countries that have recently 
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Table 1.2 Annual inflows of Turkish workers to other countries, 1961–2008

Iraq Kuwait Libya
Saudi 
Arabia Jordan Yemen

Other 
countries Total

1961 – – – – – – – –
1962 – – – – – – – –
1963 – – – – – – – –
1964 – – – – – – 13 13
1965 – – – – – – 11 11
1966 – – – – – – – –
1967 – – 92 342 – – 8 442
1968 – – – – – – 150 150
1969 – – – 87 – – 995 1,082
1970 – – 19 1 – – 6,089 6,109
1971 – – 58 45 – – 3,360 3,463
1972 – – 86 28 – – 1,989 2,103
1973 – – 664 4 – – 3,364 4,032
1974 – – 1,015 – – – 2,062 3,077
1975 – – 2,121 251 – – 836 3,208
1976 – – 4,098 1,832 – – 1,398 7,328
1977 – – 8,582 4,722 – – 2,395 15,699
1978 – – 7,726 5,769 – – 3,542 17,037
1979 – – 9,825 8,522 – – 3,843 22,190
1980 – – 15,090 5,643 – – 5,425 26,158
1981 10,467 – 30,667 14,379 251 – 2,102 57,866
1982 8,906 271 26,686 12,325 298 – 639 49,125
1983 7,367 539 23,292 20,238 321 – 444 52,201
1984 2,430 2 16,410 25,985 185 – 317 45,329
1985 1,612 68 9,680 35,067 10 390 370 47,197
1986 2,160 50 8,381 23,771 88 381 600 35,431
1987 1,729 147 10,986 27,109 – 337 589 40,897
1988 3,717 273 13,194 34,645 27 39 616 52,511
1989 2,549 403 12,608 32,319 2 308 1,646 49,835
1990 1,274 98 8,606 33,077 – 139 4,038 47,232
1991 – 189 4,728 40,782 1 5 6,833 52,538
1992 – 465 2,432 46,467 – – 8,611 57,975
1993 – 255 2,549 35,826 – – 22,479 61,109
1994 – 58 1,869 13,050 5 – 44,078 59,060
1995 – 256 1,753 14,529 – – 40,638 57,176
1996 – 7 2,063 5,635 80 – 30,410 38,195
1997 – 5 1,833 7,657 15 – 21,984 31,494
1998 – 5 1,032 6,821 – – 16,270 24,128
1999 – – 698 5,178 20 – 9,195 15,091
2000 – – 385 1,862 166 – 9,006 11,419
2001 37 11 238 4,657 203 – 12,448 17,594
2002 191 45 1,037 6,399 234 – 15,167 23,073
2003 601 26 2,515 6,064 368 104 20,241 29,919
2004 4,900 230 668 1,146 752 23 29,729 37,448
2005 8,237 151 986 6,452 2,241 9 40,589 58,665
2006 7,525 596 770 19,841 2,239 12 49,303 80,286
2007 6,696 115 2,574 4,049 1,099 – 52,661 67,194
2008 4,791 8 5,991 7,556 351 157 37,843 56,697
Total 75,189 4,273 244,007 520,132 8,956 1,904 514,326 1,368,787

Source: Turkish Employment Institution, 2008.
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become part of the migration field or, in the case of recent migrations, 
involving small numbers of individuals.

The empirical literature: Existing case studies and gaps

There is a voluminous literature devoted to identifying the factors driv-
ing international labour migration. Germany is the most important host 
country purely in terms of the numbers of Turkish migrants received over 
the years. It admits some workers for companies that specifically require 
a Turkish labour force. This is why an extensive literature has focused 
on the most important facts and circumstances of Turkish migrants in 
Germany.

As regards empirical studies, Faruk Şen’s hugely influential work “The 
Historical Situation of Turkish Migrants in Germany” (2003) analysed 
current problems and challenges in the concept of integration. In impor-
tant ways, this approach overlooks the determination of migration flows 
in terms of a set of possible explanatory factors. An overview of the cur-
rent situation of migrants’ labour market integration in Germany was 

Figure 1.2 Annual flows of Turkish workers to other countries, 1961–2008.
Source: Turkish Employment Institution, 2008.
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provided by Thomas Liebig (2007), who assessed the relative strength of 
the pull factors. Admittedly, Liebig’s view of the situation of the “second 
generation” with very low educational outcomes and low skills – leading 
to the curbing of migration to Germany – is rather unusual, given that 
many of these “guest worker” immigrants settled and became assimilated 
into German culture. That might tempt some to assume that Liebig’s 
claim is almost dispensed with by Ali Riza Gülçiçek (2006) in The Turk-
ish Presence in Europe: Migrant Workers and New, European Citizens, 
since his work is merely concerned with the integration of Turkish resi-
dents of the first, second and even third generation, especially in Ger-
many. Although sharing some important basic assumptions with Liebig, 
Gülçiçek outlined why the strong social and cultural identity of Turkish 
migrants should not be perceived as a barrier to full integration in rela-
tion to Turkey’s prospects for accession to the EU. By all accounts, these 
studies have typically paid too little attention to Turkish migration pat-
terns in the context of the perceived strong impact of EU enlargements, 
but rather have focused on other issues.

Studies of Turkish labour migration to the West are mostly restricted to 
the 1960s or 1970s. One might expect a large amount of academic re-
search, since the standstill of 1973, to have focused on family unification 
schemes in relation to permanent settlement. Besides, it has to be con-
ceded that these studies rarely focus on the theoretical aspects of migra-
tion. Owing to these theoretical deficiencies, there is some practical 
difficulty in assessing the forms, intensity and direction of Turkish migra-
tion at a particular time. Yet, the problem of the limitations of the avail-
able data is similarly beset by a confusing array of approaches. These 
approaches have focused, to a certain extent, on case studies or merely 
addressed selected aspects of the theme. The fact that many of these 
studies are speculative by nature and are not concerned with hard evi-
dence has made it difficult to develop a more precise understanding of 
the subject.

More generally, there is an extensive literature on the impact of labour 
migration on the EU labour market. Useful review articles can be found 
in The Impact of Eastern Enlargement on Employment and Labour Mar-
kets in the EU Member States (Boeri and Brücker 2000), “Cross-Border 
Labour Mobility within an Enlarged EU” (Heinz and Ward-Warmedinger 
2006), “EU Enlargement and Future East–West Migration in Europe” 
(Fassmann and Münz 2002), “The Impact of the EU Enlargement on Mi-
gration Movements and Economic Integration: Results of Recent Stud-
ies” (Hille and Straubhaar 2001), “Migration Policies in Western Europe 
and the EU-Enlargement” (Biffl 2001) and “Assessment of Possible Mi-
gration Pressure and Its Labour Market Impact Following EU Enlarge-
ment to Central and Eastern Europe” (Bauer and Zimmermann 1999). 
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However, none of these studies seek to explain the obstacles to Turkish 
labour mobility in the EU solely from within its own enlargement para-
digm. They have provided a much more sophisticated understanding of 
why and how the EU has shaped, directed and occasionally determined 
changes in labour movement since 1962. Even if some studies have esti-
mated the future migration potential from Turkey when it joins the EU, 
the effects of the EU enlargement on Turkish labour flows have been left 
largely untackled. This gap has yet to attract significant interest on the 
part of individuals or bodies of empirical research.

In addition to methodological drawbacks, the analysis suggests a 
number of key points that need to be taken into consideration.

First, there is considerably less Turkish literature on the movement of 
labour; most of the literature concentrates on the UK. Recently, several 
Turkish government institutions have attempted to improve the collec-
tion and compilation of data on labour migration. This process is yet to 
be concretized. Having said this, there is one exception: data from the 
Turkish Employment Institution are used to form the basis of the pre-
liminary assessment of the impact of the new accession countries.

Second, forecasts of possible labour flows from the East to the West in 
the absence of administrative or legal restrictions vary considerably, de-
pending on the methodology and assumptions used. Model-based studies 
remain relatively uncertain, often relating to the complexity of the fac-
tors influencing migration. Reliance on very long-term forecasts of eco-
nomic development in the EU and the accession countries may lead to 
an upward bias in many estimates of future migration owing to the un-
predictability of economic growth. This is coupled with imprecise meas-
urement as well as the absence of data.

Third, the majority of studies carried out in Turkey have so far focused 
on political and economic issues. Social policies have received compara-
tively little attention. A general problem is the lack of more comparative 
data to assess the nature and the extent of labour market policies in Tur-
key. In fact, the lack of comparative data is not unique to Turkey. Most 
studies of social policy focus on a very limited number of CEECs. In par-
ticular, a lack of comparative data from the late entrants, such as Roma-
nia and Bulgaria, is common. The incompleteness of data on a number of 
countries in the Central and East European region (as well as Turkey) 
has placed limitations on what can be inferred from the overall patterns 
and trends. In spite of all the problems, there are very useful studies that 
provide an analytical framework and come up with some salient practical 
conclusions. In taking into account the approach outlined above, this 
study will therefore fill gaps in the literature concerning Turkish labour 
movements into Europe, and will test several assumptions made in the 
existing literature on this subject.
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Last, but not least, labour mobility has many aspects. Although the 
scope of this study is political, I shall not restrict my attention to the pol-
itics of mobility. That is to say, the other aspects are obviously important. 
In order to maintain a focus on the politics, this study will allude to the 
economic, social and legal aspects only where the political content war-
rants their inclusion. In addition, in assessing future migration potential, 
it is obvious that labour flows in the context of enlargement are quantifi-
able. The study involves both quantitative and qualitative analyses of 
 potential migration performance, which may prove to be credible for pol-
itical argument at least.

About the book

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of EU enlargement 
on the movement of Turkish labour, with a particular focus on the East-
ern enlargements of 2004 and 2007. The past enlargements may provide 
indications of future migration trends. It is, then, essential to explore 
whether there has been a variation in the actual numbers of Turkish 
workers coming into the EU since the early 1960s and, if so, what has 
caused this variation; in other words, why the restrictions have applied 
throughout the West European countries. The study seeks to answer two 
basic questions: whether the volume of Turkish labour flows has been a 
result of past EU enlargements and to what extent the effects of the 
Eastern enlargement will contribute to changes in the regulatory setting 
and therefore in the level of Turkish labour mobility. These questions 
necessarily involve an examination of the changing national and EU poli-
cies governing the flows of Turkish workers. Thus, a detailed understand-
ing of the factors driving workers from the CEECs to the EU and the 
impacts is especially important in any discussion of Turkish migration. 
Other factors may play a more important role, so they, too, have to be 
taken into consideration. An analysis of culture, networks, and demo-
graphic and labour market trends is essential, because all these factors 
may affect the supply of and demand for Turkish labour.

The movement of Turkish labour is thus the dependent variable of this 
study. The flow of Turkish labour into the EC/ EU clearly depends on 
more factors than the effects of EC/ EU enlargement – it would be exces-
sively reductionist and totally unrealistic to try to press it into an analysis 
with one independent variable and one dependent variable. Other factors 
(“independent variables”, although they might well be interdependent 
among themselves and there may be a feedback connection with the de-
pendent variable) have to be taken into account in order to establish 
what impact enlargement – as opposed to all the other factors – has on 
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Turkish labour movement. This is reflected in the legal framework, at 
both the EU and national levels, which has clearly influenced the flow of 
Turkish labour. Other independent variables include unemployment lev-
els both in the EC/ EU as a receiving area and in Turkey, and, again on 
both sides, wages, average income, social networks, geographical distance 
and social provision systems (as factors supporting migration effects), as 
well as trade liberalization and EU funds, return migration, internal in-
equalities, social and cultural ties, and risk aversion (as factors refuting 
migration fears). These independent variables are covered by most of the 
theoretical approaches explaining migration to the extent that they are 
used to explain the determinants of labour flows from both the CEECs 
and Turkey. The study examines causality within the expectations. As pol-
itical and socioeconomic conditions change, so do labour flows, pointing 
to the significance of this change.

In the specification of these variables, the flow rates are more likely to 
be simulated with the following characteristics:
•  It is plausible to assume that the integration of the CEECs into the EU 

has been detrimental to immigration from other countries, especially 
Turkey. Therefore, the possibility of future labour flows will continue to 
depend on regulatory influences from EU policy as well as that of 
member states’ governments.

•  Economic considerations imply that, the lower the economic develop-
ment in a country, the higher will be the number of people leaving to 
find work elsewhere. This assumes that labour will move from low-
wage to high-wage areas, if it is free to do so. The process of labour in-
flows to the EU depends not only on the supply of migrant labour, but 
mainly on the demand for it. In forecasting future trends, the labour 
market situation in the CEECs and Turkey has to be reviewed to es-
tablish whether the EU member states are likely to attract workers, 
given this assumption about labour flows.

•  Changes in the flow rates are often linked to some intervening vari-
ables representing political considerations, such as the nature of re-
gimes and individual freedoms. This naturally extends to the implied 
stability of the political and institutional environments in the CEECs 
and Turkey. Any unpredictability in these environments may reflect an 
increase in labour migration when better conditions exist in the host 
countries.

•  Demographic trends are primarily concerned both with the social pol-
icy implications of the ageing population of the EU and the CEECs, 
and with the growing Turkish population.

•  Differences and similarities in culture – for example, language and 
 socio-psychological factors – can promote or hold back migration. In 
view of the homogeneity of the potential members, the EU’s method 
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of enlargement has been based not only on geographical but also on 
cultural principles. This is why it is important to have the full facts and 
to carefully examine the cultural factors that might influence Turkish 
labour flows.

•  Geographical proximity may be a crucial factor in the impact of the 
CEECs on Turkish labour flows as far as the transport and transaction 
costs of moving are concerned. This assumes that push migration rises 
linearly with geographical distance. Conceptually, the matter is neither 
as simple nor as straightforward as the definition would imply, because 
other factors come into play.
The analysis is based on recent publications of the European Commis-

sion, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) and various government institutions in Turkey, including the 
Turkish Employment Institution the Turkish Ministry of Employment 
and Social Security and the State Planning Organization, as well as a 
number of independent studies in this field. My study relies on a number 
of basic facts and statistics, which are reproduced on the assumption that 
their meaning is unambiguous. The study will draw upon and test explan-
atory and interpretative models in the existing literature on migration. 
Thus, what follows is a short overview of recent theoretical and empirical 
work, without claiming that this overview is complete.

I have noted the multiplicity of factors influencing Turkish labour 
movements, and the importance of taking all of them into account when 
assessing the relative importance of EC/ EU enlargement for Turkish la-
bour flows. The book is therefore structured in the following way:
•  This introductory chapter has provided the theoretical background to 

the movement of workers in the context of EU enlargement, with a 
specific focus on Turkish labour migration trends from 1961 to 2008. 
The chapter has identified the research questions and the opinions ex-
pressed on them in the relevant existing literature, and it has posi-
tioned the research within this literature to answer the questions.

•  Chapter 2, “Turkish labour mobility in the European Union”, on the 
basis of the existing literature, surveys the historical developments 
of Turkish migration into the EEC/ EU in a wider context and exam-
ines how early initiatives stimulated or stymied the movement of 
 Turkish workers. The chapter quantitatively evaluates the migration 
periods, based on economic, social, political and legal factors in the 
1961–2008 period. The circumstances requiring the EU to give Turkish 
citizens unrestricted immigration rights into the Union are also broadly 
examined.

•  Chapter 3, “Past enlargement experiences”, addresses the question of 
whether past enlargements are a good predictor of how the recent en-
largement will affect Turkish labour flows. It does so by surveying the 
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effects, predicted and actual, of the previous waves of enlargement on 
the European labour markets, but also on its pull factors towards Turk-
ish economic migrants.

•  Chapter 4, “The European Union’s overall strategy for the movement 
of labour”, assesses the EU’s evolving policies since the 1960s. Hence, 
aspects of the EU’s migration policy influencing historical flow rates 
are highlighted. Special attention is paid to the obstacles created to im-
migration. The chapter explores how these obstacles have been associ-
ated with the changing pattern of Turkish labour migration.

•  Chapter 5, “The impact of Central and East European accession on the 
movement of Turkish labour”, specifies whether the increasing number 
of members of the EU has made Turkish workers’ access to the EU’s 
labour markets more difficult. The chapter extrapolates from the pull 
and push factors the different possible developments that can be iden-
tified for Turkey in the migration of its workforce to the European la-
bour markets.

•  Chapter 6 offers concluding remarks.
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2

Turkish labour mobility in the 
European Union

Introduction

Although the issue of Turkish labour movement has been invoked in 
treaties, regulations and decisions since 1963, there have been very few 
attempts to demonstrate the Community’s responsibilities as far as the 
policy of the European Economic Community (EEC) and then of the 
European Union (EU) is concerned. From the outset, a main theme for 
the EEC was to improve the living and working conditions of Turkish 
migrants and to encourage integration of those migrants into European 
labour markets, all of which addressed the underlying difficulties. For the 
most part, the weaknesses of the EEC/ EU in dealing with the principle 
of free movement derive from the implementation of the rules in the 
member states. The validity of all kinds of arrangements between the EU 
and Turkey should, therefore, be questioned in relation to the size and 
nature of migration flows. The aim of this chapter is to provide a compre-
hensive overview of Turkish migration in the EEC/ EU. I first review de-
velopments in the Turkish workers’ situation and in the migration policy 
of the EEC/ EU. I then present an analysis of a number of distinct migra-
tion periods, looking at the interplay of factors during each period. This 
section draws on the variety of explanations, which are invoked to dem-
onstrate the social, economic, political and legal variables. Finally, I focus 
on why Turkish citizens should be allowed to move into the EU freely.
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The overall pattern of historical development

Post-war Turkish migration to Western Europe

The Turkish labour migration phenomenon traces a direct line of descent 
back to the establishment of the EEC in 1957. At first, migration began 
with individual initiatives from 1960 onwards and continued in line with 
the turnaround in the economic fortunes of West European countries, es-
pecially in the 1962–1973 period. During these years, among other rea-
sons, an intense demand for labour, which was targeted mainly towards 
the Mediterranean countries, had led migration flows from Turkey to the 
West. Naturally, labour shortages became a driving force for gradually in-
creasing migration (Berksu 1999: 1). The Turks gained the freedom to mi-
grate to the West just when European, especially German, firms were 
rapidly expanding under Europe’s “economic miracle” and were starting 
to look abroad to recruit foreign guest workers (Gastarbeiter) to staff 
their assembly lines. The supply of East German migrants had been cur-
tailed by the construction of the Berlin Wall, and thus, in October 1961, 
Turkey and Germany signed a bilateral labour recruitment agreement 
that allowed German employers to hire Turks under temporary (one-
year) work permits (Teitelbaum and Martin 2003: 103).

During the same period of expansion of labour migration, the Ankara 
Association Agreement was signed in 1963 between the EEC and Turkey. 
The principal aim of the Agreement was to regulate economic, social and 
financial matters and the Agreement acknowledges the “ever closer 
bonds between the Turkish people and the people brought together in 
the European Economic Community”. Its role was to allow Turkish 
workers to move freely in the Common Market. The policy was directed 
towards the greater social and cultural integration of Turks who live in 
the Community. The Agreement involved far greater numbers of individ-
uals, including professionals and entrepreneurs. Article 12 stated that 
“the Contracting Parties agree to be guided by Articles 48, 49 and 50 of 
the Rome Treaty establishing the Community for the purpose of pro-
gressively securing freedom of movement for workers between them”. 
All provisions in the Agreement were originally intended to pave the 
way for a steady reciprocal lowering of EEC tariffs and, eventually, 
 migrant barriers.

From the outset, Turkey saw the Ankara Agreement as a means, among 
other economic and political goals, to improve the legal status of Turkish 
migrant workers in Western Europe, most of whom had already taken up 
employment in the EEC countries (Aral 1997: 1). The Agreement was the 
first step towards the creation of an international bargaining structure 
within which the right to labour movement became a crucial aspect. It 



TURKISH LABOUR MOBILITY IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 27
 

created the starting point for the negotiations between the contracting 
parties.

To facilitate cooperation in the area of social policy, the process was 
strengthened by a further legal instrument. An Additional Protocol was 
signed between the parties in 1970 and came into force in 1973. The Pro-
tocol held an important place in both the economic and the social history 
of EEC–Turkey relations. First, it envisaged the gradual introduction of 
free movement of workers between Turkey and the Community in the 
period 1976 –1986; secondly, it provided an immediate equality of treat-
ment of workers by the EEC countries and safeguards of their social 
 security benefits. Article 36 of the Additional Protocol put in place the 
essential structure to ensure the free movement of Turkish workers. The 
Community was to assume responsibility for removing barriers to Turkish 
workers. At the same time, the rules guaranteed equal treatment for 
workers already in the EEC countries. Additionally, EEC policy was to 
constantly ensure that the Council of Association acted in accordance 
with the provisions laid down in Article 36.

Under these legal instruments, the period 1961–1973 was characterized 
by a very large increase in the number of Turkish workers in West Euro-
pean countries. Evidence from the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
shows that the potential migratory flows from Turkey to the Federal Re-
public of Germany were initially very small, but increased to 66,000 
in 1964. The flow rose to 130,000 in 1970 and then peaked at 136,000 in 
1973. Between 1961 and 1975, the number of Turkish workers living in 
the Federal Republic of Germany, who were officially sent by the Turkish 
Employment Institution to work abroad, jumped to 805,000. It is esti-
mated that 1.5 to 2.0 million Turks went abroad for employment reasons 
between 1961 and 1973. This evidence also suggests that the proportion 
of workers in the EEC was equivalent to 12 per cent of Turkey’s work-
force and 40 per cent of Turkish males aged 20 –39 in 1970.

The end of the guest worker programme

Germany’s “recruitment stop” in 1973 fundamentally reveals the meth-
ods and patterns of development when the 1960 –1973 period of the guest 
worker programme, which was characterized by the diffusion of strengths 
and weaknesses, ended. In 1974, as a result of a slowdown in the econo-
mies of Western Europe, a rise in unemployment and the oil crisis, the 
large labour-importing countries announced a major change of policy: 
withdrawal from the collective recruitment of foreign labour (European 
Committee on Migration 1996: 40), and, thus, access was blocked for third 
countries. The change in economic circumstances and the structure of the 
labour market forced Germany – the main  country for the immigration 
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of Turkish citizens – to announce a halt to its policy of inviting guest 
workers to the country. Similar measures were  undertaken by other EEC 
countries.

As for the oil crisis of 1973, the ending of the recruitment of Turkish 
labour as a result of economic conditions in the Western European coun-
tries was not without some benefit for the Turkish side. The substantial 
drop in migration resulted in a need for Turkey to review its migration 
policies, especially for unskilled workers. A logical measure to help ad-
dress the unemployment problem was for Turkey to export more of its 
labour force to other countries, given that the West now had little need 
for the mass migration of those with low skill levels. Similarly, selective 
policies were being adopted in more distant countries with low popula-
tion growth and high living standards – most notably the United States, 
Canada and Australia – where only highly skilled individuals were being 
encouraged to immigrate. Given these policy changes, Turkish workers 
seem to have shifted away from European sources to “nearby countries” 
in the East. Adding to this shift was the fact that, as Kirişçi (2003) has 
pointed out, recession in the West coincided with an economic boom 
in the Middle East. Consequently, there was an increase in outflows of 
Turkish workers to Middle Eastern countries of almost 90 per cent in 
1973 compared with 1972, most notably to Iraq, Libya and Saudi Arabia. 
The scale and pattern of Turkish migration to the East became much 
greater than what had previously occurred in the West.

An alternative way to promote labour movement

Although migration had now switched to other parts of world, Turkey 
continued to press for a role as a provider of migrants to West European 
countries. It was thought that sending workers to Europe from less devel-
oped regions would alleviate unemployment and bring remittances. 
 Perhaps what counted most was that, if migrants had the skills and expe-
rience, they would not have difficulty in finding jobs. Workers who 
 returned with new skills were considered to be vital for Turkey’s mod-
ernization efforts. They were characterized as workers who were, on aver-
age, better qualified than the hidden or openly unemployed.

After 1980, new restrictions (that is, visa requirements) by most EEC 
countries gave incentives to workers to return home, with substantial 
consequences for an economic downturn in Turkey. For instance, the Ger-
man government launched a policy of visa application for those catego-
rized as “economic refugees” in October 1980. The policy was not limited 
to this. Tougher restrictions were in fact introduced for foreign workers in 
the same period. The most prominent was that husbands or wives were 
entitled to immigrate to Germany as a “spouse” after three years of mar-
riage. This policy is still in effect.
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The essential demand – free movement – was excluded. Movement was 
stopped because of the frozen relationship between the EEC and Turkey 
as a result of the political crisis of 12 September 1980. This was reflected 
in the flows of Turkish workers, whose situation was completely helpless. 
The meeting of the EEC–Turkey Association Council that was scheduled 
for 1 June 1983 did not take place. In the late 1980s, the “democratic defi-
cit”, mainly relating to human rights abuses, denoted the negative image 
of Turkey.

In the meantime, the passing of the Single European Act (SEA) in 
1986 signalled significant improvements for the movement of Turkish la-
bour, laying down provisions similar to those of the Association Agree-
ment. The creation of a single European market entailed the integration 
of national economies and the removal of barriers to trade. This initiative 
included services, capital and a limited number of sectoral policies, along 
with the principle of labour movement. As part of the process, the EEC 
had at least something to offer to meet Turkey’s aspirations. The success 
of Turkey’s integration with the Community depended on how it man-
aged the social issues. In the main, it trailed far behind Community mem-
bers in terms of European values.

At the same time, there were some improvements to the residence and 
working conditions of Turkish workers living in the EEC. The Associa-
tion Council reset a target for so-called “new objectives”, when it assem-
bled on 24 November 1986, stipulating that:
•  the rights were to be given only to those who had worked for three 

years in one of the member states;
•  the principle of second priority was still to be applicable;
•  the individual member states were to continue to apply their national 

legislation for retaining restrictions on the movement of Turkish la-
bour;

•  the rules regarding family unification, with a minimum requirement of 
18 years of age, would be applied in accordance with the national legis-
lation of each member state.

The significance of these principles was largely symbolic. Despite the 
major role assigned to the EEC’s social policy, the outcome of this meet-
ing showed that the Community members were not willing to commit 
themselves to the leap of faith demanded by the Agreement. Undoubt-
edly, this situation would place Turkey in the category of third member. 
This was unacceptable in that the previous agreements envisaged that 
Turkey would be given priority for labour movement. This in turn was 
interpreted by some as a delaying tactic, an idea so outrageous in its 
 audacity that it would become mired in years of debate and argument.

Whatever the debates about how and why the principle of free move-
ment for Turkish labour evolved, 1986 witnessed the failure of the imple-
mentation of the free movement provision that might have led to the third 
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and final stage of labour movement. The EEC rejected the right to free 
movement, which was due to commence on 1 January 1986. The Commu-
nity members even refused to consolidate the existing bilateral agree-
ments with Turkey. The whole situation was characterized as “a question 
of law” and its jurisdiction was mainly left to interpretation by the Euro-
pean Court of Justice (ECJ), which would, in principle, provide remedies.

Membership application

It was partly the recognition of the basic inadequacy of the Association 
Agreement (and of the Association Council decisions) that finally led 
Turkey to apply for full EEC membership on 14 April 1987. This shifted 
the problem from the Association Agreement to Turkey’s membership 
application. Turkey’s understanding was that its citizens would be able to 
obtain freedom of movement when it became a full member of the EEC 
(Duran 2006: 58). Thus, “exporting surplus labour” was one of the main 
reasons for Turkey’s interest in joining the EEC in early 1980.

Yet – at least in retrospect – membership appeared to be just an expe-
diency favoured by Turkish politicians to undermine the principle of la-
bour movement. Following a landslide victory in the country’s general 
election of 1983, the Motherland Party gave a low priority to the issue of 
labour mobility, instead concentrating more on Turkish membership. This 
was a clear sign that the discussion of movement of labour would be 
postponed in return for some concessions from the EEC. This trend con-
tinued to be a predominant consideration of Turkish policy in the 1990s, 
with the labour goal traded off in the hope of expediting accession. How-
ever, Turkey’s interest in obtaining labour mobility was by no means on 
the decline. Rather, both issues were now interrelated, as the demand for 
labour movement became part of its membership aspirations. It was 
hoped that Community membership would bring free movement regard-
less of previous legal instruments. Linking issues together in “package 
deals” could open the door to Turkey by ensuring that differences in so-
cial policy could be reconciled by harmonization.

Even so, there was considerable confusion about Turkish labour migra-
tion and its economic impact on the Community members when Turkey 
made its application to the EEC. This confusion could easily be attrib-
uted to Turkey’s past economic policies. In the 1970s, Turkey pursued 
an inward-looking, import-substituting economic policy that was com-
pletely incompatible with the EEC Association Agreement, whereas the 
Community quickly retreated into a protectionist shell whenever it felt 
threatened by Turkish exports and it did not implement the agreed time-
table of concessions (Xuereb and Pace 1996: 198). Despite these national 
policies, it was still felt politically necessary to provide some sort of 
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 backing for the full membership application at the European level. This 
could, as many hoped, ease the effects of large-scale unemployment in 
Turkey.

With its focus on the economic benefits, in the late 1980s a great deal 
of debate centred on whether the suspension of Turkey’s application for 
membership would increase the unemployment level in Turkey. Of course, 
this goal was combined with the EEC’s social dimension. Many saw the 
necessity of becoming a part of the European social model as the main 
motive for labour movement. From this perspective, the newly formed 
European social model could become a major incentive to improve the 
situation in Turkey. On 6 June 1990, the European Commission an-
nounced the contents of a harmonization programme that put some 
 pressure on Turkey to take appropriate measures in social policy. Conse-
quently, meetings were regularly held between officials of the Turkish 
Ministry of Social Security and the EEC’s implementing bodies to discuss 
the Community’s fundamental social rights. The major emphasis was al-
most exclusively on the harmonization of Turkey’s national standards of 
social security rights, with a particular focus on working conditions, wages 
and social insurance. Any progress that could be made on social policy 
issues would be reported.

At the same time, the protection of the rights of Turkish workers in the 
EEC became a core issue that the Turkish side often brought up during 
the Association Committee meetings. In this regard, in April 1993, the 
Committee meeting reinforced the operational design of the free move-
ment of services and workers, residency rights and the introduction of 
new instruments for easy job searching in the host country when the ef-
fective social integration of Turkish workers into the Community market 
was addressed as one of the prominent issues. In the main, these meas-
ures were seen as crucial steps by both parties to improve the scope and 
character of Turkey’s social policy.

In the mid-1990s, a picture of increasing economic engagement be-
tween the EU and Turkey was beginning to emerge on the customs union 
front. This implied a consolidating democratic reform process in Turkey 
and greater optimism about financial  cooperation. To the extent that full 
labour mobility could ever be granted to Turkey, the signing of the Cus-
toms Union Agreement in 1995 between the EU and Turkey could have 
potentially been a step in this direction. Unfortunately, the prospect of 
freedom of movement seemed a dead letter for the period in question.

Turkish labour movement: A waiting game

In the early 2000s, while the opportunity to migrate to the EU countries 
in order to find work was seen as the most ambitious project that would 



32 EU ENLARGEMENT AND TURKISH LABOUR MIGRATION
 

ever be undertaken by successive Turkish governments, the perceptions 
of both the public and policy makers in the EU were changing. The pros-
pect of enlargement to Central Eastern Europe raised the issue for some 
member states that, on accession, citizens of the candidate countries 
might migrate in huge numbers to the EU to work for wages lower than 
those that domestic workers might accept (Cini 2004: 222).

Responding to such fears, at the European Summit in Nice in 2000, 
Chancellor Schröder led the EU in a different direction. He voiced the 
acute fear of migration and said that Germany could not absorb a sudden 
wave of economic migrants from the East. The proposal by the European 
Commission in April 2001 included one important point from the 
“Schröder formula”: “the general transitional period of five years, which 
was subject to automatic review after two years”. During this transitional 
period, the member states of the Union could either restrict or open their 
labour markets to the citizens of other member states on a preferential 
basis, as requested by the German Chancellor (Vaughan-Whitehead 2003: 
436). Other EU countries, notably Austria and the United Kingdom, also 
expressed concerns about the potential impact of migration on their la-
bour markets. Basically, immigration was not acceptable. Concerns of this 
kind meant that the Eastern enlargement proceeded at a cautious pace, 
and it raised the possibility of new barriers to Turkish labour movement.

By the time the EU was to decide whether to start accession negotia-
tions with Turkey in December 2004, the situation of Turkish immigrants 
in European countries and the prospects of further emigration from Tur-
key had become major issues (Kirişçi 2003: 3). In an economic sense, per-
ceptions that were clearly predicated on the ability of the European 
labour markets to absorb the expected labour flows from Turkey were 
questioned. Consideration would also be given to the need to ensure 
wide acceptance of opening accession negotiations with Turkey.

As a further development, in a draft text of the conclusions of the EU 
Summit meeting held on 16 –17 December 2004, the EU leaders called 
for the start of talks on 3 October 2005 “without delay”. The Summit also 
envisaged Turkey’s entry not occurring before 2014, namely after the ex-
piry of the EU’s 2007–2013 long-term financial framework. The major 
 issue of dispute was the attachment of conditions to the future movement 
of labour, and thus the whole question of “permanent conditions” on 
Turkish membership. The EU leaders agreed that “Turkey was a candi-
date state destined to join the Union on the basis of the same criteria 
as applied to other candidate states” and they subsequently concluded 
that:

Long transitional periods, derogations, specific arrangements or permanent 
safeguard clauses, which are permanently available as a basis for safeguard 
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measures, may be considered. The Commission will include these, as appropri-
ate, in its proposals for each framework, for areas such as freedom of  movement 
of persons, structural policies or agriculture. Furthermore, the decision-taking 
process regarding the eventual establishment of freedom of movement of per-
sons should allow a maximum role of individual Member States. Transitional 
arrangements or safeguards should be reviewed regarding their impact on the 
competition or the functioning of the internal market. (Council of the Euro-
pean Union 2005: 7)

Interpreted literally, the significance of this declaration is clear. It 
seems to limit Turkey’s access to a key benefit of EU membership: the 
free movement of labour. The concern in several EU countries that large 
numbers of Turks would head to Europe in search of work once restric-
tions on labour movement were lifted is equally important for EU policy. 
Given the levels of anxiety, the truth is that some EU countries have 
found a way to keep Turkey out. This situation might be looked upon as a 
kind of “permanent limbo”, implying that the arrangements that were es-
tablished prior to the 1980s would be maintained, with no sign of an eas-
ing of the circulation of Turkish labour. Since the accession of the Central 
and East European countries (CEECs), many European politicians have 
been hiding behind the rhetoric of “absorption capacity”, even though, 
initially, the EU-15 member states did not expect that they would have 
difficulties in handling a large number of the CEECs. This is a way of say-
ing that restrictions on Turkish labour movement will be permanently 
possible but not permanently applicable.

Whatever measures were taken in EU–Turkish relations, they all fell 
short of Turkey’s expectations, with strict limits being applied to the 
movement of Turkish labour. There is now a widespread perception in 
Turkey that these steps were a deliberate move to make special condi-
tions for Turkey that no other candidate country had faced. After all, the 
decision in October 2005 to open negotiations with Turkey could, as 
many expected, add a new dimension to the issue of labour movement. 
But, then again, it is not the first time that both sides entered an uneasy 
period. Regarding the current and future size of labour movements, the 
tension – which the EU has to deal with – remains, despite the present 
focus of the academic literature on the Turkish membership debate.

Explanations of historical flow rates

Economically motivated migration and the democratic process

The reconstruction of post-war Europe generated large labour shortages. 
In response, the government authorities of the countries concerned, firms 
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and private agencies actively recruited migrant workers. These major mi-
gration movements within Europe and from developing countries con-
tributed to the economic development and unparalleled growth that took 
place in Europe between 1945 and 1975. European countries experienced 
strong economic growth supported by the development of the heavy in-
dustry, manufacturing, building and public works sectors. Means of pro-
duction were modernized and trade flows increased. The wave of migrants 
from Ireland and Southern Europe (Greece, Portugal, Spain and, to a 
lesser extent, Italy) – all countries that faced stagnating economies and 
high  unemployment rates – at first met the labour market needs of West-
ern Europe. The period 1961–1973 was characterized by an increasing 
willingness to employ Turkish migrant workers and by a considerable ex-
tension of the migration field (made up of all the regions in which Turk-
ish workers and their families settled) since the whole of industrial 
Europe (Switzerland, Austria, Sweden and the United Kingdom) at-
tracted Turkish workers and workers of other nationalities (Garson and 
Loizillon 2003: 2–3). The whole situation held the potential to develop 
into a massive migration.

In the studies of the 1960s and 1970s, the causes of migration pressure 
(or “push factors”) in the sending countries of the post-war migration to 
Western Europe, in general, and in Turkey, in particular, were explained 
through traditional concepts such as slow economic and industrial growth, 
a rapid industrial growth rate, disparities between economic growth and 
population growth and unemployment (Akgündüz 2008: 1). At the macro-
economic level, access to the European labour markets and effective in-
creases in earning potential were the two key drivers of Turkish migration 
in this period. An important part of Turkish migration in European coun-
tries was the potential workforce.

Certainly, Turks began to form an important component of European 
migration in the post-1950 period. This was a new phenomenon for Tur-
key. Many of its migrants were peasants who had already moved from 
rural areas to the big cities. According to official Turkish estimates, over 
200,000 peasants left their villages to take employment in the big cities 
between 1950 and 1970, and this figure rose to 500,000 on an annual basis 
in the post-1990s. Therefore, it seems legitimate to conclude tentatively 
that the growth of the large-scale emigration movement from rural to 
 urban areas was directed abroad.

In the late 1960s, countries that limited themselves to purely economic 
considerations prohibited such large migration flows. Accordingly, a sharp 
decline was recorded, and the number of entries fell by almost 75 per 
cent in 1967 over the previous year to just over 8,505 in total. This de-
cline can be attributed to a situation of close to full employment in West 
European countries. It appears that the first warning came in 1966, with 
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the onset of a recession. In simple terms, it became obvious that labour 
mobility was sustainable only as long as European countries demon-
strated higher economic growth. It was expected that West European 
countries that had experienced growth would receive migrants. The eco-
nomic recovery in these countries led them to review their immigration 
policies. As a result, large numbers of Turkish workers migrated to the 
West, particularly to West Germany, in 1969–1970.

As indicated in Chapter 1, Turkish labour migration was initially slow, 
but it rose significantly in 1963 following the signing of the Association 
Agreement with the EEC. Although economic factors came into play – 
the level of income that could be earned in the potential immigration 
countries was very high – political explanations of this rise should not be 
underestimated. To put it differently, while stressing the importance of 
economic factors in promoting flows, it is important to note that changes 
in rates of migration in the late 1960s were also associated with political 
trends. At a practical level, democracy in Turkey was able to operate 
through stability and predictability with regard to institutions and their 
roles, reflecting a clear description of the role of governments. More pre-
cisely, migration potential had much to do with the lynchpin of liberal 
democracy, which provided the basis for broader individual freedoms. 
There can be little doubt that the 1961 Turkish Constitution was closely 
linked to liberal values and aspirations. On the face of it, there was noth-
ing to prevent the 1961 Constitution from being undemocratic or authori-
tarian. Yet, it was compatible with European values. In effect, this political 
variable created a stronger instrument for migration flows. as West Euro-
pean countries showed more enthusiasm for importing a considerable 
number of workers from Turkey.

However, the democratic process that began with the 1961 Constitu-
tion was cut short when the Turkish armed forces assumed direct control 
of the government in 1971 with the declaration of martial law. The de-
mand for a new form of social democracy – established as the leading 
form of socialism in the West – to displace capitalism brought the country 
to the brink of civil war. The new left was an extremely disorganized and 
inchoate movement that resulted in countless arrests and detentions. The 
same period witnessed the execution of three young activists, Deniz Gez-
miş, Hüseyin İnan and Yusuf Aslan – on 6 March 1972. This particular 
event, which had nothing to do with European perceptions of human 
rights and freedoms, caused an enormous outcry at both the domestic 
and the international level. In the end, the whole situation proved to be 
very effective in reducing labour migration to the West. There was a clear 
trend of decreasing numbers of annually employed Turkish workers in 
West European countries from 123,466 in 1970 to 84,979 in 1971. This 
markedly lower level of migration fell further in 1972, to 83,126 workers.
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The family unification scheme, labour market rigidities and 
political tensions

Although the free movement provisions had no noticeable effect on the 
EEC countries in the period 1973–1980, the level of movement was fairly 
high. To a lesser extent, a declining number of migrants can also be seen 
in this period. There were several factors that determined migration pref-
erences.

With regard to the growing importance of the family unification 
scheme, the migratory flows were initially very small, but peaked at 
131,788 in 1973. Employment-related migration fell dramatically, but the 
family reunification flows increased significantly, as did other categories 
of migration entry. For example, the family formation scheme resulted in 
significant labour movements from Turkey to Germany, accounting for 
around 24 per cent of earlier movements, although many subsequently 
returned home. It would be reasonable to assume that this level of move-
ment was largely the result of the restrictive immigration policies. The 
real trigger was the period between the first proposal for a recruitment 
stop and its implementation; the Turks were fearful that the doors to Eu-
rope would soon close and so rushed to the “promised land”.

To some extent, the peak year of 1973 suggests that the flow rate de-
pended on how the EEC countries managed the family unification poli-
cies following the end of guest worker programme. In March 1974, the 
Law of Family Reunification came into effect in the Federal Republic 
of Germany, setting up the framework allowing Turkish workers to be 
reunited with their family members in Europe (Koray 1999: 1). It may 
be no coincidence that a downward slope in the West European countries 
is clearly evident, with the numbers decreasing from 17,134 in 1974 to 
1,211 in 1975. Some commentators have laid the blame for this down-
ward trend at least partially on policy failure in the host countries. Ac-
cording to Duran (2006), this new migration type (family reunification) 
was not initially welcomed by the national governments. They imple-
mented a number of policies restricting family reunification in order to 
discourage foreign dependants or family members who arrived to join 
their families to work and directed them to less saturated cities (Duran 
2006: 40). Likewise, Liebig (2007) argued that the labour market integra-
tion of immigrant men in Germany was relatively good in international 
comparison with respect to employment and unemployment rates. The 
immigrant women, and particularly those of Turkish origin, had very low 
employment rates. This was partly an outcome of policies that limited 
spouses’ access to the labour market (Liebig 2007: 4). However, most of 
these legal obstacles were removed under the new Immigration Act in 
Germany.
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A labour surplus in Turkey seems to be an important factor that helped 
to stimulate the flow rate. The economic crisis in Turkey at the end of the 
1970s led to a considerable decrease in the number of jobs that were 
available. Between 1977 and 1983, the number of additional jobs required 
was 1.6 million. Considerable unemployment was caused by the down-
turn and by the flow of returning migrants, – around 600,000 from West 
Germany alone (Gümrükçü 1988: 10). Turkey’s high unemployment rate 
and relatively rigid wages caused difficulties in some sectors when the 
number of low-skilled workers increased dramatically after their return 
home. The overall labour surplus created a problem. Because of attempts 
to pace economic growth and job creation, Turkish employment rose by 
just 210,000 each year in the mid-1980s, including 65,000 annually in man-
ufacturing. This suggests that each 1 per cent increase in gross domestic 
product (GDP) added about 32,000 employed workers, or each 5 per cent 
increase in GDP added 1 per cent to net employment. So, growth rates of 
10 per cent or more would be necessary to reduce unemployment and 
underemployment (Martin 1991: 5). It was primarily young and unquali-
fied workers who were affected by this unemployment.

It is worth emphasizing that the migration pressure observed in the 
1980s was due to the skill profiles of returning Turkish migrants. Many 
returning migrants, who had gone abroad at the beginning of their ca-
reers, constituted a highly unqualified and linguistically, technically and 
culturally inflexible labour force. In economic terms, migrants lacked the 
incentive to promote an economic take-off in Turkey. This specific prob-
lem, coupled with the labour market policies of the Turkish government, 
caused more surplus labour. This issue of labour market rigidities in Tur-
key is taken up by Şen (2003), who argues that the government policies 
constituted a major obstacle to returning migrants. Many Turkish workers 
who planned to return home constantly delayed and eventually a major-
ity chose to settle in their host country. The main reasons for this were 
that the investment opportunities in Turkey were not as good as they had 
first appeared. The economic situation at the time would not have al-
lowed a better life in Turkey with their current savings (Şen 2003: 211). 
Strictly speaking, the structure of the market economy in Turkey was less 
influenced by ownership than by public regulation. It is more common to 
refer to this aspect as limiting freedom of choice and enterprise. Inade-
quate government incentives, together with technical backwardness (for 
example in agriculture), had made economic activities inefficient. This 
situation dramatically increased the migration pressure that for some 
time had derived from the labour surplus.

An equally important issue that is directly related to the fall in migra-
tion flows is human rights violations in Turkey. The mid-1970s saw a con-
siderable increase in the number of human rights violations. Perhaps the 
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most concrete example was Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus in 1974. Since 
then, human rights abuses as well as the humanitarian problem of miss-
ing persons preoccupied European institutions. The European Parliament 
set up a special committee to examine more closely these issues. A good 
example is that Turkey was found guilty of repeated violations of the Eu-
ropean Convention on Human Rights by the European Commission of 
Human Rights in 1976 and in 1983. It is no surprise that, at a time of 
deep political crisis, Turkey’s image in the eyes of the West changed dras-
tically, resulting in the blurring of the issue of labour movement. One il-
lustration of this decline is Germany, where the number of Turkish 
migrants fell by 99 per cent in 1974 compared with 1973. The Cyprus 
problem has consistently remained on the agenda as one of the policy 
concerns of the EU ever since Turkey’s invasion.

Looking more closely at the implications of the ending of the guest 
worker programme in 1973, Turkey’s numerous problems on the eco-
nomic front significantly increased the flow rate in 1976 –1977. The eco-
nomic crisis resulted in greater numbers willing to emigrate. This placed 
further downward pressure on social and living standards in Turkey. The 
most visible indicator is that, according to the Turkish Employment Insti-
tution, at the end of 1977 there were already over 1 million applications 
for employment abroad. The higher unemployment was mainly a result 
of returning migrants as well as new entrants to the Turkish labour force, 
with a negative effect on the economic downturn. Thus, returning mi-
grants affected the Turkish labour market, albeit with little effect on wage 
levels.

A decrease in the number of migrant workers in 1978–1979 can be 
partly explained by the stormy relationship between the EEC and Tur-
key. In fact, much had been made of how Turkey could achieve an input 
into the Community’s policies (trade, agriculture, textiles, etc.). To a cer-
tain extent, Turkey successfully complied with and implemented some 
provisions of the Additional Protocol. This was complemented by the 
EEC eliminating fiscal barriers to value-added tax on some Turkish 
goods. On balance, Turkey’s bargaining power was very limited, although 
it did not preclude undertaking such tasks. The Turkish authorities had 
always been wary of many arrangements such as higher customs duties 
and taxes on agricultural products; the Protocol, which did not satisfy 
Turkey in financial terms; and the Community’s more favourable treat-
ment of Mediterranean or other third countries under the framework of 
the Community’s Generalized System of Preferences. As a result of these 
trends, the mutual relationship worsened, and then froze on 21 Septem-
ber 1979 for a period of five years.

Whether these circumstances contributed to the frozen relationship 
with the West or whether failure had been generated from within EC–
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Turkish relations in general, it is not fair to put the entire blame on Tur-
key for not doing enough to harmonize its policies, as required by the 
EEC. The Turkish government willingly undertook a number of measures 
that were known as the “24 January 1980 Decisions”. The decision for 
more cooperation with the outside world and economic integration with 
the EEC helped to remove the obstacles that had hindered Turkey’s har-
monization process (Karluk 2003: 537). There were also other steps to 
revive the relationship. For instance, in 1980 Turkey launched a stabiliza-
tion programme aimed at curbing inflation, removing the gap in foreign 
finance and creating a more outward-oriented or market-based economic 
system (Emek 2004: 109). These positive steps can be seen as basic driv-
ers for migration. Undoubtedly, they were reflected in the number of mi-
grants, which almost doubled, increasing by over 61 per cent in 1980 
compared with 1979.

Once again, some significant political developments towards the end of 
the 1970s must be considered as migration drivers. Turkey was faced with 
a series of anarchist outrages and acts of terrorism, the most shocking of 
which were the several spectacular assassinations across the country that 
the civilian government proved unable to prevent. On 12 September 
1980, General Kenan Evren seized power through a military coup d’état. 
The military coup had evidently become the principal device for bringing 
about a governmental transition of power – two coups had already oc-
curred since the Association Agreement. Consequently, EC–Turkey rela-
tions were suspended for another 6 years. The coup primarily strained 
relationships concerning some economically sensitive issues, such as trade 
and financial aid. The latter was actually blocked in 1981. A significant 
fall in migrant flows to Western Europe – for the first time dropping to 
three digits – was seen. The number of entrants decreased from 2,345 in 
1980 to 887 in 1981 and remained at a low level throughout the 1980s. 
The figure even fell to two digits in 1984 with 96 entries – the lowest in 
the whole period. This decline can be attributed solely to increased polit-
ical instability in Turkey.

The redirection of flows, growing xenophobia and racism, and a 
shortfall in demand for foreign labour

Although the flow rate to West European countries in the 1990s was not 
what it used to be in the earlier decades, there was still a migration pres-
sure. A sequence of political, economic and social events contributed to 
this pressure.

Economic and social integration with the EU grew in importance in 
the 1990s. This can be illustrated by the political crises in the Middle East 
having redirected Turkish labour migration towards the West. Until 1990, 
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huge numbers of Turkish workers had been migrating to Iraq to search of 
jobs and better living standards. Those who had migrated to Iraq returned 
to Turkey to escape the political turmoil and civil war. It is also worth 
noting that approximately 600,000 Iraqis (mostly Kurds) poured into 
 Turkey in the period 1988–1991. As the social and economic situation 
 deteriorated in Iraq, human smugglers brought many Iraqis to Turkey, 
 although some of them entered with valid documents and obtained resi-
dence permits. When the labour supply exceeded labour demand in Tur-
key, many more Turks migrated to Western Europe, where there was still 
demand for foreign labour (Narlı 2002: 2). In short, the number of Turk-
ish workers in Iraq (and, to a lesser extent, in other Arab countries) fell 
sharply when the 1991 Gulf War broke out. Consequently, migration was 
diverted to West European countries. This explains why the early 1990s 
saw a peak in the migration trends, especially in Germany.

However the flow rate is conceived and explained, it increased sharply 
in the period 1992–1996, ranging from 2,000 to 2,500 entrants each year. 
This increase was partially reduced by the effects of xenophobia and rac-
ism. Over the decades, increasing public hostility in Western Europe to 
immigration and third world immigrants and the rise of far right anti-
immigration  and anti-enlargement parties have exacerbated the problems 
many migrants experienced in integrating into the social and economic 
life of Western civilization (Duran 2006: 19). The extent of aggressive rac-
ist behaviour is reflected in the figures. In 1992 there were 2,584 attacks 
on foreigners, resulting in 17 deaths, in the Federal Republic of Germany. 
This was an increase of more than 65 per cent compared with the previ-
ous year. In the first seven months of 1993, a total of 1,223 attacks against 
foreigners were recorded in Germany (Şen 1994: 3). These developments, 
coupled with a lack of social provision systems for migrants in the EU 
member states, undermined the Turkish workers’ situation. As Europe 
was confronted with growing xenophobia and racism as well as ethnic 
conflicts, this argument was used extensively to decrease Turkish labour 
flows. Thus, only 3,606 employment-based immigrants were admitted in 
1997 and 1998, which was less than 33 per cent of the total for the period 
1992–1996.

Furthermore, a set of challenges concerning the family unification poli-
cies of individual countries played a determining role in the number of 
migrants in the 1990s. Annual Turkish flow rates to France collapsed in 
1975 and remained extremely low until 1997. However, a tendency of 
 increasing net emigration of Turkish workers to France can be observed 
from the late 1990s onwards. Moreover, in 1999, 20,000 immigrants were 
granted the “private and family life” card introduced by the Act of 11 
May 1998. Holders of this one-year renewable card may apply for a resi-
dence card after five years’ uninterrupted residence in France (OECD 
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2001: 162). These changes in the family unification system were crucial to 
bringing in more family members. Since then, the annual flows to France 
have vastly increased. Another important trigger for this upward trend is 
France’s migration policies. The 2001 OECD report indicated that the 
French government had issued some 5,800 temporary work permits in 
1999, up 35 per cent from 1998. It was certainly a major step for France 
with respect to supporting policies of employment and free movement.

Finally, there is some evidence that changes in demand by themselves 
were unlikely to require new large-scale labour migration in the late 
1990s. In fact, European labour markets needed skilled workers consist-
ent with the wider political and economic strategy. In this context, a new 
policy drive would be required on labour standards to complement the 
policy of labour market openness. Salt (1992) argued that the features of 
changing labour demand interacted with international migration.

New technologies have revolutionized both processes and products, altering 
the equation between capital and labor. Perhaps of paramount importance is 
the changing sectoral structure, which has seen major losses of jobs in manufac-
turing, continuing decline in primary employment, and major growth in the 
service sector. Associated with these sectoral shifts have been major changes in 
the nature of demand and working practices. (Salt 1992: 1081)

The reason for this is that the pattern of migration was associated with 
one particular constellation of economic conditions in each member state. 
For instance, the relatively low level of annual inflows of Turkish workers 
in Belgium is primarily attributable to the suppression of economic activ-
ity in 1999 and 2000 by the decline in GDP of 2.7 per cent and 4.0 per 
cent, respectively. The standardized employment rate had declined since 
1998, falling from 9.5 per cent to 8.8 per cent in 1999 and 7 per cent in 
2000 (OECD 2001: 136). This markedly lower level of employment in the 
1990s reflects a decline in the number of Turkish migrants.

The Eastern enlargement and selective migration policies

Between 1999 and 2004, the total number of Turkish migrant workers in-
creased much more rapidly than in any other period. However, it de-
clined in 2008 to just over 68 per cent of the figure for 2007. Four 
explanations can be considered for this: the Eastern enlargement, the de-
mand for highly skilled workers, the difficulties of adaptation and the 
management of migration policies.

It needs emphasizing that the EU’s enlargement in 2004 was invoked 
to explain the decline in the flow rate. The Eastern enlargement is one 
of the most controversial issues regarding the potential of Turkish labour 
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 migration to the EU. Hence, the EU faced the question of how it would 
run effective migration policies, with the completion of enlargement to 27 
member states. The policies of the member states are determining factors 
in the employment of foreign workers in various sectors in the sense that 
their policies affect and are affected by the Eastern enlargement. At the 
same time, the member states are questioning the role of migration in the 
integration process. This means that the management of migration flows 
is becoming a top priority in light of the Eastern enlargement.

Evidence from the European Commission and from other independent 
studies indicates that some labour shortages are filled by workers from 
the CEECs. European companies are unlikely to prefer larger numbers 
of Turkish workers, and they admit only a few to fill vacancies. This is cer-
tainly the dominant perception of the EU’s Eastern enlargement. As 
such, most companies acknowledge that the real problem is the difficulty 
of choosing between Turkish workers and the nationals of the CEECs, 
rather than skill shortages. These vacancies, for which it is difficult to re-
cruit European citizens, correspond roughly with the profile and motives 
of many emigrants from the CEECs. The more recent period of 2005–
2006 has been characterized by a decline in the number of Turkish en-
trants. This decline was the result of a considerable increase in the 
employment of CEEC nationals when restrictions were partly removed 
in the context of transitional arrangements.

Another explanation for a numerical limit is the skill composition. In 
terms of labour market trends, a particular problem is the lack of skills to 
meet continuing economic change. Under the guest worker programme, 
the way that Turkish migrants were distributed in employment was im-
portant to the relationship between demand for labour and skill levels. 
Their employability as cheap labour indicated that Turkish migrants 
proved valuable in the circumstances of a short supply of unskilled la-
bour domestically. This situation changed in the late 2000s. The effect of 
the Eastern enlargement on Turkish labour movement has been consider-
able. It shaped the decisions of European companies to employ East Eu-
ropean workers. In simple terms, the nationals of the CEECs possess 
relatively high educational standards and they are unlikely to specialize 
in low-skill, low-tech sectors in the medium or long run.

EU policies now place a strong emphasis on highly qualified migrants 
and international students, although the employment of foreign migrants 
remains a matter handled by the member states. This contrasts with ear-
lier decades, when many admitted lower-educated migrants. It is equally 
important to note that the EU faces structural shortages in many sectors, 
including domestic services, care-giving, hospitality and construction. 
There is also a lack of adequate skills in engineering, construction and 
transportation. Since the late 1990s, high-skilled workers such as foreign 
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managers, scientists and computer engineers have been recruited in most 
member states. Thus, the employment-based preference system has fa-
voured the entry of highly skilled workers, precluding the employment of 
relatively low-skilled Turkish workers.

Many commentators see demand side forces driving international mi-
gration. According to the 2001 OECD report, the observed increase in 
employment-related migration was the result of several factors. One was 
the intensity of the late 1990s expansion phase and another was that the 
development of information and communication technology required 
skilled and highly skilled labour in the EU member states. The increase 
in employment-related migration also included unskilled foreign labour, 
especially in agriculture, building and public works, and domestic services 
(OECD 2001: 5). Nevertheless, unlike in the period of mass migration, 
demand for unskilled foreign labour fell significantly, owing to the pat-
tern of technological progress. Most European companies look for spe-
cific skilled elements in the workforce.

In effect, there is already free movement for highly skilled foreign 
workers. The importing of foreign labour led to a reduction in Turkish 
labour flows. Switzerland is traditionally characterized as the least popu-
lar destination country for Turks. A declining trend has been observed 
since 1999, because of developments in the labour market in Switzerland. 
In principle, access to the labour market is confined to skilled labour. 
Since 2000, the economic recovery has been reflected in increasing de-
mand for skilled foreign labour in certain sectors and in quotas that are 
set every year, but the quotas were completely filled in 2008. Although an 
improvement in Turkish migration has been recorded since 2007, it is still 
a small recovery. Processing backlogs have held immigrant admissions at 
lower than expected levels.

The third explanation for the decline in Turkish employment in the EU 
is that countries resorting to employment-related migration are seeking 
flexibility, especially adaptability to current labour needs. In reality, it is 
clear that countries with selective migration policies are reconsidering 
their strategies by seeking migrants with characteristics that are better 
adapted to the medium-term needs of the labour market (Garson and 
Loizillen 2003: 12). This contrasts sharply with past approaches, which 
 focused on the temporary nature of employment-related migration. In 
parallel to demand for skilled workers in Germany, for instance, it has 
increasingly become difficult for unskilled Turkish workers to find a job, 
which is one of the reasons for high unemployment. As official German 
statistics show, almost half of Turkish workers do not have educational 
and vocational training.

Here, the question is how one can reconcile the employment-related 
migration policies of the EU with the structural differentiation of the 
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Turkish workforce. It is known, for example, that language skills and 
qualifications are essential in order for the different types of immigrant 
labour to respond to changes. To elaborate this further, one of the chief 
problems that Turkish citizens face in the EU is adaptation. This problem 
was best highlighted by Murat (2004). His account of adaptation has the 
evident merit of linking the phenomenon of migration with the process 
of recruitment. Murat argued that it proved quite difficult for Turkish im-
migrants, the majority of whom were from rural areas, to adapt to the 
socioeconomic and cultural environment of European countries. The lan-
guage issue exacerbated this problem. It was in fact extremely difficult 
for Turkish citizens to get used to and to communicate in an environment 
where different languages were spoken. The second and third genera-
tions, who had a language advantage over the first generation, experi-
enced different problems. The new generations learned the language of 
the country in which they lived, but they were unable to speak their 
mother tongue, which resulted in dialogue difficulties and alienated them 
from their family and environment. The level of cultural and social ero-
sion got even worse. In the face of this situation, immigrant Turkish citi-
zens established religious, social and cultural associations to prevent 
further erosion of those values (Murat 2004: 37).

The fourth explanation of the decline in employment is primarily re-
lated to policy measures. Some of the changes in national migration poli-
cies that are evident in the EU have contributed considerably to the 
immobility of Turkish labour through the enforcement of restrictive poli-
cies. Of particular importance is emigration to Switzerland, which pro-
vides a more detailed insight into a non-EU member state. By comparison 
with the EU member states, the flow rate of Turkish workers to Switzer-
land represented only 1.5 per cent of total Turkish inflows to Germany 
and 18.0 per cent of those to France in the period 1961–2008. Theoreti-
cally, this figure should be higher because Switzerland is a prosperous 
country to which more workers are expected to move. It is conceivable 
that a sharp increase in movements could take place – Switzerland is fa-
mous for its wealth. This is proving to be the most encouraging push fac-
tor. Its generous social security system and tackling of what some regard 
as excessive labour market regulation have made it a more attractive 
country as a migration destination. Also, its tradition of neutrality and its 
non-aligned stance can be said to lead to a situation in which a broad 
consensus and a high measure of security promote social stability and 
personal security. In spite of this, Switzerland has been left in a less 
 favourable position as a destination country. This poor result in terms of 
the flow rate should be taken into account in the development of migra-
tion policy in Switzerland. Traditionally, its migration policies towards 
third-country nationals are considered to be relatively restrictive – 
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 limiting access to labour markets, which depends on economic interests 
and on the long-term chances of integration on cultural grounds.

All four explanations remain current. However, in the 2000s, much of 
the literature on immigration policies has been devoted to demonstrating 
how governments are attempting to stimulate labour flows and how the 
free market can provide whatever is necessary for cheaper labour. As will 
be examined in more detail in Chapter 5, there is a general acknowledge-
ment of a demand for labour in the post-enlargement period, despite 
more selective immigration processes. The basic requirement is that the 
new labour migrants should be highly skilled. This should not be taken to 
imply, however, that demand for low-skilled workers has waned. It has 
clearly continued, especially for a certain category of workers, mostly in 
labour-intensive and low-paying service industries. One cannot help but 
be impressed by the rate of change in the movement of Turkish labour 
over the decades since the halt of immigration. This is despite the fact 
that fewer immigrants have come to Europe than in the period 1960 –1970. 
It is evident, then, that demand for Turkish workers continues, especially 
for some menial jobs, for example in healthcare,  catering and hotels. This 
has contributed significantly to the inflows of Turkish labour through the 
enforcement of policies (such as on family formation), although some 
 deficiencies are detected in the EU’s  immigration policy. Overall, the 
flow rate has been rising since 1999, with a pronounced slowdown in the 
second half of the 2000s. The annual number employed under the family 
reunion scheme is substantial, but the flow rate to Western Europe con-
tinues to be relatively small.

Legitimate concerns over flows of Turkish labour

The role of bilateral agreements

In principle, the EEC–Turkey Association Agreement established the le-
gal basis for labour movement, and it was later supplemented by the Ad-
ditional Protocol. Yet, beyond the bilateral agreements that coordinate 
relations between the EEC and Turkey, no new provisions of this kind 
have thus far been created (Engeli 1983: 116). Although Articles 12–14 of 
the Association Agreement provide for progressive stages for securing 
the free movement of workers residing in the EEC member states, rights 
concerning the abolition of restrictions on establishment and service pro-
vision are brushed aside under Community law. Acknowledging the limits 
of these rights, Turkish governments have sought to use legal mechan-
isms, pointing to the relevant articles of the Association Agreement and 
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the Additional Protocol as justifications for claims regarding labour 
movement.

Concerned about misconduct in relation to implementation, the EU 
member states have focused on the question of how the unwanted side-
effects of these rights can be minimized. From Turkey’s perspective, they 
are, at best, nothing more than recommendations. Therefore, implementa-
tion of the treaty provisions is totally reliant on the good-will of individ-
ual member states, whose justifications for restrictive measures are based 
mainly on socioeconomic grounds. This prevents the member states from 
moving towards a common approach, and individual cases of discrimin-
ation continue to find their way to the ECJ.

Equally important, the exact meaning of these agreements is a matter 
of some controversy, which derives from the fact that the situation of 
Turks remains diverse. Only those who are legally resident in a member 
state can refer directly to Community law when asking for a work permit 
or for the extension of a work permit or a residence permit. For those 
who are not legally resident, it is left to the competence of the member 
states to decide upon questions of entry and access to employment (Lich-
tenberg 2000: 204). Two challenges emerge for the Turkish side. First, the 
nature of the judicial arrangements means that the relevant rules do not 
have the same effect in all member states, and thus are applied differ-
ently. Secondly, these arrangements trigger deeper questions about legal 
validity. They may not be relevant because of the time that has elapsed 
since the signing of the treaties. In spite of the difficult context, move-
ment is a “legitimate” need. Eventually the goal should be cooperation in 
the political and socioeconomic fields, and this should be maintained.

To this end, the case law of the ECJ has, since 1987, stressed the need 
to improve the legal status of migrant workers and their family members, 
with the aim of integrating them into the host society. Accordingly, three 
decisions of the EEC–Turkey Association Council (2/76, 1/80 and 3/80; 
see the next section) provide the legal framework concerning the rights 
of Turkish workers and their family members envisaged by the provisions 
of the Association Agreement (Çiçekli 1999: 310). Under Articles 9–12 of 
Regulation (EEC) 1612/68 of 1968, family members were granted access 
to the labour market, housing and education.

The Court consistently took the same position with regard to Decision 1/80 of 
the Association Council EEC-Turkey. In a series of judgments, the Court has 
recalled that the aim of this Decision is the gradual integration of Turkish 
workers and their family members in the host Member State. . . . [T]he Court 
did so again in the Abatay judgment on the standstill clauses in the rules of the 
Association EEC-Turkey [ECJ 21 October 2003 C-317/01 and 369/01 (Abatay), 
par. 90]. (Groenendijk 2004: 115)
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These rulings demonstrate that the existence of rhetoric on significant 
rights to movement that are derived from the bilateral agreements can 
limit Community action on the broader aspect of immigration policy. In a 
way, they are said to act as a substitute for Community law.

What has been especially interesting about the ECJ’s rulings is the ex-
tent to which social policy is partly motivated by concerns about the dis-
crimination practices of EU member states, in terms of the right to take 
up and pursue activities as a self-employed person. Article 41(1) of the 
Additional Protocol of the EEC–Turkey Association Agreement prohib-
its member states from applying any new restrictions on the freedom of 
establishment and the freedom to provide services. Two Turkish failed 
asylum seekers, who sought to remain in the United Kingdom as self-
employed persons under the EEC–Turkey Association Agreement, suc-
ceeded in their claim under a judgment by the ECJ on 20 September 
2007 (Judgment of the Court (Second Chamber), Case C-16/05, Tüm and 
Darı) (Guild 2007: 1). One claim rejected by the Court was that of two 
asylum seekers who the United Kingdom alleged might abuse and de-
fraud the system. After the ruling, this perception is likely to shift, even 
though it may have some basis in reality in other member states. A more 
significant outcome of this ruling is that the case provides an example of 
the EEC–Turkey Association Agreement standstill provision on the self-
employed applying for first-time entry. However, the UK government 
continues to impose a mandatory visa obligation on Turkish nationals, 
which raises the question of whether this practice is lawful under the pro-
visions of Community law.

With movement towards more integration in the mid-2000s, heated dis-
cussions began about the standstill provision as part of the EU legal 
framework. The most far-reaching of the ECJ rulings is to be found in the 
case of Soysal, Savatlı and Salkım, who were taking action against Ger-
many (Judgment of the Court (First Chamber), Case C-288/06, 19 Febru-
ary 2009). The case gave a broad interpretation to the standstill provision. 
In its judgment, the Court emphasized Article 41(1) of the Additional 
Protocol rules, which obligates member states to refrain from introducing 
new restrictions on the freedom of establishment and the freedom to 
provide services. In the wake of the ECJ ruling, Germany announced a 
partial easing of visa requirements for Turkish citizens on 5 June 2009. It 
should be noted that the German visa exemption applies to a wide range 
of employment categories, including Turkish artists, academicians, sports 
people and drivers, but it does not apply to businesspeople from Turkey. 
The Court added that the right to enter Germany for such employment 
groups was applicable on the condition that their place of residence was 
in Turkey and their stay in Germany did not exceed two months. The 
Court even concluded that the Schengen visa constituted a further 
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 restriction owing to its requirement of additional charges and costs. The 
fact is that the ECJ did not abolish the visa obligation. This insufficient 
legal backing for visa-free access to EU countries has been criticized by 
the Turkish authorities and is yet to be resolved by the two sides. It is 
 argued that the outcome of this ruling will create new and serious prob-
lems for member states. It remains to be seen whether this judgment will 
extend to the other EU countries or be binding for all. In order to over-
come these problems, the European Commission has already started to 
prepare clear guidance for member states.

One particular aspect of the legal framework is Title IV of the EC 
Treaties: visas, asylum, immigration and other policies related to the free 
movement of persons (Articles 61– 68).

The proposal for the Directive on long-term residents was made by the Com-
mission in the summer of 2001 [OJ 2001 C 240E/78]. After two years of nego-
tiations in the Council and its working groups it was adopted in November 
2003 [Directive 2003/109/ EC of 25 November 2003, OJ 2004, L16/44]. . . . The 
Directive has three key elements. Firstly, third country nationals with five years 
of legal residence in a Member State are entitled to a special secure residence 
status. That status can only be lost or withdrawn on a limited number of 
grounds, such as fraud, a very serious criminal offence or a long absence from 
the country [Article 9]. Lack of income is no longer a ground for expulsion. 
Secondly, persons having this status are entitled to equal treatment as nationals 
on a whole range of issues such as employment, education, social security, tax 
advantages, freedom of association and free movement within the country [Ar-
ticle 11]. Thirdly, third country nationals with this status have the right to look 
for employment, to work and to live in other EU Member States as well [Chap-
ter III: Articles 14 –23]. A Turkish citizen having obtained the status after five 
years of legal residence in Germany may move and work in the Netherlands 
or an other Member State, but the second Member State may “examine the 
situation of their labour markets” and apply the national procedures regarding 
the requirements for filling a vacancy or for exercising economic activities. It 
is a status with rights comparable but not equal to those of Union citizens. 
(Groenendijk 2004: 121)

In the main, these changes in the legal landscape are characterized as 
turning soft law into hard law. All of this is a renewed effort to reinforce 
the belief that it will be a difficult task for the EU to add further safe-
guard clauses to the Association Agreement.

It is generally true to say that equal treatment for Turkish workers is 
not foreseen in the field of social policy. In this regard, the entitlements 
of Turkish workers have become increasingly important with respect to 
employment, remuneration and other conditions of work. The provisions 
applicable to Turkish workers forbid direct and indirect discrimination. 
The attainment of these objectives requires that the right to movement 
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may be exercised in a context of “freedom and dignity”. However, there 
are some obstacles to mobility. For example, problems including access to 
employment, equal treatment at work, educational services for children 
of migrant workers living in the host countries, family reunion and the 
question of priority for Turkish workers over third-country workers for 
employment continue to be relevant.

The decisions of the Association Council

In 1973 the Association Council was empowered to take decisions under 
Article 22/1 of the Association Agreement. The Council was expected to 
take responsibility for completing the necessary work concerning the 
right to enter and reside in a member state as well as the free movement 
of services. According to Article 23/3 of the Association Agreement, deci-
sions by unanimity voting apply to some areas in the Association Coun-
cil. Moreover, Article 25 of the Association Agreement states that 
disputes deriving from the treaty provisions should be resolved by the 
Association Council and the views of the ECJ sought. The case law of the 
ECJ on the rules of the EEC–Turkey Association could serve as a good 
example, with regard to both the content of the rules and the systematic 
approach by the Court (Lichtenberg 2000: 220). Essentially, an effective 
functioning of the principles laid down in the Association Council deci-
sions will permit economically planned freedom of movement. These 
principles may become part of the domestic law of member states, but 
their impact will depend on interpretation by the ECJ.

Pressure to raise the standard of living and quality of life of Turkish 
citizens in the EU member states derives from the Association Council, 
in which the fundamental rights of workers have been consolidated. In 
this context, Decision 1251/70, which set out the principle of the right to 
continued residence after the end of the employment or during retire-
ment, is considered by many to be a positive development in the history 
of EEC–Turkey relations over migration. This is particularly true of Deci-
sion 2/76, in December 1976, which implied that short-term migration is 
the only channel and the door can be kept slightly open, despite the re-
strictive policies. On the basis of Decision 2/76, the Association Council 
confirmed the principles of implementation for the first stage of freedom 
of movement in December 1976. Accordingly, four fundamental rights 
were established:
•  “After three years of legal employment in a Member State of the Com-

munity a Turkish worker shall be entitled, subject to the priority to be 
given to workers of Member States of the Community, to respond to 
an offer of employment, made under normal conditions and registered 
with the employment services of that State, for the same occupation, 
branch of activity and region” (Article 2(1)(a)).
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•  “After five years of legal employment in a Member State of the Com-
munity, a Turkish worker shall enjoy free access in that country to any 
paid employment of his choice” (Article 2(1)(b)).

•  “Turkish children who are residing legally with their parents in a Mem-
ber State of the Community shall be granted access in that country to 
courses of general education” (Article 3).

•  “This Decision shall not affect any rights or obligations arising from 
national laws or bilateral agreements existing between Turkey and the 
Member States of the Community where these provide for more fa-
vourable treatment for their nationals” (Article 8).

In fact, the nature of Decision 2/76’s objectives would automatically pro-
vide the right to free movement. This was combined with both Article 12 
of the Association Agreement and Article 36 of the Additional Protocol, 
which have been used robustly for the integration of Turkish workers 
into European labour markets. In a similar vein, a proposed European 
Commission Paper in 1974 on pursuing a common policy and alternative 
solutions to migration problems had already sought to serve this purpose. 
In principle, it was expected that such a proposal, as the first initiative of 
its kind, would eliminate the existing obstacles to labour movement; it 
clearly did not. Thus, the EU’s approach is far too restrained and a solu-
tion needs to be found in line with the effectiveness of labour market 
policies.

In the prevailing climate of disillusion, it is easy to dismiss the equal 
opportunity principle in the field of social policy. Yet the social rights of 
Turkish workers are applied in different ways in different member states 
according to their respective policy regimes. The application of the equal 
opportunity principle is only possible through new measures prohibiting 
discrimination against Turkish workers. It is a historical fact that the 
EEC’s social policy has impinged on them. To a lesser extent, however, it 
was the outcome of Association Council Decision 1/80 in July 1980 that 
acknowledged the member states’ commitments to the equal treatment 
of Turkish workers. This was confirmation of the second stage, which 
would expire on 30 November 1983. Significantly, Article 10(1) of Deci-
sion 1/80 states:

The Member States of the Community shall as regards remuneration and other 
conditions of work grant Turkish workers duly registered as belonging to their 
labour forces treatment involving no discrimination on the basis of nationality 
between them and Community workers.

Decision 1/80 also laid down a general principle of equal treatment for 
families and children of workers in the context of social security and em-
ployment. It provided the most important rights:
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•  a Turkish worker duly registered as belonging to the labour force of a 
member state is entitled to free access to any paid employment in the 
same member state after four years of legal employment;

•  members of the family authorized to join the worker are entitled to 
respond to any offer of employment after three years of legal residence 
(subject to priority being given to Community nationals) and to have 
free access to any paid employment after five years of legal residence;

•  children who have completed vocational training in the host country 
may respond to any offer of employment in that country, irrespective 
of the length of residence, provided one of the parents has been legally 
employed in the member state in question for at least three years;

•  in the event of a demand for labour, member states wishing to call on 
non-Community workers must endeavour to accord priority to Turkish 
workers;

•  children of legally resident Turkish parents are to be admitted to 
courses of general education and vocational training under the same 
conditions as the children of the member state concerned.
Further steps provided by Decision 3/80 of 19 September 1980 can be 

regarded as a new form of instrument specifically to promote the social 
security rights of Turkish workers and their families living in the EEC. 
Decision 3/80 contained a significant number of family allowances for 
 migrant workers and their dependants employed in one of the member 
states. These included social security entitlements in relation to old age, 
disability, death, work-related accidents and occupational diseases. Other 
entitlements included the insurance scheme covering unemployment, 
sickness and maternity, and invalidity benefits. Decision 3/80 implied that 
further measures could now be adopted across the Community on all 
these issues.

In a parallel strategy, a question arises of whether the right to move-
ment is no longer restricted, given the decisions of the Association Coun-
cil. This question does, in fact, reflect a growing doubt as to whether 
effective labour movement should be allowed. For instance, the debates 
surrounding the Turkish minority and citizenship in Germany have fo-
cused primarily on the question of whether or not long-term residents 
should be allowed access to all of the rights enjoyed by German citizens. 
Recently, Green parliamentarians put forward a draft proposal to liberal-
ize citizenship requirements by allowing dual citizenship and granting 
citizenship to foreigners concerning the second generation if children 
were born in Germany. This proposal had no possibility of gathering 
cross-party support, but it did succeed in revealing misconceptions in the 
political debate on minority rights.

Generally, it is rather paradoxical that the Association Council must 
take legal responsibility for the political failure of member states to 
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 remove restrictions on the movement of Turkish workers. The implemen-
tation task of the Association Council is defined as an “empty undertak-
ing”, despite the fact that the relevant provisions in the Association 
Agreement and the Additional Protocol clearly point to the right to free 
movement. Hence, the ability to take on obligations has to be questioned; 
it is ambitious to say the least (Engeli 1983: 116). The least successful 
parts of decisions of the Association Council are those concerned with 
social and economic rights.

EC law and Turkey

The EEC’s Association Agreements with third countries have had similar 
effects on its bilateral agreements with Turkey. Workers from third coun-
tries are eligible for equal treatment under the same labour market con-
ditions. However, the provisions in the Association Agreement recognize 
the principle of “second priority” for Turkish workers to take up employ-
ment in the member states. So, the hierarchical structure of the EEC re-
quires a formula to allow Turkish workers to get ahead of “others”. Any 
unfavourable conditions must be interpreted as a reaction to the dynamic 
effect of the Association Agreement. The EEC’s preference for workers 
from third countries over Turkish nationals inevitably led to fierce argu-
ments regarding the Community law.

In the early years of the EEC, some member states (notably Italy) 
pushed for a formal declaration of a Community priority for its workers; 
Italy had hoped to give “concrete expression” to preferences for Turkish 
workers. This legacy is still in place. It comes as little surprise that the 
EEC showed no enthusiasm for implementing the principle of second 
priority following the frozen relationship after 1979. There are still some 
formidable weaknesses, even though the provisions in the Association 
Agreement guarantee the removal of all obstacles to mobility. Although 
the right to employment is directly linked to the principle of the second 
priority of Turkish workers, after EEC nationals, among foreign nationals 
the priority objectives laid down in the Association Agreement are of rel-
evance only after Turkish workers take advantage of the free movement 
provisions. Obviously, these objectives were not achieved, and nor was 
the free movement of Turkish workers because the legal instruments 
were ineffectual.

Under the existing rules, any shortcomings in the provisions of the bi-
lateral treaties between Turkey and the EU are taken up by the ECJ for 
judicial review because the free movement rights come under the juris-
diction of the Court. The aim is to achieve a harmonious integration of 
Turkish workers into the EU’s labour movement regime. According to 
the provisions of the Association Agreement, the strategy is quite simple. 
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In any event, the ECJ must take legal responsibility for the political fail-
ure of the member states to remove the restrictions. However, the judg-
ments of the ECJ are limited in their effectiveness because there is no 
one conception about what the member states intend to do (Uşar 1998: 
81). The major task for the remaining stages of the free movement regu-
lations is, then, to broaden their scope. Therefore, the application of a 
safeguard clause to labour movement is difficult to attain before any 
changes to the bilateral agreements.

On this basis alone, the ECJ’s interpretation of the respective provi-
sions of the Association Agreement on non-discrimination is crucial when 
it comes to preparing Turkey for accession. The European Commission 
in effect gave Turkey the amber light for the start of accession talks for 
membership on 3 October 2005, but EU officials counteracted the posi-
tive effect of this attempt by proposing to insert a permanent safeguard 
clause on labour movement. Curbing economic migration to other EU 
countries meant that the mainly Muslim country was being offered 
 second-class membership. The Turkish Prime Minister, Recep Tayyip 
Erdoğan, demanded the same rules as for other candidate countries and 
criticized the conditional nature of the offer. He stated that “if nego-
tiations are suspended, this would show a lack of respect for Turkey’s 
 democratization process and would conflict with the EU’s own princi-
ples” (Gow 2004: 1). Because the Association Agreement forms the legal 
basis of EU–Turkey relations, the principle of second priority seems to 
play a vital part in Community law. Yet the situation may become some-
what analogous to the question of priority for Turks over third-country 
workers.

In principle, Turkish workers should enjoy relative freedom in relation 
to workers in the third-country category when they are granted “special 
treatment”, and should not have stricter standards imposed on them. The 
policy of visa requirements for Turkish workers should be eliminated be-
cause of the agreements between the EU and Turkey (Coşkun 2006: 234). 
Given the deficiencies in the implementation of the provisions of the As-
sociation Agreement, there is no clear idea of how the hierarchical struc-
ture will offer active labour market measures. This is disputed for a 
simple reason. Differences in relative measures before and after the in-
troduction of free movement will surely be all the more tangible for 
Turkish workers who are denied access to European labour markets.

Still, the question of second priority for Turkish workers remains ex-
tremely difficult to resolve because of the political sensitivity of the is-
sues involved. The first time the EEC shed some light on this complexity 
was when it established Council Regulation No. 38/64/ EEC, the most 
comprehensive international agreement dealing with labour movement, 
in March 1964. One of the three projected regulations was formally 
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 declared. Community priority was set up as follows: “Article 8 permits no 
discrimination between Community and national workers in replying to 
employment offers (except for surplus regions and professions) and Arti-
cle 30 gives Member States with a labour surplus fifteen days to indicate 
whether they will be able to fill listed Community vacancies.” For labour 
shortages, the member states may turn to third countries to fill their va-
cancies (Dahlberg 1967: 324).

As regards the supranational character of Community law, there ap-
pears to be a bargaining device used by Turkish political leaders that they 
were not prepared to cede. Turkish workers should come to enjoy a de-
gree of equality of treatment, but a de facto priority over third-country 
nationals is not binding in nature. In the context of Directive No. 2003/ 
109/ EC, the Association Council provides a restrictive form of free move-
ment. This Regulation foresees the conditions under which the right to 
permanent residency will be granted to third-country nationals residing 
in a member state legally, but the right will be suspended if the situation 
changes. It is realistic to assume that this Regulation is a way back into 
the traditional system, since it contains safeguards for the member states.

The steady flows of workers from non-EU countries have continued 
(Vural 1989: 62). And it is, perhaps, more than a matter of priority over 
third-country nationals. The concept of European citizenship, which was 
introduced by the Treaty of Maastricht, constitutes the basis. There is a 
real “deficit” in terms of the definition of the concept. The Treaty did not 
contain any provisions regarding third-country nationals residing perma-
nently in the Community (Berksu 1999: 3). As a further step, the Amster-
dam Treaty added a distinctive line on the complementarity of European 
citizenship, but it has limits for paving the way for the rights of third-
country nationals. Typically, the Treaty did not refer to this right being 
linked directly to Union citizenship under Community law.

Yet, it is possible to construct a model in which any agreement should 
allow EU member states to take special measures to ensure that the pres-
ence of workers from third countries does not create problems for Tur-
key. Additionally, when the EU Constitution comes into effect in the 
future, its provisions will continue to apply as a primary legal norm. Any 
discrimination clauses laid down in the Association Agreement will be 
criticized for their detrimental effect on Turkish workers’ right to move, 
especially as regards the provisions of the Constitution. Indeed, the situa-
tion could easily get worse, with an increasing number of Turkish workers 
relying on the decisions of the ECJ.

The economic argument

According to integration theory, labour movement should be encouraged. 
The rationale for this is that migration improves economic efficiency by 
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facilitating a more efficient allocation of labour across the regions, and 
thus reducing the marginal costs, where the productivity is greatest. The 
theory highlights the possible negative employment effects of increased 
labour migration from low-earning regions to high-earning regions. The 
larger labour supply lowers the wage rate of the indigenous labour force, 
because the low supply of labour in the emigration regions leads to 
higher wages. This not only means that wage differentials between re-
gions diminish in the long run, but also leads to a better use of produc-
tive capital. By narrowing the gap in economic growth, a substantial net 
flow of migrants can be reduced as a result of the movement of produc-
tion factors. The economic merit of migration is the key to this argument.

This is the reason Turkey is now asking for free access to the European 
labour markets based on its membership application. In the first place, 
the primary reason for Turkey’s interest in joining the EU has been to 
find a market for its labour. Considering the restrictive measures against 
Turkish labour mobility in the internal market, permanent safeguard 
clauses may be more damaging for the member states as well, given the 
economic rational of integration. This may also be inconsistent with the 
EU’s single market principles.

Nonetheless, a multitude of studies proves otherwise. The economic ar-
gument continues to justify the expulsion, or restriction, of Turkish work-
ers on the grounds of increasing unemployment. However, Berksu (1999) 
has argued that migrant workers from Turkey are not only nationals of 
the EU but legal residents in the Union who have paid taxes and made 
national insurance contributions to the social policies of the member 
states. By doing so, they generated a Turkish community in Europe. On 
the one hand, the Turkish community represents a significant section of 
the population among all other migrant groups that coexist in the EU. 
On the other hand, the Turks have become a united whole in the commu-
nities in which they reside and symbolize a major economic potential 
whether as posted workers, employees, self-employed workers or con-
sumers (Berksu 1999: 1).

On these grounds, Turkish workers may not crowd out national work-
ers of the EU. Rather, they may have a positive impact on European 
economies by alleviating labour market shortages in certain member 
states or areas. Some member states (for example, the United Kingdom) 
have long welcomed migrants and they regularly complain that there are 
not enough skilled workers and urge governments to issue more work 
permits to migrants with the requisite skills (Seager 2004: 1). European 
business experts stressed in the Birmingham Post on 9 January 2002: 
“Turkey’s growing integration into Europe’s economy created a dynamic 
market in which small firms in the region should be exploited.” From this 
point of view, the EU will have the opportunity to compensate for the 
shortages of unskilled labour by admitting Turkey into the Union. With 
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Turkey’s accession, the EU will gain access to efficient human resources 
on the basis of a blueprint and cooperation with Turkey in the long run 
(Özcan 2005: 102).

One pragmatic way of putting the “open door” policy into the enlarge-
ment context is the economic benefits of returning workers, who may 
contribute to strong and stable growth. According to this logic, the coun-
tries will benefit from a well-qualified and well-trained workforce in the 
hi-tech economy. Consequently, when workers return to their home coun-
try, they will have an important task in compensating for any deficiencies 
of the unqualified workforce (Ogan 1983: 95). For this task, Article 2(1) 
of the Association Agreement states:

The aim of this Agreement is to promote the continuous and balanced strength-
ening of trade and economic relations between the Parties, while taking full 
account of the need to ensure an accelerated development of the Turkish econ-
omy and to improve the level of employment and the living conditions of the 
Turkish people.

In such an economic environment, it is simply an illusion to talk about a 
serious and persistent disruption of the labour market. Article 2(1) im-
plies that the economic justification for Turkey’s request for permission 
for its citizens to have access to the EU is reasonable. A permanent safe-
guard may allow the EU member states to impose effective restrictions 
but cannot be an exception in serving the purpose of Article 2(1). At the 
very least, a worker who picks cherries is “skilled” at this trade, even if 
low demand for this particular skill makes him or her the “wrong kind of 
immigrant”. The open door policy – in effect, an international version of 
a free labour market – should allow the EU-15 to “suck in” some of Tur-
key’s best entrepreneurial talent (see King 2006: 3). The member states 
face a new challenge to attract and integrate a large number of young 
migrants from third countries, as they are already doing.

There is no doubt that this prevailing atmosphere served to encourage 
prudence as much in the political message as in the decisions that the 
ECJ was to take. Reinforcing this view, Article 28 of the Association 
Agreement states:

As soon as the operation of this Agreement advances far enough to justify full 
acceptance of the obligations by Turkey arising out of the Treaty establishing 
the Community, the Contracting Parties shall examine the possibility of the ac-
cession of Turkey to the Community.

Though circumstances may lead to a stage where Turkey abandons 
 aspirations for full membership, joining the club has always been the ulti-
mate goal of the Association Agreement. For some, if Turkey decides 
not to proceed with its membership application, it will mean a shift in 



TURKISH LABOUR MOBILITY IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 57
 

position to a “concessionary partnership” model. According to the EU 
authorities, it is impossible for Turkey to rebut the claim to free move-
ment. Turkish officials assert that only a model of “full membership 
 minus” will leave little doubt about the question of why one of the four 
fundamental freedoms – laid down in these treaties – is jeopardized.

Essentially, labour movement issues are becoming an element of both 
parties’ strategy to attempt to improve the situation. The slow progress 
on the issue – reaching the target step by step – does not imply abandon-
ing the right to free movement. Rather, it should be understood that Tur-
key continues to insist on it, which is perfectly consistent with the spirit 
of the Association Agreement. In fact, Article 28 illustrates that Turkey’s 
membership aspirations cannot be prevented by the wishes of one side, 
and/or it is no longer conceivable that measures in this area should be 
taken by only one contracting party.

Conclusion

Labour mobility is at the centre of EU–Turkey relations. Although the 
provisions of the Association Agreement and the Additional Protocol en-
visaged the eventual free movement of labour, the Treaty rules in this 
area have not been enforced. The Treaty’s domain is limited to the acqui-
sition of rights after accession. A gradual system of introduction in which 
full movement would eventually be granted in stages might have been a 
more realistic alternative for both parties or, indeed, could have resulted 
in a general suspension of Turkish labour movement rights. Much of the 
current ambiguity is found in the implementation of the Association 
Agreement and the Additional Protocol, which prevailed upon EEC 
members to take into consideration the political aspect of these regula-
tions. Turkey has almost invariably sought further changes in the EU pol-
icy regimes in order to make the terms of movement better suited to its 
needs and interests. The prospect of removing restrictions on labour 
movement may still be under consideration. Nevertheless, the future pos-
sibilities are still exceptional.

The fundamental question is which factors best promoted the historical 
flow rates, and to what extent. As the chapter has demonstrated, Turkish 
labour migration since the early 1960s has invariably been linked with 
the social conditions and the economic, legal and political stability of 
both the member states and Turkey. Under the influence of globalization 
and information technologies, there have been fundamental shifts in em-
ployment structures. One particular aspect is that demand for low-skilled 
Turkish workers continues, but mostly in labour-intensive and low-paying 
service industries. This line of rhetoric can easily be related to the para-
doxical situation where the necessary measures are primarily concerned 
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with the EU’s policies towards Turkish labour movement. Quite simply, 
Turkish migration to West European countries can be understood only 
within such contexts.

There is legitimate concern over labour movement in the EU, despite 
the fact that Turkey is not a member, and the reasons the subsequent 
curve developed the way it did have been the subject of intense debate. 
A potentially more important question is whether a candidate country 
will permanently be deprived of rights based on the Association Agree-
ment and the Additional Protocol – which entailed a system of move-
ment by progressive steps – and the decisions of the Association Council. 
The right to free movement is deeply rooted in these treaties and is 
strongly supported by the Association Council. In particular, the effect of 
the right of Turkish workers to move freely within the context of the so-
cial structure of the EU member states will partly depend on Association 
Council decisions, despite the fact that there are some complications over 
the implementation of the Council decisions in the member states. Essen-
tially, Turkey should be given the right to free movement on the basis of 
the Association Agreement as well as the Additional Protocol.

The increasing emphasis on political considerations is accompanied by 
growing anxiety about the dismissal of the legal framework. Any restric-
tions on labour migration may undermine the proper functioning of the 
EU mechanism. As a further justification of Turkish workers’ inclusion in 
the European labour markets, withdrawing from this right on a voluntary 
or obligatory basis is at odds with the hierarchical structure of Commu-
nity law, for the most part. The fact remains that an in-depth clearing and 
weeding out of the EU legislative jungle should be intensified. Therefore, 
these restrictions must be in line with the hierarchical structure of Com-
munity law and interpreted strictly. To be sure, the EU’s preference to 
give priority to Turkey or other countries will cause some “nuances”.

It is equally important to look at the potential economic costs and 
 benefits of Turkish labour migration. Because the embodiment of non-
discrimination is deeply rooted in the treaties, it is not legitimate to 
 impose a permanent curb on labour movement. A somewhat more so-
phisticated version of the argument dispels the idea that there is a seri-
ous risk of labour market disruption in the EU member states. In an 
 economic context, one way in which many of the market gains can accrue 
is if the restrictions on the movement of labour are removed. This factor 
is uppermost in the debate about full membership, but does not illustrate 
the change of attitude of the EU authorities with regard to labour mobil-
ity. Whatever the debates about how and why Turkey should be granted 
the right to labour movement, these considerations will inevitably force 
the EU to rethink its policy towards Turkey, given the entire history of 
relations between the EU and Turkey, from the 1960s, and the Ankara 
Association Agreement, to present.
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Past enlargement experiences

Introduction

In the early 1980s, anticipated labour migration caused concerns in the 
European Community (EC). The problem mainly arose from granting 
the right of free movement to workers from Greece, Spain and Portugal 
at the time of the accession of these countries. Factors such as income 
differentials, unemployment and geographical proximity, combined with a 
long tradition of emigration towards the West, raised an expectation of 
cheap labour flooding the existing nine countries of the European Com-
munity (EC-9) as soon as these countries were given member status. This 
led to a widespread belief that labour migration from Turkey should, at 
least temporarily, be avoided, as by now the EC had enough on its plate 
dealing with the Southern migration episode. Following the inclusion of 
Greece, Spain and Portugal by 1986, the movement of Turkish labour was 
actually prohibited and no attempt was made to fulfil the promise that 
had been made earlier within the EC’s legal framework. The assumption 
that granting the right of free movement to workers would lead to mas-
sive flows from Greece, Spain and Portugal at the time of the accession of 
these countries to the EC may hold true, since the most significant de-
crease in the number of Turkish workers in the 1980s was recorded when 
the Southern enlargement occurred. The accession of Greece, Spain and 
Portugal could provide some basis for theorizing about the extent to 
which various receiving countries took a restrictive stand, which might, at 
the very least, be desirable from an economic standpoint.
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With such considerations as background, this chapter assesses past mi-
gration trends in the Southern accession countries and examines their 
 effect on Turkish labour migration. I first discuss the South European 
context of migration. Then I deal with the factors affecting Turkish migra-
tion in the 1980s in terms of a comparative analysis of indicators for 
Greece, Spain, Portugal and Turkey, as well as the EC-9. The final section 
is concerned with the implications of the Southern enlargement for Turk-
ish labour movement.

The context of migration in Southern Europe

The integration process

The Greek and Iberian enlargements are normally considered separately, 
even though they share some important characteristics. First, all three 
countries had only just emerged from right-wing dictatorships when they 
applied for membership. Despite their differences, the authoritarian re-
gimes in these countries had frozen economic, social and democratic de-
velopments. The EC presented a much-needed anchor for the young and 
fragile democracies. Second, decades of economic difficulties and back-
wardness posed a dilemma for the new political regimes and democracy, 
which depended on social and economic modernization in order to 
achieve the full support of the population and the national elite (Michal-
ski 2006: 282).

The Southern enlargement started as early as 1962 when Greece signed 
an Association Agreement with the European Economic Community 
(EEC) that anticipated a Greek membership application by 1984 at the 
latest. The case of Greece illustrated the importance of political as well as 
economic considerations in determining membership. Although the EEC 
Commission had given a negative response to Greek accession on the 
basis of economic disparity, the political arguments – support for demo-
cracy and keeping Greece in the Western camp – outweighed these con-
siderations (Holland 2004: 167). The Association Agreement provided for 
the gradual establishment of a customs union between the six EEC coun-
tries and Greece, which was completed by 1984. Greek membership of 
the EEC was not guaranteed automatically after the completion of the 
22-year transitional period. The Agreement provided for the free move-
ment of Greek labour, alongside a financial protocol and provisions for 
the export of Greek agricultural products to the EEC.

It was hoped that the Association Agreement would open new oppor-
tunities for the Greek labour market, although there were doubts about 
the advantages of membership politically. These issues caused the fiercest 
controversies during the membership negotiations over transition pe-
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riods. In fact, the Agreement was interrupted by the period of military 
rule from 1967 to 1974. In 1975, Greece opted for full membership one 
year after the collapse of the seven-year dictatorship. Eventually, Greece 
acceded to the EC in 1981. A five-year transition period was finally fixed 
for most sectors and a seven-year period was applied in the area of free 
movement.

Despite noteworthy efforts, controversy grew over the consequences of 
admitting poorer countries to the EC. The increase in Community mem-
bers to 10 intensified disparities in the Community, and the necessary ad-
justments did not follow. The deficiencies in the overall structure of the 
Greek economy continued. Relatively huge resources and financial assist-
ance had been transferred to the Community’s weakest member, to aid 
the modernization of Greece’s fragile economy as well as its administra-
tion. In similar vein, the capacity to overcome its structural problems 
 depended on the Commission’s help. The Greek economy could be mobi-
lized only to the extent that Greece was determined to apply itself to the 
major task of securing the full participation of Greece in all aspects of 
the Community system (Walker 1983: 40).

There had, in fact, been little debate in Greece about the pros and cons 
of the membership. After accession, the effect of the economic recession 
was mainly felt when the Greek Socialist Party (PASOK) came to power 
in 1981, with Andreas Papandreou as prime minister. Once in govern-
ment, PASOK took a stand against Greek membership. It denounced the 
EC as being a rich men’s club and threatened that this group of monopo-
list capitalists would keep Greece at a peripheral level of economic de-
velopment. At the same time, PASOK tried to achieve better terms, just 
as Spain and Portugal would do. The EC could not ignore this. So, it es-
tablished the Integrated Mediterranean Programmes in the mid-1980s. 
This not only encouraged Greece to transform its economic structure 
from a heavy dependence on agriculture, but also contributed to alleviat-
ing the effects of the Spanish and Portuguese accessions on the Mediter-
ranean region.

When the dictatorships came to an end in Spain and Portugal in the 
mid-1970s, a period of transition to democracy started (Guillen et al. 
2003: 231) that paved the way to full membership of the EC for these 
countries. In 1978, the European Commission delivered favourable opin-
ions on both countries, despite the existence of serious difficulties in rela-
tion to the free movement of workers and some other issues, for example 
in the agriculture, fisheries and industrial sectors. The negotiation process 
lasted seven years, causing a delay in the membership application, mainly 
owing to political instability.

In the case of Portugal, membership was impaired by the nationaliza-
tion process in some important sectors of the economy, leading to the 
revolutionary period and the 1974 coup d’état. Bargaining over sensitive 
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issues, combined with French opposition to enlargement (based particu-
larly on concerns over the impact of Spanish agriculture), delayed the fi-
nal agreement. The obstacles to accession included the free movement of 
workers, fisheries, the budget contribution, the British budgetary question 
and the Integrated Mediterranean Programmes, but these were removed 
in 1984 –1985. In October 1984, Portuguese Prime Minister Mario Soares 
signed a “common declaration” affirming the integration of Portugal into 
the Community by the January 1986 target date. The treaties of accession 
were signed in 1985, and Portugal and Spain joined the EC on 1 January 
1986 (Royo and Manuel 2003: 16).

For Spain, Community membership had always been a high priority. 
As the membership negotiations demonstrated, first, both Spain and the 
Community members expected to resolve a number of issues including 
the customs union, Euratom and capital flows, and, second, most Span-
iards were in favour of wider economic integration. Other more complex 
issues such as agriculture and fisheries were left to be tackled at a later 
stage. Domestic economic interests clearly shaped Spaniards’ preferences 
as regards political interests. However, the economic goal was rapidly set 
back in July 1980 when French President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing vehe-
mently opposed the admission of another major producer of wine, olive 
oil and vegetables. This was condemned by Spaniards, who believed that 
this attitude would damage the Community’s democratic credentials.

A similar logic applies to Portugal’s prospective membership of the 
EC. In 1977, when Portugal applied for membership, diplomatic efforts 
were conducted along two lines. The moderate parties stressed that full 
membership would reinforce the stability of the democratic institutions 
that were established after the 1974 “carnation” revolution. None of the 
political parties of substance opposed the admission, with the exception 
of the Communist Party of Alvaro Cunhal, together with a left-wing 
splinter group of socialists. It was widely believed that there was no alter-
native but to join the industrialized countries of the West. For other sup-
porters of accession, this could be seen as an important step towards 
customs union and a regional fiscal policy. Community membership was 
appealing in the sense that the Portuguese government could formalize a 
request for drought relief support. This would take the form of export 
facilities to compensate for further deterioration in the current account 
balance in farm and energy production.

The assumption of a further deterioration in the current account bal-
ance in farm and energy production appears to have been based on the 
calculation that an extensive “widening” of the EC would prevent its fur-
ther “deepening”. The widening of the EC by including Spain and Portu-
gal was being monitored with a mixture of hope and trepidation. Hope 
was certainly there: at the injection of enthusiasm brought by the new 
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Iberian partners; at the reinforcement of the Common market, expanding 
from 10 to 12 member states and from 270 million to 320 million inhabit-
ants, as a base for economic growth; at the reaffirmation of the Commu-
nity as a bastion of democracy, welcoming new members as they moved 
from dictatorship to genuinely free elections (Peel 1986: 28).

Some would regard the Southern enlargement as a stimulating chal-
lenge not only because it provided enormous opportunities for the more 
efficient producer countries once the high tariff walls came down, but 
also because of comparatively strong interest in EC membership, which 
could have a revitalizing effect. Others would argue that membership of 
both Spain and Portugal in the EC would have a negative effect on the 
EC in many respects. With respect to all candidates, the applications for 
membership were delayed on the grounds of political and economic com-
patibility. In particular, the European Commission was concerned mainly 
with the socioeconomic situation and the widening of its own policy 
scope. Regardless of the numbers and qualifications of labour migrants, a 
lack of opportunities in their labour markets might encourage migrants 
from those countries to make more demands on the social welfare sys-
tems of the EC and contribute less to the economies.

Increasingly it became clear that the negotiations with Portugal in-
volved many difficulties, and they entered a critical phase. In financial 
matters, Spain and Portugal generally followed Greece’s lead. The Ibe-
rian countries both depended heavily on access to EC markets. They 
were able to negotiate compensatory mechanisms in the financial frame-
work known as the Delors I (1988–1992) and Delors II (1993–1999) 
budget packages through the introduction of the structural or cohesion 
funds. However, the Iberian economies were not included in the Inte-
grated Mediterranean Programmes, despite an obvious need for their 
modernization.

Since becoming Community members, the Spanish and Portuguese 
economies have undergone a profound transformation in which the ac-
quis communautaire and financial transfers from the Community have 
played an important part. For instance, Spain’s gross domestic product 
(GDP) per capita relative to the EU average was 74.2 per cent in 1980 
and 81.0 per cent in 2000, while for Portugal it was 55.0 per cent in 1980 
and 74.0 per cent in 2000. The structural funds contributed to this conver-
gence by making up a substantial part of public investment, rising in 1996 
to 42 per cent in Portugal and 15 per cent in Spain (Royo 2004: 33).

Overall, there would be immense economic advantages of membership 
for Greece. During the four-year negotiations, the EC was very much 
seen as an economic community, although the Greek government also 
looked upon it as a political bloc of the stable and privileged that Greece 
was going to join. At a deeper level, for all three countries, membership 
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opened possibilities for migrant workers to find jobs in the EC countries. 
Portugal in particular was regarded as an asset to the Community in 
building an economic bridge to the resources of its former colonies, nota-
bly Angola and Mozambique. For the existing member states, the South-
ern enlargement was primarily a political step. These countries aspired to 
membership because they were motivated towards not merely economic 
modernization as a driving force but also the democratization process in 
the face of the ongoing Cold War. Besides, regional security was ex-
tremely highly valued.

Migration flows

The most important aspect of the EC regulations was that a great deal of 
emphasis was placed on governments’ attitudes towards labour migration 
from third countries in the mid-1970s. However, their attitudes have 
changed since the 1980s when the issues of migration tentatively ap-
peared on the agenda (still outside the confines of the institutions and 
procedures of the Community). In seeking to influence the behaviour of 
individual member states, it was obviously beyond the immediate power 
of the EC to eradicate immigration policy concerns at the Community 
level. At this point, the most contentious issues in the enlargement nego-
tiations leading to the accession of Greece, Spain and Portugal were the 
rights of EC nationals to free movement within the Community. Full free 
movement rights were not conferred upon Greek citizens until 1988 or to 
Spanish and Portuguese citizens until 1992 (Philip 1994: 169).

The migration trends presented here are drawn from the European 
Commission and Eurostat data used to measure the changes in stocks of 
migrants from Greece, Spain and Portugal, providing a range of signifi-
cant indicators. In the case of Greece, the absence of statistics for the 
1985–1997 period precludes drawing conclusions about Greek emigration 
to the EC-9 during its transition period. Despite the lack of data, it is 
possible to draw a general picture of the overall magnitude of the migra-
tion flows. The available data on the stocks of Spanish and Portuguese 
labour in various countries are far more comprehensive.

The data indicate that in 1997 over 447,000 Greek citizens were living 
in the other 11 countries of the EC-12, having taken advantage of liberal-
ized access to the European labour markets. In the last year of the transi-
tion period (1987), the total number was 345,000. An obvious point is 
that the number of Greek citizens rose by 102,000 over this 10-year pe-
riod – an increase of around 10,000 people per year.

This trend was reversed in Spain’s case. In 1991 (the last year of its 
transition period) the number of Spanish citizens living in the other coun-
tries of the EC-12 was 474,000. At the time of Spanish accession to the 
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EC, the number had been around 495,000, and this figure was slightly 
higher in 1986. Presumably, the removal of emigration barriers for people 
in Spain did not stimulate huge flows since the stock of Spanish immigra-
tion declined significantly during the transition period. This trend contin-
ued throughout the decade, and by 1997 the stock had decreased again, 
to 470,000.

In the case of Portugal, a slightly increased trend is observed, with 
stocks of 825,000 at the time of its accession. In 1991 the stock was 
around 855,000. In 1997 the migration potential was substantial, with a 
marked increase to 910,000. The increase of Portuguese citizens in the 
EC was slightly smaller than the increase of Greek citizens, with an an-
nual average of around 7,700 immigrants to the rest of the EC over a 
period of 11 years.

Figure 3.1 shows Spanish migratory flows into Germany and the United 
Kingdom during the period 1985–1997. The graph also indicates the em-
ployment rate in Spain relative to the German/UK average and Spain’s 
GDP per capita as a percentage of the German/UK average. As far as 
labour migration from Spain to France is concerned, there are some ob-
served underestimations regarding the true total. The number of Spanish 
stocks in France was largest during the period 1985–1997. However, 
 because of the scarcity of data, France is not included in the graph. As 
Figure 3.1 indicates, the flows into Germany and the United Kingdom 
dropped from 186,000 in 1986 to 173,000 in 1992 during the transition 
period and further dropped to 167,000 in the following year. This de-
crease is in clear contrast to the changes in relative income and un-
employment. Thus, the introduction of the free movement of labour does 
not seem to have mattered very much, as the stock series moved inversely 
to the relative employment rate series.

Figure 3.2 indicates the numbers of Portuguese citizens living in Ger-
many and the United Kingdom annually between 1985 and 1997 relative 
to GDP per capita and employment rates. Simply by looking at the graph, 
it is clear that the stock of Portuguese citizens in the two countries in-
creased between 1986 and 1992 (from 92,000 to 111,000). In the peak 
year of 1997, the number of arrivals of Portuguese was 153,000, a visibly 
increasing tendency. However, this number, which represents 5,500 citi-
zens per year during the 11-year period, is still too small to be considered 
statistically significant. In Portugal’s case, too, it seems that the growth of 
stocks is not related to relative income or employment rates. Obviously, 
the numbers of Portuguese citizens in Germany and the United Kingdom 
were not greatly influenced by the introduction of the free movement of 
labour.

Cavounidis (2006) provides some general insights into the labour mar-
ket impact of migration. Although each country had different causes of 



66

Fi
gu

re
 3

.1
 S

to
ck

 o
f 

im
m

ig
ra

nt
s 

fr
om

 S
pa

in
 i

n 
th

e 
U

K
 a

nd
 G

er
m

an
y,

 r
el

at
iv

e 
G

D
P

 p
er

 c
ap

it
a 

an
d 

re
la

ti
ve

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t 
ra

te
, 

19
85

–1
99

7.
So

ur
ce

: 
E

ur
op

ea
n 

C
om

m
is

si
on

, S
ta

tis
tic

al
 A

nn
ex

 o
f 

E
ur

op
ea

n 
E

co
no

m
y 

(v
ar

io
us

 i
ss

ue
s)

.



PAST ENLARGEMENT EXPERIENCES 67
 

migration, essentially the policies had been the same: the economic ob-
jectives of all three countries were paramount, and a similar economic 
and social process seemed to underlie their transformation. In the con-
text of the South European model of migration, the specific forms of 
South European economic development played an important role in 
terms of their transformation. In contrast to the pattern of economic de-
velopment in the North of Europe, Southern Europe to some extent ex-
perienced industrialization later. In 1986, Greece, Spain and Portugal had 
a comparative advantage in agriculture and tourism, which constituted 
major economic activities. Although the number of Greeks, Spanish and 
Portuguese working elsewhere in the EC did grow, increases in migration 
following the introduction of the freedom of movement remained below 
the average (Cavounidis 2006: 651). Naturally, workers from the Southern 
accession countries used foreign earnings to set up small businesses at 

Figure 3.2 The stock of immigrants from Portugal in the UK and Germany, rela-
tive GDP per capita and relative employment rate, 1985–1997.
Source: European Commission, Statistical Annex of European Economy (various 
issues).
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home, gradually leading to a more rapid levelling of underlying structural 
differences. Such transferred income invested in business in the country 
of origin was more attractive, because this was done when the economies 
of their countries were booming.

Overall, EC accession did not cause substantial cross-border move-
ments of workers from Greece, Spain and Portugal. Indeed, a net de-
crease of Spanish people in Germany and the United Kingdom is evident. 
Thus, no consistent relationship between the relative evolution of the 
economic variables in the EC-9 and the stocks of migrants from these 
three countries can be established. More significantly, the existing transi-
tional arrangements made no difference; the migration potential was 
quite low regardless of whether or not a transition period had been in-
troduced. The free movement right was granted in full to Greece in 
1987, and to Spain and Portugal in 1992, after a transition period of sev-
eral years. Based on this experience, the European Commission recog-
nized that there was no threat of large migration flows from Spain and 
Portugal and recommended shortening the transition periods for these 
countries.

The basic determining factors of migration from Turkey to 
the EC

Socioeconomic considerations

Wages and employment

Table 3.1 shows that the absolute gap in wage levels between the South-
ern countries and Turkey was generally high. Considering GDP per cap-
ita at purchasing power standard or parities (PPP), Turkey had levels of 
income that barely reached 34.3 per cent of the EC-10 average, ranging 
from 53.1 per cent for Portugal, 55.9 per cent for Greece to 72.3 per cent 

Table 3.1 GDP per capita, 1985

Purchasing power parities GNP at current prices

GDP per capita Index ECU Index

EC-10 12,568 100.0 10,340 100.0
Greece  7,019  55.9  4,389  42.5
Spain  9,089  72.3  5,612  54.3
Portugal  6,689  53.1  2,658  25.7
Turkey  4,311  34.3  1,404  13.6

Sources: Eurostat, Purchasing Power Parities and Gross Domestic Product in 
Real Terms, 1985 Data, EC Series, European Commission, 1988.
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for Spain. We can distinguish a first subset of a more advanced country in 
terms of GDP per capita – Spain – and a second subset of middle-income 
economies – Greece and Portugal. Turkish people earned a much lower 
income per capita than the average of EC nationals and around half that 
of Spaniards.

Concerns over the possible negative employment effects of increased 
Turkish labour migration are found to hinge critically on whether Turkish 
immigrants competed with or complemented the labour force of the EC 
countries. In the period 1975–1987, Turkey’s labour market relative to the 
EC was characterized by high levels of unemployment. Table 3.2 indi-
cates the absolute gaps in the unemployment rates between the Southern 
accession countries and Turkey. Compared with the EC-12 (which had an 
unemployment rate of 11.4 per cent in 1987), the rate in Turkey was 15.2 
per cent, which was twice as high as those of Greece (7.4 per cent) and 
Portugal (7.2 per cent). The situation in Spain, as in Turkey, was much 
worse than that in Greece and Portugal; its unemployment rate of 20.5 
per cent remained a long way from the EC average.

In 1987, around 16 million people in Turkey (out of 32.4 million of 
working age) were employed in the various sectors, 750,000 were in the 
army and police services, and 2.2 million were unemployed. For compari-
son, the respective figures in the EC-12 were 123.1 million, 220.4 mil-
lion, 2.9 million and 15.7 million (European Commission 1989: 32). It is 
not surprising that more than half of the active population in Turkey was 
employed in the agricultural sector, whereas only 8 per cent of total EC 
employment was in agriculture in 1987 (see Table 3.3). Yet employment 
in the agricultural sector in the Southern accession countries was also 
much lower than that in Turkey. This gap pointed out the differences 
 between the EC and Turkey, posing a difficult challenge to the EC. 
 However, a slight decrease in employment in the Turkish agricultural 
 sector is observed in the late 1980s, while a rapid increase (5 per cent) 

Table 3.2 Unemployment rates, 1975–1987 (per cent)

1975 1980 1985 1987a

EC 3.9  6.1 11.6 11.4
Greece – –  7.8  7.4
Spain 1.9 11.8 19.5 20.5
Portugal 2.7  6.7  7.7  7.2
Turkey b – 14.8 16.3 15.2

Sources: EEC, Annual Economic Report, 1989–1990; OECD, Economic Studies, 
Turkey, 1985–1987.
Notes:
a OECD statistics.
b Includes seasonal unemployment in the agricultural sector.
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in employment was noticeable in services and industry. Ironically, it was 
only the service sector that created employment opportunities in the  
EC.

In the period 1980 –1988, the working age population increased by 2.8 
per cent per annum in Turkey. For the Community, the figure was only 1.0 
per cent (European Commission 1989: 32). With no significant increase in 
the unemployment rate, this economic structure indicated that sustain-
able economic growth would be essential in the short run. Periodically, 
the Turkish labour market was characterized by a high degree of unem-
ployment, as was the case in 1985. One explanation for this was that po-
tential migrants were returning from West European countries because 
of difficulties in finding jobs or accommodation. Unemployment was es-
pecially high among the young and the less educated in Turkey, despite 
surplus demand for highly skilled labour from some EC countries.

Economic growth

The Turkish growth record leads one back to the fundamental difficulty 
of judging the prospects of a country whose past performance has been 
so variable. Like the EC, Turkey experienced a period of relative growth 
through the 1960s until the first oil crisis in 1973. Table 3.4 shows the de-
velopment of the Turkish economy in the period 1970 –1987. We observe 
steady growth during the first half of the 1980s, with annual growth rates 

Table 3.3 Characteristics of the labour market, 1987

EC-12 Greece Spain Portugal Turkey

Population (’000) 323,067 10,000 38,832 9,755 52,059
Population aged 15– 64 

(’000)
220,432  6,323 25,453 6,556 32,354

Civilian workforce (’000) 139,440  3,849 14,365 4,280 18,804
Active population rate 

(per cent)
63.3   60.9 57.9  65.6   58.1

Civilian employment (’000) 123,133  3,564 1,142 3,972 15,948
 Agriculture 1,022  1,016 1,839 870  8,757
 Industrya 41,003  1,001 3,666 1,354  2,281
 Construction – – – –  686
 Services 7,191  1,547 5,915 1,748  4,224
Unemployment (’000) 15,725  284 295 310  2,256b

Unemployment rate  
(per cent)

11.7    7.4 20.5   7.2   12.0

Sources: European Commission, Economic Forecasts, June 1988; and OECD, 
Economic Studies, Turkey, 1988.
Notes:
a Includes the construction sector, except in Turkey.
b Excludes seasonal workers in the agricultural sector.
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up to 1.5 per cent. Over time, the differences decreased in comparison 
with the EC countries, but GDP growth fell to 7.4 per cent in 1987 from 
8.0 per cent in 1986. Table 3.4 suggests a positive experience for Turkey in 
terms of GDP that is above the EC average, despite a sharp downturn in 
the early 1980s. By contrast, Spain (5.5 per cent growth) and Portugal 
(4.7 per cent growth) remained at the bottom of the EC income ladder in 
1987. In the case of Greece, GDP growth (at – 0.6 per cent) was far below 
the EC average in 1987. These GDP figures made it difficult to speculate 
how Turkish membership might affect the economies in the EC.

A more plausible comparison can be made by looking at the general 
economic outlook for Turkey and Portugal on a broad scale. The Portu-
guese government faced the difficult task of liberalizing the economy 
when accession occurred in 1986. Portugal’s immediate success demon-
strated its efficiency in making the transition from an economy with a 
huge public sector. The deep reforms of Portugal’s banking and financial 
system involved a major programme of nationalizing large enterprises in 
key sectors. The consolidation of nationalizations and privatizations that 
had taken place within a scenario of democratic politics first began 12 
years before the accession to the EC. The Turkish government was faced 
with similar tasks. Much immediate comment surrounded Turkey’s transi-
tion from a state-managed economy to a market economy in the mid-
1980s. During the 1960s and 1970s, state policy was still inward-looking, 
excessively protective of its own industries and based on state-run com-
panies. This led in the late 1970s to a halt in economic growth, a contrac-
tion of industrial production and an inflation rate of over 100 per cent 
(Lejour et al. 2004: 17).

Given these shortcomings, it is interesting to note that, in the early 
1980s, Turkey paid back a substantial amount of its foreign debt. To a cer-
tain extent, easing the balance-of-payments deficit had substantial effects 
on the macroeconomic disequilibrium, and marked the first serious moves 

Table 3.4 Increase in gross domestic product, 1970 –1987 (per cent)

1970 –75 1975–80 1980 –85 1986 1987

EC 3.0 2.6 1.4 2.6 2.8
Greece 5.0 5.1 0.9 1.3 −0.6
Spain 5.2 2.1 1.4 3.5 5.5
Portugal 4.1 4.1 1.1 4.3 4.7
Turkeya 8.0 3.3 4.9 8.0 7.4

Sources: Eurostat, Eurostatistics – Data for short-term analysis, Series 1B, Euro-
pean Commission, 1987; OECD, Economic Studies, Turkey, 1985, 1986, 1987.
Note:
a Gross national product at market prices.
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towards a market economy. Apart from embarking on stabilization pro-
grammes, export volumes rose – Turkish trade was largely liberalized. In 
particular, the increased production of manufacturing goods was the out-
come of sustainable development through the Turkish government’s new 
economic policy. Structural reforms were introduced, including the bank-
ing system, fiscal policy and the exchange rate mechanism. In particular, 
measures to improve the convertibility of the Turkish lira and the intro-
duction of a value-added tax were seen as two more important steps. 
These very substantial changes differentiated Turkey from the three 
Southern accession countries in the 1983–1987 period. Given this out-
look, overall economic growth in Turkey was not so dire.

One conclusion must, then, be that Turkey had the potential for strong 
growth, but macroeconomic volatility had made sustainable growth im-
possible. To this end, low inflation had been one of the major policy tar-
gets pursued by all the governments of the EC during the 1980s. The 
doctrine of “inflation first” placed priority on the control of inflation. 

Figure 3.3 Annual inflation rates, 1960 –1988 (private consumption deflators).
Sources: OECD, National Accounts, 1960 –1985, 1987; EEC, Annual Economic 
Report, 1989–1990; and OECD, Economic Studies, Turkey, 1988.



PAST ENLARGEMENT EXPERIENCES 73
 

 Figure 3.3 shows inflation rates several times higher in Turkey than in 
Greece, Spain and Portugal. During the 1960s, the inflation rate remained 
below 10 per cent, while in the EC it averaged 4 per cent. Inflation in 
Turkey peaked at 120 per cent at the end of 1979, fell below 30 per cent 
in 1982, and rose again to 50 per cent in 1984 and 74 per cent in 1988. In 
the same period, the EC succeeded in reducing the inflation rate from 10 
per cent in 1980 to 4 per cent in 1988. Relatively high inflation caused 
some difficulties for macroeconomic balance in Turkey, leading to very 
different outcomes.

In this economic situation, scepticism grew about how far Turkish in-
dustry could compete with the dynamism in the EC. Turkey’s economic 
policy depended on external funds to restore equilibrium in the balance 
of payments. According to OECD statistics, in 1980 exports accounted for 
only 5 per cent of GDP in Turkey – much less than in Spain (10 per cent). 
However, after opening up its market to the rest of the world, the first set 
of reforms resulted in a large increase in the volume of both exports (al-
most 2.5 times) and imports (a doubling on average). In the EC these 
figures ranged between 35 and 40 per cent. The rate of export-substituting  
imports also increased from 44 per cent in 1980 to 80 per cent in 1988. In 
GDP terms, Turkish exports increased from 5.2 per cent to 16.5 per cent 
in the period 1980 –1988. A similar increasing trend was noticeable for 
imports, from 11.8 per cent to 20.3 per cent. In the EC, both trends re-
mained around 20 per cent. In 1987, Turkey’s trade deficit narrowed com-
pared with the previous year. To some extent, such counterbalancing may 
be closely related to export subsidies in the form of value-added tax, ex-
port loans and devaluation of the Turkish lira by 7 per cent (OECD 1988: 
26).

It is also interesting to look at some of the data related to employment 
by sector in 1985. Table 3.5 shows that Turkey had higher percentages of 
employment in agriculture than the EC average (57.4 per cent as against 

Table 3.5 Employment by sector, 1985

Agriculture, 
Forestry, 
Fishing 
(per cent)

Industry (including 
construction sector) 
(per cent)

Services 
(including 
tourism) 
(per cent)

Total 
(million)

EC-10  8.6 23.8 57.6 121.0
Greece 28.9 27.4 43.7   3.6
Spain 16.9 32.1 50.9  10.4
Portugal 23.9 33.9 42.2   4.1
Turkey 57.4 17.4 25.2  15.2

Sources: Eurostat, Employment and Unemployment, European Commission, 
1987; OECD, Economic Studies, Turkey, 1987.
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8.6 per cent) in 1985. In this period, the Turkish agricultural sector was 
largely labour intensive and thus generated relatively low productivity. 
Compared with Greece, Spain and Portugal, Turkey had a low share of 
service sector employment.

On a more positive note, Table 3.6 illustrates that Turkey specialized in 
transportation, which made up 10 per cent of GDP in 1985, compared 
with only 5.1 per cent for the EC-10, 6.7 per cent in Greece, 4.4 per cent 
in Spain and 7.2 per cent in Portugal. This is a crucial sign of the develop-
ment of the Turkish economy. However, social services accounted for 
only a small share of GDP in Turkey (5.5 per cent, compared with 11.8 
per cent in the EC), and the figure was 12.7 per cent in Greece and Por-
tugal and 9.6 per cent in Spain. Apart from this, the most salient growth 
area was water, gas and electricity, which all accounted for over 4 per 
cent of GDP in Turkey, while they accounted for around 2.5 per cent in 
both Portugal and Greece and 3.2 per cent in Spain. For other indicators, 
Table 3.6 also illustrates that there were significant divergences between 
Turkey and the Southern accession countries.

Human capital accumulation

Human capital in Turkey was less favoured than that in Greece, Portugal 
and Spain because of a number of deficiencies. Education is the most 

Table 3.6 Composition of GDP by sector (current prices, per cent)

EC-10
1985

Greece
1985

Spain
1985

Portugal
1983

Turkey
1985

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishinga  3.3 15.3  6.2  7.9 17.6
Mining  1.5  1.9 –  3.4  2.3
Manufacturing: 25.9 16.3 27.3 24.5 25.6
 Food  6.0 – –  6.1  6.4
 Textiles  2.4  3.9 –  6.5  2.9
 Steel  3.0 – – –  1.6
 Chemicals  2.3  2.1 –  1.8  1.0
Metal goods  2.5  1.0 –  1.9  1.0
Electricity, gas & water  3.2  2.3  3.2  2.7  4.2
Construction  6.2  5.7  6.8  7.6  3.8
Wholesale & retail trade 11.4 11.7 14.3 20.6 17.3
Transportation & 

communications
 5.1  6.7  4.4  7.2 10.0

Banking and insurance  8.0  6.9 13.1  6.9  7.2
Social services 11.8b 12.7  9.6 12.7b  5.5

Sources: OECD, National Accounts, 1973–1985; Eurostat, National Accounts, 
 Series 2C, uropean Commission, 1988.
Notes:
a Differing definitions.
b Non-market services.
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striking example. Table 3.7 confirms that investment in formal schooling 
was relatively low in Turkey (3.91 per cent of GDP); the highest figure 
was in Portugal (5.69 per cent) and the lowest in Greece (3.86 per cent). 
Over the years, the lack of resources in state education has forced people 
to move into private education. This not only opened up a big gap be-
tween the two sectors, but also widened the gap in opportunities for 
higher education between the rich and poor in the past two decades.

Differences in the illiteracy rate are even more salient. The UNESCO 
Statistical Yearbook (UNESCO 1987) concluded that Turkey had a much 
higher illiteracy rate than the Southern accession countries – 34.4 per 
cent in 1981, compared with 20.6 per cent in Portugal, 9.5 per cent in 
Greece and 7.0 per cent in Spain. The illiteracy gap implied that Turkey 
needed to improve its educational standards, which set it apart from the 
Southern accession countries.

For a further comparison of the level of education, data from Eurostat 
and the Turkish Statistical Institute for 1985–1986 (CEC 1989) were 
 broken down into rough categories of lower/medium/ higher education. 
There was a considerably higher proportion of people with a lower level 
of education in Turkey (66 per cent) than in Greece (52 per cent), Spain 
(40 per cent) or Portugal (64 per cent). Only 5 per cent of Turkish people 
received higher education, whereas in Spain this figure was 10 per cent. 
In terms of indicators of formal education, the Southern accession coun-
tries were fairly close to the EC average. In terms of output in educa-
tional achievements and attendance at both secondary and higher 
educational institutions, Turkey was placed in the medium rank. In the 
main, Greece and Spain experienced a massive jump in educational 
achievements and set off from a much better starting point in the first 
few years of accession. In addition, compulsory education lasted for only 
5 years in Turkey in the 1980s, whereas in the EC countries it varied be-
tween 9 and 12 years.

Table 3.7 Total expenditure on education and the proportion of the adult popula-
tion with upper secondary education

Total expenditure on education 
(as per cent of GDP)

Adult population with upper 
secondary education (per cent)

Turkey 3.91 24.3
Poland 5.31 45.9
Portugal 5.69 19.8
Greece 3.86 51.4
Hungary 5.15 70.2

Source: OECD, Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators. Education and Skills, 
Centre for Educational Research and Innovation, Indicators of Education Sys-
tems, 1987–1996.
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Social standards

In the 1980s, the provisions of Turkish social policy were underdeveloped. 
Generally, this was because Turkey had no obligation to harmonize its 
social policy. This neglect occurred owing to the dominance of political 
and cultural issues over social trends. The burden on the EC was there-
fore expected to be more significant than for Greece, Portugal and Spain. 
Social protection expenditures both in absolute terms and as a share of 
GDP were lower in Turkey than in the EC countries. This gap was linked 
more to a specific lack of social protection than to general differences in 
wealth.

No formal legislation was launched to introduce changes in the 1980s, 
since coordination of the social security system had not been fully de-
veloped. A particular concern was the difference in employees’ income 
levels and thus their social status. Without a decent income, they were 
considerably less secure. Only half of the working population made con-
tributions to the national insurance scheme and qualified for sickness and 
accident insurance. The situation was thus grim for those unable to access 
social protection schemes (for example, unemployment and child bene-
fits), especially for disadvantaged groups. Apparently, the nature of the 
social protection system in Turkey created problems for the harmon-
ization process in the EC.

Living standards in Turkey were in fact far behind those of the EC 
countries. Table 3.8 highlights some social trends in Turkey and the EC. 
In 1985, only 19 people in 1,000 possessed a private car, compared with 
327 in the EC-10, 127 in Greece, 240 in Spain and 159 in Portugal. Annual 
electricity consumption was only 605 kWh in Turkey, in contrast to 4,922 
kWh for the EC-10. Another indicator of living standards is the infant 
mortality rate, which was 8.3 per cent in Turkey and 1.0 per cent in the 
EC-10. One further indicator of significance is that Turkish medical care 
standards were considerably lower, despite some changes (for example, 
additional expenditure on medical equipment and new hospitals) in the 
1980s. These discrepancies could cause substantial social problems, even-
tually leading to labour migration from Turkey to the EC countries.

Demographic trends

There is clear evidence of differences in the demographic structure of 
Turkey and the EC. The Turkish population grew at a relatively high rate 
in the 1970s and 1980s owing to high fertility rates and increasing life ex-
pectancy. Table 3.9 compares the total population of Turkey and of the 
EC between 1970 and 1985. The Turkish population was 60.3 million, up 
from 35.3 million in 1970. For the EC, these figures were 322.0 and 303.4 
respectively. In the period 1980 –1985, the population in Turkey increased 
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by 2.5 per cent per annum. This figure was only 0.25 per cent in the EC. 
The population increase in Turkey essentially stemmed from both fertil-
ity (3.2 per cent) and mortality rates (0.7 per cent); the figures for the EC 
were 1.25 per cent and 1.0 per cent. A further increase in population 
growth in both Turkey and the EC was anticipated in 1988, with popula-
tion projected at over 70 million in Turkey and nearly 330 million in the 
EC. For this reason, Turkey could be seen as a typical country, implying a 
rising proportion of people out of work. It was precisely this feature of 
the Turkish labour supply and the rapid population growth that fuelled 

Table 3.8 Indicators of living standards, 1985
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Per ’000 inhabitants Years Per cent kWh/year

EC-10 327a 466b 333b 2.5a 8.9a 75a 1.0b 4,922
Greece 127 375 272 2.9a 5.8a 72c 1.4 2,859
Spain 240 352b 258b 3.3a 6.2a 73c 0.7b 3,256
Portugal 159a 169b 151a 2.4a 5.4a 69c 1.8 2,107
Turkey  19  45 151 2.1 2.0 65 8.3  605

Sources: Eurostat, Review 1976 –1985, Series 1A, European Commission; State 
Institute of Statistics, Statistical Year Book of Turkey, Ankara: SIS, 1987; and Eu-
rostat, Regions, Statistical Yearbook, Series 1A, European Commission, 1987.
Notes:
a 1984.
b 1983.
c 1980 –85.

Table 3.9 Population, 1970 –1985 (million)

1970 1980 1985
Growth 1980 –1985
(per cent per annum)

EC 303.4 318.0 322.0 0.2
Greece 8.8 9.0 9.9 0.3
Spain 33.8 35.5 38.6 0.4
Portugal 9.0 9.0 10.2 0.5
Turkey 35.3 44.4 60.3 2.5

Sources: Eurostat, Employment and Unemployment, Series 3C, European Com-
mission, 1987; Eurostat, Basic Statistics of the Community, European Commission, 
1987; and State Institute of Statistics, Statistical Year Book of Turkey, Ankara: SIS, 
1987.
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considerable mobility, with a predominance of workers from the rural ar-
eas.

There were considerable differences between the age patterns in Tur-
key and in the EC. As Table 3.10 shows, 36.6 per cent of the Turkish pop-
ulation was under 15 years old (compared with 20 per cent in the EC-10) 
and less than 5 per cent of the population was 65 years old and above 
(13.4 per cent in the EC-10). Moreover, when the population is consid-
ered within the context of the country’s size, the number of people per 
square mile was 62 in Turkey. This figure was 143 in the EC-10, 75 in both 
Greece and Spain and 110 in Portugal. In the eastern part of Turkey, this 
figure was much lower (European Commission 1989: 31), and was excep-
tional by European standards.

Throughout this period, Turkish demographic dynamism was character-
ized as a major driving force in immigration, while lower rates of popula-
tion growth in the EC led to a significant shortfall in labour supply. Given 
the ageing population in the EC, the immigration policy, at least indi-
rectly, supported the assumption that migrants from Turkey were a cata-
lyst for the creation of new jobs, contributed to meeting the key labour 
shortages, and thus improved productivity. Indeed, the higher unemploy-
ment rates in Turkey provided a significant incentive for movement. To 
many, this put considerable pressure on the economies of the EC coun-
tries.

Turkey’s identity problem

As far as political culture is concerned, there is a logic behind the ques-
tion of whether or not the Southern countries were preferred at the ex-
pense of Turkey’s accession aspiration. There had been plenty of criticism 
and complete rejection of the totalitarian attitudes of the Southern coun-
tries but little, if any, acknowledgement that the equally monolithic atti-
tudes of Western democracy might have benefited from openness to 

Table 3.10 Population by age group, 1985 (per cent of total population)

0 –14 years 15– 64 years 65 years and over

EC-10 19.8 66.8 13.4
Greece 21.1 65.6 13.3
Spain 23.4 64.7 11.9
Portugal 23.8 64.3 11.9
Turkey 36.6 59.3  4.1

Sources: Eurostat, Demographic and Labour Force Analysis, Series 3D, European 
Commission, 1987; State Institute of Statistics, Statistical Year Book of Turkey, 
Ankara: SIS, 1987, and State Population Organization, Structure of Turkish Popu-
lations, SPO, 1987.
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those countries. By the end of the 1970s, the European Community had 
already defined democracy as a sine qua non for membership. It was the 
process of the Greek, Spanish and Portuguese accessions that crystallized 
this change (Tsoukalis 1981: 45). The emergence of a democratic regime 
in Greece after the demise of the Junta in 1974, the failure of the 1981 
coup d’état in Spain and the revolutionary attempt in Portugal in 1974 
paved the way for the successful consideration of membership applica-
tions. In this light, the magnitude of the Turkish problem should not have 
made it more difficult to forge a satisfactory relationship with the EC 
that might even lead to full membership.

That is, similar political systems in the three accession countries and in 
Turkey reflect the specific problems of democracy as well as its enforce-
ment. Since 1850, Turkey has gone through the same experimentations as 
the three accession countries. Taking the last 50 years into consideration, 
Turkey experienced a pluralistic democratic system for nearly 30 years 
before these countries had it. Similarly, the process of democratization 
was put into action in each country after 1974, whereas Turkey’s experi-
ence of the system of pluralistic political parties goes as far back as 1946, 
albeit with some short interruptions. Although democracy was fragile and 
in its infancy in Greece, Spain and Portugal, all three countries joined the 
EC. The aim was to reinforce the argument for guaranteeing democratic 
traditions in the difficult circumstances of the 1975–1977 period. Since 
1983, Turkey has been strongly criticized by the West for the inconsist-
ency of its democracy with European norms. However, Turkey had just 
emerged from an interruption and began to make some efforts to speed 
up the democratization process (Journal of the Economic Development 
Foundation 1992: 30).

Although casual observers may not readily detect the marked political 
similarities between the Southern accession countries and Turkey, the 
question of Turkish identity has attracted greater scholarly attention 
since the mid-1980s. Some argue that Turkey is not part of Europe: it 
does not share Europe’s Judeo-Christian heritage and rationalist tradi-
tion, which is seen as at the root of European identity. Well-entrenched, if 
sometimes irrational, resentments and even fears go back to Muslim in-
vasions of Europe in the eighth century and Ottoman occupations of the 
Balkans from the fourteenth century. However, others point to the fact 
that these Byzantine and Ottoman empires have also shaped Europe 
(Littoz-Monnet and Villanueva Penas 2005: 7). The issue was taken up by 
Mardin in 1989, arguing that the Turkish identity, that of Islam, created 
considerable opposition to ideas of Westernization. Radical Islamic dis-
course articulated the anti-Western feelings and aspirations of a provin-
cial and bizarre population brought up on Islamic perceptions (Mardin 
1989: 177). The contemporary manifestation has been a fear of massive 
migration from Turkey to Europe.
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During the course of the 1980s, Turkey was confronted with a widening 
of the EC. Although this looked a long way ahead, it seemed there might 
be value to be gained from the issue of Southern enlargement in terms of 
the possibility of Turkey’s entry. Turkey’s entry to the EC might have 
helped to frame the issue as a basic cultural difference. Therefore, re-
defining Turkish identity and boundaries was a crucial issue in a situation 
in which Turkey found itself excluded from Europe. The free movement 
of Turkish labour in Europe was largely stifled, with the inclusion of the 
Southern European countries to the EC in the 1980, and since the old 
pattern of Turkish labour migration (guest workers’ programme) ended 
in 1973. The negative impact of the southern European countries inevi t-
ably created incentives for Turkey to export its surplus labour force to 
other countries (particularly the US). Consequently, an upward trend of 
Turkish labour migration in the 1989s onwards was recorded.

The same period also saw ambiguities posed by the project of West-
ernization. There is little doubt that, when Turkey applied to the EEC for 
full membership, the chances of its immediate inclusion were at their 
lowest. Greece’s opposition to Turkish membership had a detrimental 
 effect on Turkey’s aspirations, which was a cause of concern for Turkey’s 
governing elite. Membership and free movement of labour were seen as 
two advantages of Turkey’s integration with the West. As circumstances 
deteriorated owing to Greek opposition, the chances of obtaining these 
two benefits diminished.

As Eralp (1992) has argued, after the inclusion of Greece, Spain and 
Portugal the boundaries of this newly enlarged Europe served to redefine 
what and who constituted its periphery. Turkey, which since the 1960s had 
had a special relationship with the Community, seemed to be relegated to 
the outside, albeit with important functions of regional mediation. This 
makes Turkey an interesting case to study, especially since, in many other 
countries outside the West, identity has largely been defined in terms of 
opposition to the West (Eralp 1992: 201–203).

The elite in the early Turkish Republic sought to modernize the coun-
try through an instrumental concept of reason, namely a means–end ra-
tionality that was very different from local dynamics. This highly radical 
undertaking involved the filtering or blocking of demands from the pe-
riphery, which was deemed to be pre-modern or backward. According to 
this early ideology, most of the demands from the periphery stood in the 
way of adopting and internalizing Western modernity, which was essential 
for joining the civilized world. The building of a homogeneous nation-
state with a common civic culture also required the suppression of what 
was perceived to be peripheral (Polat 2006: 515). Turkey’s attempts at 
modernization, led by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, began in 1920 with the 
national liberation movement in Anatolia. This new era witnessed the 
Treaty of Lausanne following the expulsion of the Greek army from 
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Anatolian soil and the Greek evacuation of Eastern Thrace. Although 
the outcome of the peace conference did not satisfy Turkey in relation to 
the conclusion of peace, Turkey adopted the ideas of the West alongside 
the establishment of basic Western institutions for a new Turkey. This was 
Mustafa Kemal’s formula: it was necessary to embrace Western culture 
and achieve Western standards of political and economic management, 
while criticizing the economic backwardness of the country and its Is-
lamic culture.

To elaborate further, Kemalism in its present-day form is the only real 
alternative to the modernization project. Its substance carries meaning 
created through the process in which the “ideology of the republic” or 
republicanism was forged. With its explicit and more fully developed 
 discourse of French republicanism, Kemalism, an elitist and centralizing 
mind-set impervious to the demands of the periphery, often legitimized 
its exclusionary posture in politics. With reference to Islamism and Kurd-
ish nationalism, its chief ideology was that the periphery should be disen-
franchised for posing a threat to the unity of the nation. Kemalists have, 
therefore, perceived the EU’s aspiration of enhancing democracy in the 
country as interventionism that aims at empowering the periphery and 
causing tension and disunity in the nation (İlhan 2002: 23).

The dilemmas in Western policy-making in terms of restrictive or cyni-
cal immigration policies were partially the consequence of the intensify-
ing Kemalist ideology against Europe. These restrictive migration policies 
were largely perceived as denials of the “original” Western modernity. An 
upswing in sectarian identity politics (Kurdish nationalism), together with 
Europhobic Islamists, generated more challenging issues for the Turkish 
government in the 1980s. This led to an abnormal non-engagement in 
politics and obscured the thrust of the Kemalist argument about the se-
curity threats from the periphery – its commitment to resist greater de-
mocratization. In such a climate, there seemed to be possibilities for 
leaving the Kemalist project out in the cold.

Most scholars have defined Europe as “unity in diversity”. By multiply-
ing the identities constituting Europeanization, a Muslim/modern Turkey 
would resemble, on a larger scale, Greece and the Iberian accession coun-
tries with their distinctive cultural norms. There might be an “added 
value” to a European identity that is perceived as a positive effect. In a 
similar vein, following the landslide victory of the Motherland Party in 
the general elections of 1987, Prime Minister Turgut Özal repeatedly 
made statements such as “if Turkey catches up with the modern world, 
Turkey will look like Europe”. This implied that, “when we look ahead, 
Turks will mix with the glorious European family – modern, dynamic and 
happy; Turkey will be reinvented” (Tekeli and İlkin 2000: 110). Although 
Özal did not offer any concrete explanations for how this would be done, 
there were ample examples of the adaptability problem. Apparently, 
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some countries, especially Germany, had allowed a flood of Turkish work-
ers in the past. By doing so, they themselves created huge problems. The 
various migrant groups shaped the structure of the EC in terms of cus-
toms, languages, religions and lifestyles that created many problems 
(Yalçın 2004a: 43). These cultural issues had been widely recognized 
across Europe’s political spectrum as obstacles to Turkey’s integration 
with the West and were the cause for concerns about Turkey’s identity. 
Drawing on this experience, the most adaptive people were selected for 
an immigrant country, but the ultimate implications were that an empha-
sis on the importance of European identity might be an obstacle to Tur-
key’s demands for labour movement. The German authorities concluded 
that their society was “distorted” by the existence of the  Turkish/Muslim 
population. As a result, the gradual introduction of the free movement of 
workers was far from being implemented by December 1986, implying an 
indefinite period.

A continent with a shared history and culture can, in fact, overcome all 
the practical problems (that is, institutional reforms or social policy) de-
riving from the different economic and political structures of the South-
ern accession countries. For more than 500 years, Europe defined itself 
partially in opposition to the Ottoman Empire. Asserting a historic iden-
tity for Europe has profound implications for the question of Turkish ac-
cession (Mayer and Palmowski 2004: 575). From this viewpoint, however, 
it is often claimed that, although Turkey is part of Asia (because of an 
artificially drawn boundary), it has closer ties with European civilization. 
In his influential book La Turquie en Europe, Özal (1988) touched upon 
Turkey’s Europeanness. In the context of Turkey’s historic identity, Özal 
advocated the cultural thesis of “the Fisherman of Halicarnassus” (Cevat 
Şakir Kabaağaçlı), an ethnographer who proclaimed Anatolia, not Greece, 
to be “the cradle of European civilization”. Turkey has inherited the cul-
tural legacy of successive civilizations inhabiting this region since prehis-
tory (Tekeli and İlkin 2000: 127). These considerations, coinciding with 
the looming Southern enlargement, were ignored by the visionaries and 
ideologies of Europeanization in general.

It may be because of this that the issue of democracy and human rights 
practices relating to the formation of the Turkish identity often attracted 
Western criticism. Following a coup in 1980, Turks fled the country and 
applied for asylum status in some European countries. The presence of 
such a powerful group of émigrés in Western societies alarmed many 
members of democratic institutions, the lobby groups and the European 
Parliament. The military regime and its practices constituted the most 
prominent identity issues on the European political agenda, which fur-
ther distanced Turkey from Europe. However, the military officers said 
that they had no desire to stay in government forever. They would carry 
on until civilians were sufficiently capable of making democracy work.
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From the European perspective, this was an indication of the incoher-
ent structure of Turkish identity. If anything, it implied a particular chal-
lenge to those who consider a minimum level of homogeneity to be a 
prerequisite for the EC. Although Turkey was caught up in the logic of 
cultural formation, a radical change in its economic policy was largely 
dismissed throughout the 1980s. The degree of modernity and sophistica-
tion achievable by Özal’s strategy could be seen as a positive step to-
wards Europeanization. A shift in emphasis on economic policy or greater 
integration with world markets acted as a counter-argument to sustain 
claims about the cultural difference between the EU and Turkey. How-
ever, Turkish policy-makers contributed to changing the momentum of 
relations with Europe in the second half of the 1980s. These relations no 
longer centred on the economy.

Geographical proximity

The migration literature argues that the distance of migration makes a 
difference to policy orientation. Given the costs of migration, it can be 
assumed that the free movement of Turkish workers in the EC, which 
was envisaged in the treaties of 1963 and 1973, had not been addressed 
by 1986. Instead, the integration of Greek, Spanish and Portuguese work-
ers became a policy objective. Consequently, the cross-border workers 
from those countries seemed to play a different role in their socioeco-
nomic development.

Greece, Spain and Portugal were always regarded as belonging to the 
“periphery” of the EC. They enjoyed greater geographical proximity in 
comparison with Turkey, despite the fact that only Spain (of these three 
cases) shared a border with a highly developed EC member state. They 
were all supported to meet the challenges of migration costs. Clearly, this 
account confirms the significance of the distance between Turkey and the 
EC, which had negative implications for labour flows. Because of the 
transaction costs involved, restrictions on labour movement were put in 
place.

There is at least some evidence that the annual inflow of Turkish citi-
zens to Germany fell continuously from 1,333 in 1978 to 17 in 1984, as 
reported by the Turkish Employment Institution. This can be read as a 
function of Germany’s geographical distance from Turkey. A clue to this 
is that the costs of Turkish migration, including travel, information and 
non-financial costs, often exceeded even the substantial gains stemming 
from higher potential income levels.

In light of this, it was expected that large-scale migration from the 
Greek and Iberian enlargement would occur because of their closeness in 
terms of the costs involved. However, when one looks at the size of their 
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populations, the share of migration from Greece, Spain and Portugal 
 appeared to be fairly low, and it was only about 30 per cent of the total 
migration flows from Turkey to the EC in 1987. This implies that geo-
graphical proximity did not play a significant role in increasing migration 
in the 1980s, making the idea of the costs of migration irrelevant. Thus, 
distance appeared to be a less decisive factor in traditional migration.

As the previous section on migration flows demonstrated, the willing-
ness of Southern Europeans to move geographically was not significantly 
higher on average than had been projected. Following the initial upsurge 
in movement, the net migration flows from these countries remained re-
markably constant throughout the 1990s. After the opening of borders 
during the early stages of transition, considerable reductions in the rates 
of net in-migration were experienced in Spain, despite the low costs of 
movement. Although demand for migrants in some countries was com-
plemented by the desire of workers in other countries to migrate, the 
main change was the transformation of the Southern accession countries, 
especially Portugal, from net emigration to net immigration countries. 
The migrants returned home and these countries became immigrant 
countries.

The implications of the Southern enlargement for the 
movement of Turkish labour

Workers from the Southern member states and Turkey (like workers 
from third countries) embarked on a new beginning when the European 
single market was put into effect in 1968. Access to the Community was 
already regulated by bilateral agreements under Article 238 of the EEC 
Treaty. Both the Athens Association Agreement of 1961 and the Ankara 
Association Agreement of 1963 made provisions for the gradual intro-
duction of the free movement of labour. It soon became evident that the 
process concluded with the Southern enlargement of the EC without in-
cluding Turkey. A particular concern in this respect was that all three 
countries were already integrated into the West European mainstream 
when Turkey applied for membership to the EC in April 1987. Thus, the 
virtue of the enlargement called into question the “Community ap-
proach”, putting aside the previous agreements with Turkey in that the 
preferences granted by the EC until now to any non-candidate country 
would be progressively reduced.

Looking at the preliminary experiences of the Southern enlargement, 
it is possible to ask whether it made sense for the EC-9 countries to im-
pose transitional measures. With regard to the strategies for the labour 
markets of the EC-9, the supply of workers from Greece, Spain and Por-
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tugal was cut off, which might be looked upon as a lost opportunity. How-
ever, the EC could not take any risks. Consequently, the conditions that 
attached to the membership of the Southern accession countries regard-
ing free movement of their nationals included fairly long transitional pe-
riods. When the EC delayed access to its labour markets for workers 
from the Southern members it appeared to make sense to ignore the is-
sue of Turkish labour movement in the 1980s.

When the Southern enlargement took place, some commentators as-
serted that it would have been in the EC’s best interests to adopt policies 
that would prevent the perpetuation of unequal relations with Turkey. No 
matter how “hard” the measures that the Community took were, the 
whole process upset the very delicate balance of profits and losses for 
Turkey. The failure from the early days of the enlargement process to 
grant Turkish workers freedom to move is self-explanatory. It is precisely 
the fear of lower wages and higher unemployment as a result of the 
Southern enlargement that might be considered to be detrimental to the 
Commu nity’s policy towards the flows of migrants from Turkey.

Yet clearly there was some scope for justifying the EC’s policy, since 
quite a large part of the membership negotiations with Greece and the 
Iberian countries related to matters that would also involve Turkey. The 
Southern enlargement process was the subject of political controversy 
across the EC. Combined with this, slow progress in the membership ne-
gotiations for Portugal and Spain was attributed to contentious bargain-
ing over the free movement of workers. The obstacles to Iberian accession 
also included fisheries, the budget question and the Integrated Mediter-
ranean Programmes. All of these issues were closely related to Turkey’s 
aspirations, but they were all eventually removed by 1985.

More strikingly, both the inclusion of the Southern European countries 
in the EC and the anticipated eventual free access of Turkish workers to 
European labour markets were intended to take place in 1986. Inevitably, 
they reinforced one another and were by no means unrelated. One may 
conclude that the EC authorities were reluctant to face the social and 
political effects of the mass recruitment of migrant workers. After 1980, 
Greece refused to enter into a standardization agreement with Turkey. 
However, its failure to comply with the provisions of the Treaty of Rome 
was largely ignored by the EC owing to its frozen relationship with Tur-
key. After intensive negotiations, an agreement was eventually signed on 
1 January 1988. Although Greece’s delay was based purely on political 
aspects, Portugal and Spain, being full members of the EC in 1986, were 
deeply concerned about the terms and conditions of trade with Turkey. 
Nevertheless, the outcome further reinforced the deepening of the Asso-
ciation Agreements for all three accession countries and Turkey, and pro-
vided a mechanism for adopting the EC rules and regulations.
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This development was merely a shift in Turkey’s satisfaction that Euro-
pean officials welcomed not only the participation of Turkish workers in 
the European labour markets but also the strengthening of Turkey’s 
Western orientation. From this viewpoint, it was expected that the South-
ern European countries would provide a powerful incentive for Turkey 
to consolidate its democratic process and avoid authoritarian impulses. 
Indeed, the inclusion of the Southern European countries within the 
boundaries of the EC brought in its wake a reformulation of the EC’s 
nature.

In a broader context, the EC defined “Europeanness” as reflecting the 
promotion of democratic values and human rights rather than economic 
development. Ironically, without being a member of the industrialized 
Northern countries’ club, Turkish policy-makers continued to rely on eco-
nomic parameters, pressing their bid for membership even after the mili-
tary coup in 1980, which further distanced Turkey from Europe (Birand 
1985: 5). With deficiencies of the political system that were inherently 
similar to those of the Iberian countries, the Turks were beginning to 
demonstrate allegiance to European standards by adopting the acquis 
communautaire. From the Community perspective, these were steps to-
wards the realization of the principle of free movement. Yet the ultimate 
goal continued to be to modernize society and its institutions and eventu-
ally to become a model for aspiring new entrants.

During the 1980s, the idea of the marginal effect of the accession of 
small countries to the EC on the political and economic balance became 
a real issue. In particular, there were formidable economic issues sur-
rounding the entry of what would be the poorest members. The Southern 
enlargement was accompanied by prolonged problems of absorption as 
the original 6 EEC members became 12 and increased the Community’s 
disparity. The enlargement led to rather acrimonious squabbling among 
the existing member states, which were fearful that enlargement to the 
South might damage their economic interests. Because the Southern Eu-
ropean applicants were significantly poorer than the existing members of 
the Community, the member governments also questioned the applicants’ 
ability to assume the obligations of membership (Cini 2004: 212). In par-
ticular, the necessary structural modifications did not happen at the time 
of their accession, implying that the essential conditions for their smooth 
integration were not met before the three countries joined the EC. They 
could not be met because the different structures of their economies did 
not support this.

In 1983, the case of Greece illustrates the scale of the problem that the 
EC had to face. Structural imbalances gave the Greek economy bleak 
prospects. Greece had a large number of small enterprises, 80 per cent of 
which depended on imported capital equipment. This highlighted the 
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problem of a low level of investment in processing plants. A similar prob-
lem was related to agriculture. The farm population of Greece was large, 
accounting for around 30 per cent of the workforce, combined with an 
inadequate infrastructure for the marketing and processing of agricul-
tural products. Agricultural holdings were small and greatly fragmented.

The situation in the Iberian countries was even less promising than in 
Greece. In Portugal, during the first six months of 1982 the balance-of-
payments deficit totalled nearly US$2.7 billion. Although the government 
maintained a relatively good credit rating in gold reserves, its foreign 
debt was approaching US$12 billion. Inflation was close to 24 per cent 
and the Portuguese had the lowest per capita incomes in Western Eu-
rope, at about US$2,000 a year (DeYoung 1983: 4). In Spain, the public 
sector deficit was already over 4 per cent of GDP and this risked worsen-
ing inflation. Spain’s inflation was fuelled by high wage settlements, which 
averaged 15 per cent in 1979–1982 and were well out of step with its 
international competitors. In turn, exports were losing their competitive 
edge and the reserves dropped as a result of support operations for the 
peseta (Graham 1983: 15).

As for the economic outlook in Turkey, it was highly unlikely that Tur-
key would be able to catch up with the EC members in economic terms. 
If the EC could not respond positively to the Mediterranean member-
ship, it seemed unlikely to class itself as politically and economically com-
petent to deal with another application, such as Turkey’s. This suggests 
that labour movement could not take place because the EC had enough 
problems relating to the economic situation in these new accession coun-
tries.

Gümrükçü (1988) argued that Greece, Spain and Portugal had all been 
following similar economic policies since the 1970s. Moreover, the na-
tional economies of the Southern EC countries and Turkey had been 
closely interlinked with the EC for more than a decade. Not only did 
they have preferential trading relationships with the highly industrialized 
EC countries, but the “migratory flows” of their labour power also re-
flected their economic interrelationships (Gümrükçü 1988: 25). The argu-
ment was that this helped to reduce the complexity of the process of 
adjustment. Surely such a close relationship would have encouraged 
more labour flows into the European labour markets, given the socio-
economic situation in Turkey. However, no massive migration occurred in 
the 1980s, for the reasons outlined in Chapter 2.

Some studies have concluded that the resources that were poured into 
recruitment and training for workers originating from the South had an 
adverse effect on Turkey as a non-member state. In the context of post-
war labour migration, the EC sought to maintain its export-led economic 
growth by drawing on unemployed workers from Southern Europe. These 
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studies also indicated that South European countries benefited from the 
recruitment, remittances and return of migrants with precious acquired 
skills.

While short-lived development began to take hold in the early 1970s, 
at a time when the EC nations had halted recruitment in Turkey, Greek 
and Iberian nationals demonstrated a great capacity for commuting in 
border regions. Cross-border movement was more likely to occur and 
workers from Portugal and Spain were particularly fast to react to 
changes in the neighbouring countries. Moreover, proximity gave rise to 
specific modes of movement for countries that fell outside the strict con-
cept of migration. In spite of low levels of movement, geographical dis-
tance usually played a positive role in migration from these countries 
because of the proximity of the border, but it played an opposite role for 
Turkey. For instance, Spanish and Portuguese children mostly stayed in 
the national school system, the spouse kept his/ her employment and lan-
guage problems were relatively minor. This explains the main incentive 
for movement – accession outcomes in the South European integration 
process certainly benefited these countries. As regards the exodus of the 
1970s and 1980s in response to both the political and the economic situa-
tion, these countries contributed to the preservation of power relation-
ships in their societies and the reduction of internal social tensions, within 
the bounds of the possible advantages of emigration.

Following the signing of the Additional Protocol between the EC and 
Turkey in 1973, the main emphasis was on preferential treatment for the 
Mediterranean countries. Turkey was disadvantaged politically and finan-
cially. The increase from nine member states to 12 had a dual effect on 
vulnerable sectors in Turkey, such as agricultural products and semi-
industrial  products. First, there was a reduction in trade in certain Medi-
terranean products, and second, there was renewed pressure to protect. 
The new accession countries had similar production patterns to Turkey in 
some sectors. This led to a worsening of Turkey’s trade deficit with the 
EC, which amounted to 1.7 billion ECU (European currency units) in 
1987. This, in turn, had serious drawbacks for the Turkish labour market. 
The economic consequence of adopting protectionist measures in vulner-
able sectors, mainly against exports from Turkey, was higher unemploy-
ment in Turkey. This provided the incentives for additional migration. 
Immigrants’ remittances constituted one of the main sources of income 
to cover Turkey’s trade deficit. Put simply, there were strong economic 
pressures to go abroad when the population of Turkey became unem-
ployed in large numbers at the end of the 1980s. It should also be noted 
that Turkey looked to other markets for its products by opening up the 
region to outside powers. Thus, the 1990s witnessed some attempts by 
Turkish political leaders to strengthen ties with their powerful northern 
neighbour – the Soviet Union.
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The available academic literature is critical of the way in which Com-
munity funds were largely allocated to the new accession countries at the 
expense of Turkey. The Southern accession countries benefited from the 
new opportunities and additional economically-motivated migration oc-
curred. A comparative analysis by Büthe (2009) showed that membership 
brought sociopolitical and economic benefits to the new accession coun-
tries. For instance, the allocation of development funds and loans from 
the European Investment Bank made it difficult to envisage a satis-
factory relationship between Turkey and the EC. The three accession 
countries increasingly relied on EU assistance. Their relative economic 
backwardness meant that membership in the EC signified the opening of 
a window of opportunity, and thus the Southern accession countries be-
came net recipients of Community funds. For Greece alone, net profits 
from the Community were estimated at more than US$800 million in 
1983, which made a significant contribution to covering the balance-of-
payments deficit.

Turkey fell back on its membership application, with even larger re-
quests for development funds. The response was negative whereas the 
Southern accession countries had been blessed with acceptance. Turkey 
needed to expand investments in education, health and nutrition (the 
 basic elements of human development) as part of the EC membership 
criteria. On the whole, no progress was made in these areas. Such invest-
ments were financed by public funds, which were cut at the onset of the 
economic crisis. Turkey was in need of EC funds in this period given the 
existing state-financed labour market policy. As in the three accession 
countries, these funds would play a vital role in helping Turkey to catch 
up with the Community average for economic growth. They would also 
assist Turkey to modernize its labour market policies in areas such as 
 vocational training and wage or employment subsidies.

The “Greek factor” comes into play here. Greek membership in the 
EC automatically raised the question of whether the Athens government 
might seek to employ that added clout as leverage in the controversy 
over Turkish immigration. This factor owes much to the historical legacy. 
Greece was heir to the Byzantine Empire, which had been besieged, 
gradually conquered and finally destroyed by the Turks from the eleventh 
century. This culminated initially in the conquest of Constantinople in 
1453, but was then followed by further expansion into the Balkans with 
the two sieges of Vienna in 1529 and 1683. Europeans supported the 
Greeks in their fight for independence from the Ottoman Empire from 
1821 on. Apart from the old animosities, resentment against the Turks 
grew, most recently because of Turkish aggression, for example in Cyprus 
in the 1970s. Understandably, Turkey felt sidelined by the EC, partly be-
cause Greece, as a member of the Community, would stand in the way of 
Turkish membership.
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In fact, since 1981, Greece had used the EC institutions to harm Turk-
ish interests. Attempts at reconciliation in early 1988 appeared to have 
made little progress and Greece lost no opportunity to obstruct Turkey’s 
relations with the EC. Even at the Lisbon Summit in June 1992, although 
Greece lifted its previous veto on Turkey’s participation in the Integrated 
Mediterranean Programmes, it showed no signs of dropping its opposi-
tion to the implementation of the Fourth Financial Protocol for the pe-
riod 1982–1986. There had been a widespread positive response in the 
EC countries following the democratic elections of 1983 in Turkey, and 
the establishment of civilian rule with adherence to the principles of the 
market economy. That is why the EC as a whole and Germany in particu-
lar committed themselves to substantial aid programmes to assist the 
 ailing Turkish economy. At this point, Greek membership might have 
proved to be just the spur needed to push the Turks towards the step re-
quired to make Turkey itself eligible for full membership. Nor should it 
be forgotten that Turkey began its Associate status with the Community 
about the same time as Greece did in the early 1960s.

It may seem impossible for Greece and Turkey to reach a compromise 
in their relationship within the EC, but it is possible to conceive of a 
more positive attitude on the part of Turkey in terms of cooperation with 
Greece. The two countries in fact have much in common despite the tra-
ditional hostility that divided them. Both Greece and Turkey took advan-
tage of the opportunities rather than pursuing an attitude of “all or 
nothing”. Indeed both countries sent hundreds of thousands of men and 
women to work in Northern Europe. By 1981, 700,000 Turks were esti-
mated to be working in the EC countries (the bulk in Germany), or 
about one-twentieth of the Turkish labour force. Greek workers in the 
EC countries, which numbered about 175,000, also represented close to 
one-twentieth of the Greek workforce (Binder 1981: 4). This apparent 
similarity was further reinforced by both countries’ workers not only con-
tributing the equivalent of billions of dollars in remittances to their 
homeland but also enriching their country by returning with newly ac-
quired skills, albeit to a lesser extent in the case of Turkey. Remittances 
represented a valuable case for movement or an attempt to aid the mod-
ernization of Turkey and Greece.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the effect of the Southern enlargement on the movement 
of Turkish labour has been considered. What is clear from this analysis is 
that the hopes of increased freedom for Turkish workers who sought em-
ployment in the EC had not been realized, largely because of the chal-
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lenge to the EC of including Greece as well as the Iberian countries. Not 
surprisingly, EC countries that wanted to import workers found it easiest 
to encourage migration from the South European countries, which had a 
similar socioeconomic outlook and were nearby. The level of economic 
development of Greece, Spain and Portugal, which were integrated into 
the Community by 1986, diverged considerably from the average of the 
old EC member states, and this led to great uncertainty regarding the fu-
ture shape of Turkish labour movement. As a consequence of the South-
ern enlargement, Turkish labour mobility became one of the unfulfilled 
promises of the EC.

The chapter was confined to the integration process for EC member-
ship. In the political context, a review of the experiences of Greece, Spain 
and Portugal suggests that they had characteristics similar to those of 
Turkey in the 1980s. These countries were all under authoritarian regimes 
before they joined the EC. All three countries soon became liberal de-
mocracies, with widespread respect for the rule of law. As the analysis has 
indicated, both Spain and Portugal had had far less experience with 
democracy than Turkey when they became members of the EC. There-
fore, it would appear that any discussion on this point should assume that 
the EC’s response to Turkey’s attempts to become a full member (and to 
free its labour force) would be different from its approach to the treat-
ment of these three accession countries.

In the context of migration in Southern Europe, the chapter then pre-
sented an overall picture of flows for the period 1986 –1997. The main 
finding from the figures is that emigration from the South European 
countries was negligible. The statistical portrait of Greek, Spanish and 
Portuguese workers in Europe shows that geographical labour mobility 
following the enlargement was limited. The stock of Spanish labour mov-
ing to Germany, for instance, dropped after the principle of free move-
ment was finally granted in the early 1990s. The integration process led to 
limited labour flows regardless of distance; in none of the three countries 
did the population change their behaviour. This result is important in its 
implications for Turkey. It provides the best guide to what might happen 
with the incorporation of the Central and East European countries, espe-
cially whether the free movement principle will bring an upsurge in la-
bour migration.

From the account of the reasons for low Turkish migration flows at 
those times, it is easy to see that political and socioeconomic factors dis-
tinguished the Southern accession countries from Turkey. There were sig-
nificant divergences in terms of Turkey’s adaptability to the EC’s social 
model. Almost all of Turkey’s socioeconomic indicators performed less 
well. With regard to economic efficiency, the Turkish labour market situa-
tion had long attached more weight to lower growth than the Southern 
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accession countries. In many ways, Turkey resembled the least advanced 
of these countries, although these similarities had not always been suffi-
ciently clear-cut. Despite labour movement being low, Greece, Spain and 
Portugal had the advantage of geographical proximity to and, in particu-
lar, cultural affinity with the EC-9. Perhaps the root of the problem in 
this particular period was not so much socioeconomic conditions or geo-
graphical distance but the question of Turkish identity, together with 
 Turkey’s political instability, which prevented the EC from pursuing a fa-
vourable policy. This is particularly relevant when a fall in labour flows 
was recorded in all West European countries.

The discussion of the migration implications of the Southern enlarge-
ment demonstrated considerable restrictions on Turkish labour migra-
tion. The implications were both damaging and serious. The EC did not 
fully appreciate the issue of Turkish labour migration following the 
Southern enlargement. The EC had devoted more resources to the South-
ern accession countries in response to its pursuit of greater European 
political and economic integration when it was deeply involved in estab-
lishing a single market. After all, the opening up of the market to the 
three countries would test the entire machinery of the EC in crucial 
areas. Without substantial reforms, integrating workers from Greece and 
the Iberian countries into EC markets might have destabilized the entire 
European project. While the EC was preoccupied with the flows from 
these countries, the issue of Turkish labour movement was treated with 
caution.
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United Nations University Press, 2012, ISBN 978-92-808-1206-0

4

The European Union’s overall 
strategy for the movement of labour

Introduction

Since the inception of European integration in the 1950s, the principle of 
labour movement has been a cornerstone of the policies of the European 
Community (EC) and the European Union (EU). From these early initi-
atives, the opening of labour markets was a comparatively radical change. 
Over time, the Treaty of Rome’s delimitation of the free movement of 
labour has been deepened, expanded and transformed by subsequent 
treaties. There have been problems within the EU’s migration strategy so 
far. The main objective of this chapter is to present the problem of Euro-
pean labour migration and analyse the implications of policy outcomes 
for Turkish labour flows. I first provide the necessary background infor-
mation at the European level to frame the national immigration policies. 
This lays the foundation for a discussion that examines the development 
of EU policies. I then elaborate the obstacles to EU policies by pointing 
out the challenges to and pressures on Turkish labour flows.

The evolution of the EU policy

Free movement for Europeans

When the Treaty of Rome established the European Economic Commu-
nity (EEC) in 1957, the six signatories (Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, 
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Luxembourg and the Netherlands) were not concerned with the migra-
tion of third-country nationals. Rather the Treaty provided some compe-
tences that had as much to do with economic integration as with the 
migration of Community citizens for the purpose of employment. Prefer-
ences for foreign workers were ignored in the interests of national sover-
eignty. Article 3 touched on the abolition “of obstacles to the free 
movement of goods, persons, services and capital” between the member 
states. This Article was the blueprint for a common market, which was 
mostly associated with stimulating further integration.

This was a uniquely complex and challenging situation requiring the 
supranational principle that eventually created the freedom of establish-
ment (Article 52) in a common market. In this regard, the most impor-
tant Treaty provisions concerned the treatment of Community workers. 
Article 48 stipulated “freedom of movement of workers”, which entailed 
the “abolition of any discrimination based on nationality between work-
ers of the member states as regards employment, remuneration and other 
conditions of work and employment”. Apart from this, Article 48 laid 
down the following principles:
•  free access to employment;
•  the right to travel for the purpose of seeking employment within the 

Community;
•  the right to reside in the member state where the employment takes 

place.
It was decided that workers with an EEC passport could be allowed to 
move without any substantial legal restrictions from one member country 
to another in a manner similar to movement within their home country. 
Any move towards a uniform policy was necessarily associated with the 
realization of one of the major aims of the Community establishing the 
common market. At the very least, the principles had to take into ac-
count how efficiently the European labour markets could operate.

The EEC was assigned a range of objectives, based on a set of impor-
tant principles. When the Council of Ministers of the EEC passed Regu-
lation No. 38/64/ EEC on 25 March 1964, they completed the most 
comprehensive international agreement dealing with the free movement 
of labour (apart from the Scandinavian and Benelux agreements) yet to 
be established by an EU organization. This was the second of three pro-
jected regulations designed to achieve the free movement of labour 
within the EEC by the established target date of 1 July 1968 (Dahlberg 
1967: 311). It is worth noting that these rights originated from an eco-
nomic standpoint and were aimed at enabling the flow of workers neces-
sary for building the common market. However, significantly, the right to 
free movement for the families of the workers was not secured. The 
Treaty instituted the dualism in the regulation of migration in the EEC 
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countries. Whereas the migration of EEC nationals within the EEC was 
regulated by Community law, the migration of third-country nationals re-
mained within states’ exclusive competence (Kicinger and Saczuk 2004: 
10).

From 1958 onwards, the six original member states gradually intro-
duced a policy of labour movement covering their joint population of 158 
million people. The essential structure for ensuring the free movement of 
wage-earners within the six members of the EEC was in place by 1968 or 
settled not long afterwards. The rules that protected the right to move for 
work and to remain in a country subsequently gave entry rights to fami-
lies and elaborated a complex system for the maintenance of social secur-
ity rights. They also conformed to the right to join a trade union and to 
stand for office, the right of access to vocational training and the right to 
use the employment services. In this way, the principles of equal treat-
ment and of ensuring non-discrimination were accepted. Broadly speak-
ing, these rules were applied without undue difficulty. Individual cases 
of discrimination continue to find their way to the European Court of 
Justice (ECJ) – eligibility for social security benefits being a particularly 
complex area – but, gradually, the rules have become better understood 
and observed (El-Agraa 2001: 422).

The guest worker programme

The initiatives for the creation of a common market, primarily concerned 
with internal mobility, were important to raise the efficiency of European 
labour markets so that they could respond effectively to changes in de-
mand through wage flexibility, occupational flexibility or mobility. In this 
economic environment, the internal free market implied formal coopera-
tion among the member states in the sense that they would ensure a high 
level of economic activity. Consideration was given not only to labour 
movement but also to employment, which was equally regarded as one of 
the contentious issues.

Yet, even after the institutional implementation of the free movement 
and settlement of persons in 1968, intra-Community employment-related 
migration remained relatively small compared with the larger migration 
waves originating mostly from third countries (Garson and Loizillon 
2003: 3). In this context, the recruitment of hundreds of thousands of Ital-
ians was not sufficient to provide the labour supply for the economies of 
the Northern member states, so it was natural for industrial north-west 
Europe to look elsewhere for labour supplies. Here, it is important to 
have a clear understanding of the nature of the “guest worker” phase. 
Building on the 1950s, the phase was viewed not only in the context of 
the internal economic, social and political problems raised by the large 
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numbers of immigrants, but also in terms of its implications for, and com-
patibility with, the member states. Most provisions mentioned in the 
Treaty underlined the basic rules. For instance, it was the responsibility of 
any member that was committed to the creation of an internal market to 
implement the free movement of third-country nationals. The most im-
portant economic trend was the ever-growing number of foreign workers 
employed within the EEC (with the exception of Italy). This trend can be 
seen in Table 4.1.

The figures in Table 4.1 suggest that recruitment of foreign workers 
had become important for the continued growth and prosperity in much 
of north-west Europe. By 1973, it was estimated that the number of work-
ers in the EEC, plus Austria, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland, was 
7,500,000. However, the Commission’s statistical systems were in their in-
fancy and there were some problems with data collection, compounded 
by the administrative procedures. Thus, in the “high guest worker” phase, 
the numbers of foreign workers were almost certainly underestimated. 
Nevertheless, in many cases, these systems encouraged entry, irregular re-
cruitment and employment. Overall, the gross annual migrations in the 
early 1970s to and from Europe were estimated to be 2–3 million. It is 
important to note that the impact of the guest workers employed in West 
Germany cannot be underestimated, since the German economic miracle 
proved to have a remarkable appetite for Turkish workers in particular. 
In this way, Germany was able to boost its rate of economic growth. 
Above all, German employers were able to obtain cheap labour when 
they were facing problems with the country’s post-war reconstruction. In 
subsequent years, Germany saw a steep rise in the number of Turkish 
workers.

Table 4.1 Evolution of the EEC labour market in terms of new work permits 
 issued

Community workers Third-country workers

No. Per cent No. Per cent Total

1958 170,000 65  80,000 35 250,000
1959 150,000 63  80,000 37 230,000
1960 260,000 56 190,000 44 450,000
1961 300,000 51 290,000 49 590,000
1962 280,000 42 380,000 58 660,000
1963 250,000 34 430,000 66 680,000
1964 250,000 29 580,000 71 830,000
1965 320,000 36 630,000 64 950,000

Source: European Commission, Free Movement and the Labour Market in the 
EEC, Annex Statistics, 8162/1/II/1966/5, February 1966.
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Tighter rules to restrict migration

Although the net effect of foreign labour on the Western economies was 
considered to be positive for the initial restructuring process, improve-
ment in the economic situation in Northern Europe was less likely. Much 
changed after 1973. Starting with the 1973 recession, the relative share of 
the member states, in particular of Italy, in migration flows was reduced. 
The adverse shocks (oil shocks) led to a strong rise in unemployment. 
There was significant pressure on the flow of labour among countries 
when the EC economies moved into recession. Other reasons for this 
drop were the growth in the Italian economy and the reduction in intra-
EC wage differences. The actual path of labour migration was heavily af-
fected by the overall situation. In 1973 the German government suddenly 
halted migrant entry and most European governments followed suit by 
1974. It is important to note that the United Kingdom had curtailed im-
migration as early as 1962.

For these reasons, policy-makers now had the encouragement to re-
verse the flow and started to stimulate return migration. The first impor-
tant step in the development of common positions on migration in the 
EC was the adoption of the action programme in favour of migrant work-
ers and their families in 1974. The increased interest in the question of 
migration in the EC was connected to the enlargement to the United 
Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark (Huymans 2000: 755). This made it pos-
sible to refer to the detrimental effects for the Community as a whole if a 
restrictive policy was not followed nationally (Brochmann 1993: 110).

To overcome these problems, some incentives were introduced in a 
number of West European countries in order to encourage foreign work-
ers to return home. For instance, Germany introduced a scheme in Janu-
ary 1974 that entitled returning Turkish workers to receive a lump sum of 
subsidies. To be more specific, a number of measures were introduced:
•  a return premium to the person involved;
•  aid to the person involved for setting up in business;
•  subsidies to the home country for professional training;
•  development aid to the home country for projects.

As a result of this scheme, the migration of foreign workers dwindled, 
although this varied for different groups from different countries of ori-
gin, depending on the degree of integration. The theory of the guest 
worker system was that most migrants would leave fairly soon once re-
cruitment stopped. In fact, many did, but others stayed on. Later, follow-
up migration was, and still is, seen among their adult children, who might 
bring their marriage partner over to the country of destination (family 
formation) (Muus 2001: 34). “Family reunion speeded up, and settlement 
and ethnic minority formation became obvious to everyone (except some 
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political leaders: it was not until 1998 that mainstream German political 
parties were willing to admit that “Germany was a country of immigra-
tion” (Castles 2006b: 743, emphasis in original). The process was de-
scribed as one of the “unforced policies” adopted by the host countries. 
Given the existing regulations on family reunification, a substantial net 
flow of migrants has, since then, been taking place under this pretence.

In parallel to this development, political migration dominated the pe-
riod of restrained migration. The number of illegal immigrants rose sig-
nificantly (Zimmermann 1995: 47). In almost all member states, there was 
a widely held belief that the “stop policy” had not been a success in any 
of the countries in question. After the door was closed to labour migrants 
in the early 1970s, the only legal entry was through the asylum route. 
Likewise, having very little chance of succeeding through legal recruit-
ment channels, foreign job-seekers from “peaceful” countries in the South 
entered through unofficial channels. Control of one gateway may conse-
quently direct the flow on to a new track (Brochmann 1993: 108). Ac-
cording to the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, asylum applications by 
Turkish nationals arose to around 108,000 in West Germany in 1980 and 
167,000 in Western Europe in 1985.

Towards a comprehensive approach

After years of retrenchment, in the early 1980s discussions and negotia-
tions between the member states of the EC concentrated on a better and 
more coordinated policy. The EC redoubled its efforts to press ahead 
with its ambitious programme, focusing on a collectivist and Community-
wide approach to social issues. Attention turned to European labour 
markets, which needed to be more efficient, modern and accessible to 
Community citizens. The adoption of the new measures (CEC 1985) im-
proved the situation in social policy context, guaranteeing the movement 
of workers. Obviously, migration was mostly considered in the context of 
socioeconomic rights and the construction of integrated labour markets 
in which workers could move freely.

At the same time, it was stressed that governments should reinforce 
existing efforts to control their external borders. In the intergovernmen-
tal framework, the Schengen Treaty of 1985 tried to accelerate the pro-
cess of extending freedom of movement from workers to all persons and 
removing controls at internal borders. According to Article 8, the new 
member states must accept the Schengen acquis in full. In this regard, the 
working of the Schengen system requires very strict controls at external 
borders as a counterbalance to free movement within and between the 
new member states, which is granted to both the citizens of the EU 
and third-country nationals (Adinolfi 2005: 470). The Treaty introduced 
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mea sures to tighten security at the common external border, while it 
opened all internal borders of participating countries.

The real impulse for cooperation in labour movement issues was pro-
vided by the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986. The SEA provided a 
major boost to the internal market, which would embrace “an area with-
out internal borders in which free movement of goods, persons, services 
and capital is ensured”. The full benefits of the SEA would be realized 
only if checks at internal borders were to be abolished for such move-
ments.

The Treaty on European Union (the Maastricht Treaty) of 1992 marked 
a new stage in the process of creating ever closer cooperation among the 
EC countries. The member states agreed to cooperate on asylum, refu-
gees, immigration policy and judicial cooperation, which were covered by 
the third pillar of the Treaty. They now regarded immigration and asylum 
policy and the residence rights of third-country nationals as matters of 
common interest. The Treaty formalized intergovernmental cooperation 
by establishing an “area of freedom, security and justice” in the field of 
Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) policy. The Treaty also introduced the 
concept of European citizenship and formally recognized the need for a 
modest acquis in migration-related issues.

In a similar vein, an action programme to modernize the free move-
ment arrangements began in 1997, not only with the aim of rationalizing 
the rules but also because the EU could now start from the principle of 
the right of free movement for the EU citizens, developing the minimum 
number of rules for special groups as required (El-Agraa 2001: 422). It 
was only in 1997, under the Amsterdam Treaty, that the arrangements 
were formally incorporated into the EU’s legal framework. The Treaty 
increased competence in JHA policy, within which the sections of the 
third pillar relating to immigration, asylum and refugees were communi-
tarized (Brinkmann 2004: 183). The aim was to maintain and develop the 
EU “as an area of freedom, security and justice”. In this way, freedom of 
persons was assured in conjunction with appropriate measures with re-
spect to external border controls, asylum, immigration and the prevention 
and combating of crime.

An example of another important step with regard to similar immigra-
tion policy developments can be observed in the Tampere European 
Council meeting in 1999. The Tampere Council urged the member states 
to cooperate more closely on immigration issues, including common en-
try, post-entry standards for asylum-seekers, the management of immigra-
tion policy and the integration of third-country nationals who had been 
granted access to member states. Subsequent Council meetings at Laeken 
(2001) and Seville (2002) reaffirmed the Tampere Council. However, the 
intergovernmental approach of the third pillar concerning migration-
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related  issues was not contested in these Council meetings, which gained 
a reputation for a comprehensive role, as had been the case with the 
 Edinburgh European Council in 1992 (where the formal phase of EU co-
operation started). It should also be noted that, beyond the formal insti-
tutions built up around the national interests of each member state, there 
was now qualified majority voting within the policy-making process.

The Eastern enlargement and transitional freedom types

One significant difference between the 1980s and the present is the ad-
vent of EU citizenship and the concomitant rights to move freely to re-
side and work in all the other member states, as set out in the 1992 
Maastricht Treaty (Van Selm and Tsolakis 2004: 1). The important ques-
tion is, will these rights be sufficient to prompt a much larger proportion 
of nationals from the Central and East European countries (CEECs) to 
migrate, following the enlargements in 2004 and 2007, than was the case 
in earlier enlargements?

International migration behind the iron curtain was previously insig-
nificant or very small between adjacent states. The advent of democracy 
in the former Communist states inevitably created substantial increases 
in flows to Western Europe. According to the official statistics of the 
CEECs, the flow of migrants in the early 1990s was around 850,000, com-
pared with less than half this number in the three preceding decades. 
Once the Central and East Europeans started to move abroad freely, pre-
dictions were made that revolution in these countries would activate a 
huge migration potential in that region, with the main direction of flow 
being from the East to the West. Some sources foresaw that millions of 
people would be involved in these movements, mainly from the former 
USSR (Okólski 2000: 330).

To reiterate, the question of geographical labour mobility in Europe, as 
it was envisaged in the founding Treaty, was one of the issues at stake 
right from the early days of the Community. At that time, the problem 
was how to absorb the migrants who had been encouraged by the gov-
ernments of Northern Europe to come from Southern Europe, and how 
to ease their access to the labour market (Vandamme 2000: 440). Nowa-
days, this thorny issue has fuelled the resistance of the existing member 
states to enlargement. Germany and Austria, in particular, have voiced 
fears that workers’ unfettered access to the free movement provisions 
would cause a “flood of cheap labour” from Eastern Europe and put so-
cial cohesion at risk. To address this, there have been discussions of some 
sort of restriction of labour movement, more in reaction to widespread 
public fears. This was acknowledged by the Commission in a treaty provi-
sion that was at the basis of the accession negotiations: free movement 
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“cannot be achieved without a solid and coherent external border control 
policy” (Council of the European Union 2001: paras 1 and 7).

It may be concluded that, because of the lifting of internal border con-
trols, any restrictions depend on the capacity of the country concerned to 
fulfil the necessary requirements. Therefore, full labour market integra-
tion between the old and new member states was to be achieved gradu-
ally through transitional measures in the interests of the Union, which 
would still have to be fully justified. Generally, it may, indeed, be benefi-
cial for the EU to “welcome” these countries (see Figure 4.1).

Following the Commission’s recommendation, the member states agreed 
to push for transition periods for the free movement of workers and 
measures relating to employment in their negotiations with the accession 
candidates. The accession treaties for each new member state contain 
provisions that allow the EU-15 to derogate from the principle of move-
ment of workers for a period of up to seven years, during which the 
member states could choose to exempt themselves from the EU regula-
tions.

Initially controversy arose over how exactly the EU-15 would regulate 
labour flows from the CEECs and the employment of workers during the 
transition periods. This reflected the particular criticism of the impact of 
transitional arrangements on the existing member states. A flexible sys-
tem of transitional arrangements, such as those applied to Greece, Spain 
and Portugal, would impose a limit on the number of workers from 

Figure 4.1 Reasons for admitting Central and East European countries.
Source: European Commission, Public Opinion in the European Community, 
Survey no. 441 – Fieldwork, Standard Eurobarometer 44, November–December, 
1995, Fig. 38.
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 various countries (Financial Times 2001: 3). Although such arrangements 
are essential in light of the Eastern enlargement, they would differ sig-
nificantly from those that were previously introduced. This was mainly 
because of the large amount of discretion left to the older member states. 
The transitional measures are more diverse than those of the Southern 
enlargement.

The Treaty of Accession signed on 16 April 2003 (Act of Accession, 
Part IV: Temporary Provisions) allows the EU-15 member states to intro-
duce transitional arrangements for nationals migrating from the 10 new 
member states (Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hun-
gary, Malta, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia), except for the particular cases of 
Cyprus and Malta. Since the date of accession, these arrangements have 
substantially limited the rights of workers and service providers from the 
CEECs to move and reside in the EU-15 countries (Carrera 2005: 706). A 
transitional period has been established, but it is up to the member states 
to decide the length and form of the transition periods. Therefore, access 
to some member states depends on liberal domestic immigration policies. 
Under the stipulations on transition periods, this goes along with various 
options for their approach to regulating labour movement.

As Box 4.1 shows, during the first phase (May 2004 –April 2006, eight 
of the EU-15 countries initially applied restrictions for a period of two 
years – the scheme expired on 30 April 2006 – and thus kept pre-existing 
bilateral agreements in place. This period could be automatically ex-
tended by an additional three years for a second phase, and then by a 
further two years for a third phase (so that the maximum transition pe-
riod amounted to seven years). Obviously, labour market demand and 
the economic situation of the member states determined whether they 
continued with, shortened or ended the transition period. Hence, the ma-
jority of the EU-15 member states used transitional periods to continue 
to apply ordinary or national migration legislation to workers from the 
new member states. Eventually, these workers will obtain access legally.

It is important to note that the transition period applied to prospective 
migrant workers only. It did not affect the mobility rights of workers who 
were already employed and legally resident in one of the EU-15. Nor did 
it apply to migrant students, the self-employed, service providers and all 
other accession nationals with sufficient and independent economic 
means who wished to take up a general right of residence in another 
member state (Stalford 2003: 2).

New recruitment approaches in the post-enlargement period

Since 2004, there has been an EU-wide approach to the admission of 
 migrant workers. This may be a case in favour of international labour 
 migration. A widely discussed reason for the growing support for new 
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 labour immigration policies has been advanced by Castles (2006a). Fo-
cusing on what he called the “flexible labour market”, Castles gives two 
main reasons: first, the imperatives of economic liberalization and global-
ization on the basis of securing flexibility; second, demographic shifts, 
with increasing dependence on migrants, which can lead to social changes. 
Presumably, these factors, which are not just of theoretical interest, can 
be shown by reference to the economic and fiscal pressures associated 
with declining and ageing populations over the past decade in the EU-15 
member states. In the enlarged European context, these questions are 
likely to be more deeply debated in the coming years.

Crucially, globalization is demonstrated in the way in which all West 
European countries are now engaged in migration systems that are grow-
ing in size and complexity and that are producing an increasing diversity 

Box 4.1 An overview of the transitional period (2+3+2)

Phase one: 
two years

(May 2004 –
April 2006)

In the first two years after accession, the free move-
ment of workers does not apply to workers from the 
EU8 wishing to work in an EU15 state. Instead, pre-
existing bilateral agreements continue to apply. Individ-
ual member states can, however, choose to introduce 
national laws that allow greater freedom of movement.

Phase two: 
three years

(May 2006 –
April 2009)

Before the end of phase one, member states that wish 
to continue applying restrictions must notify the Euro-
pean Commission of their intent. During phase two, 
any member state can decide at any time to abandon 
the restrictions and allow full freedom of movement for 
workers.

Phase three: 
two years

(May 2009–
April 2011)

In principle, national measures restricting the access of 
EU8 workers to the labour markets in EU15 states 
should cease by 2009. EU15 states may, however, con-
tinue to apply them if there are serious disturbances or 
threats of the same to their labour markets. EU15 
states that choose to allow the free movement of work-
ers during this phase may resort to a ‘safeguard clause’ 
in the transitional agreement in order to suspend this 
free movement, if necessary. From May 2011 onwards, 
full freedom of movement will apply throughout the 
European Union.

Source: Focus Migration, “EU Expansion and the Free Movement of Workers: 
Do Continued Restrictions Make Sense for Germany”, Policy Brief No. 4, July 
2006.
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of flows. Hence, employers and some governments are prepared to ex-
tend their search for skills to a global level; other governments are doing 
all they can to promote labour exports in return for remittances and sav-
ings (Salt 1992: 1080). The prevailing socioeconomic attitude towards a 
shift has resulted in polarized labour migration.

One obvious change is the selective policies of most receiving coun-
tries; the member states are increasingly and actively seeking skilled 
workers only. For instance, Germany’s first Immigration Law (Zuwan-
derungsgesetz), which was introduced in 2004, focuses on an active inte-
gration policy. The law restricts new immigration and allows only 
temporary immigration of qualified individuals, except for immigration 
based on family reunification. The emphasis has now shifted principally 
to skilled workers. Organized labour movements are occurring with the 
consent of the immigration authorities in the member states. Mass immi-
gration is no longer feasible. Indeed, it is hard to imagine that it will ever 
return; it is more likely to enter into an irreversible decline.

This new approach is also linked to low mobility. One trend in Euro-
pean labour markets is for European citizens to have a low propensity to 
move across EU countries and regions. In 2001, the problem was clearly 
summed up by Frits Bolkestein and Anna Diamantopoulou, commission-
ers for the Internal Market and for Employment and Social Affairs, 
 respectively:

In spite of citizens’ legal right to live and work in another member state, mobil-
ity across the EU is very low. Less than 2 per cent of people resident in Europe 
come from another member state. A much smaller proportion – less than 0.5 
per cent – move between the member states each year. In order to achieve a 
healthy level of labour mobility and exploit the job potential of the single Eu-
ropean market, governments should promote a genuinely transnational labour 
mobility two to three times higher than today. If Europe is to make best use of 
this new market, both governments and economic actors at European, national, 
regional and local levels need to do more to free up the barriers and hurdles 
hindering its development. (Financial Times 2001: 5)

Since then, this figure has remained unchanged.
With the higher level of mobility as well as employment objectives, the 

European Commission’s interest in managed immigration shifted to the 
coordination of integration policies, leading to its inclusion in the Lisbon 
Summit conclusions in 2005 as an essential element of a comprehensive 
policy. Along these lines, one reasonable step forward is the Commis-
sion’s proposals in the “Green Paper on an EU Approach to Managing 
Economic Migration” of January 2005 (CEC 2005a). The proposal was 
designed to “launch a process of in-depth discussion . . . on the most ap-
propriate form of the Community rules for admitting economic migrants 
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and on the added value of adopting such a common framework”. The 
Commission concluded that the EU-25’s working age population would 
fall by 20 million between 2010 and 2030, which “will have a huge impact 
on the overall economic growth, the functioning of the internal market 
and the competitiveness of EU enterprises” (CEC 2005a: 3).

The Commission therefore suggested that it was time to revisit the re-
strictive immigration approaches of the past because of the absence of 
appropriate policies on economic migration, which may lead to increased 
irregular flows. It is, then, the responsibility of the member state govern-
ments to admit economic migrants. The Commission advocated “trans-
parent and more harmonised common rules and criteria at EU level for 
admitting economic migrants” (CEC 2005a: 4). It seems like a rather dif-
ferent approach to labour migration compared with the migrant labour 
recruitment policies of most West European countries around 1974, when 
they moved towards increasingly restrictive entry rules. The roots of the 
current crisis lie in policies deliberately implemented in the 1950s and 
1960s, when a critical shortage of labour prompted a number of Euro-
pean governments to encourage “temporary” labour migration (Brookes 
1986: 26).

There is now a demand for temporary foreign workers in the EU, be-
cause the West European economies need more flexible labour to cope 
with seasonal demand. Brunson McKinley (Director General of the 
International Organization for Migration) highlighted the possible trends 
in 2004: future immigration would take place largely through regular 
channels of employment and work permits, and is likely to be more of a 
temporary nature than permanent. A consideration of selective policies is 
already under way by European Commission official and politicians. In 
fact, there has already been an introduction of temporary or seasonal mi-
grant worker programmes in most EU-15 member states. Recently, the 
Commission has strengthened cooperation with several non-EU coun-
tries (China, India, Brazil and Japan) on the issue of employment and 
social affairs, especially with the aim of tackling long-term challenges in 
employment as a result of demographic ageing. Given such massive coop-
eration, it is perhaps not surprising that migration from third countries to 
countries in the EU has increased substantially in recent years, rising 
threefold between the mid-1990s and the early 2000s. Indeed, recent non-
EU migrants who have arrived since 2000 account for almost one-third of 
all non-EU migrants of working age. This recent flow of third-country mi-
grants has been notably higher (almost 2.5 times) than the recent internal 
movement of EU citizens between EU countries (CEC 2008f: 1).

The skill composition of workers (education, language diversity, etc.), 
which is no longer perceived as just one possible response to labour short-
ages, should be addressed in the usual terms. Hundreds of foreign-born 
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doctors and nurses are currently filling the gaps in the National Health 
Service in the United Kingdom, and possibly in Austria and more cer-
tainly in Germany. The Commission’s studies in 2008 (CEC 2008e) con-
firmed that, in all three economies, the need for less-qualified labour has 
fallen as a result of industrial slowdown and technological change. An 
easily adaptable labour force has now become a factor. Most migrants 
from the CEECs are well trained and well educated, and many speak for-
eign languages, which can represent an opportunity for enterprises that 
require flexible workers ready to adapt themselves to the required skills. 
However, it is still the case that the informal side of the labour market 
(for example in the agriculture, construction and services sectors) – where 
CEEC workers find employment – often needs unskilled labour. Not-
withstanding the many obstacles in the way of the EU’s strategy, Turkish 
migrants, who are predominantly young and low skilled, may become an 
important asset in these sectors. In these circumstances, the general ex-
pectation is that Germany will reopen its doors to Turkish workers in the 
services sector (for example, computer programming), and the United 
Kingdom may choose to import specialists from its former colony India 
in the same sector. Other member states, faced with the reality of short-
ages of skilled workers, are still considering the option seriously, even if 
they resist the idea (Yalçın 2004a: 47).

Obstacles to the EU strategies in the context of Turkish 
labour movement

Conflicting views on cooperation

Cooperation requires that the actions of separate individuals or organiza-
tions – which are not already harmonized – be brought into conformity 
with one another through a process of negotiation. This is often referred 
to as “policy coordination” (Keohane 1993: 102). The literature on the 
patterns of cooperation in EU immigration policy suggests that each gov-
ernment pursues what it perceives to be its self-interest but looks for 
deals that can benefit all parties, though not necessarily equally. Within 
this landscape, policy revolves around different opinions about migration. 
Disagreements will continue as long as the countries of the EU remain a 
destination for migrants from third countries. The United Kingdom, Den-
mark and Ireland opted out of Title IV of the Schengen Agreement, 
which was designed to assist the free movement of persons. This is a spe-
cific illustration of disparities in cooperation.

There are three reasons for the differences in members’ views on coop-
eration:
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•  governments realize the disadvantages of cooperating with other EU 
countries in the immigration policy area and prefer cooperate on a 
very loose intergovernmental basis, often on the margins of, or even 
outside, the EU framework;

•  immigration is a highly diverse phenomenon in terms of the popula-
tions involved and their conditions of access to social provisions in a 
host country;

•  in most countries, the pattern of immigration thinking hides different 
attitudes, views and policy measures towards migration between the 
right and left parties, and tends to have reinforcing effects along these 
ideological lines.
The lack of consensus and compromise by the EU authorities in mak-

ing immigration policy implies that each member state is free to assess 
the conditions that might justify resort to derogation, possibly leading 
to the prohibition of Turkish workers, as well as political consideration 
of the issue of Turkish labour flows. Even though European politicians 
turned a blind eye to the free movement of Turkish workers, they had a 
significant effect on the real patterns of movement from Turkey. The deci-
sions of the Association Council on conditions of entry and residence 
have been too controversial for a number of states. Because of concerns 
about a “flood of immigrants”, they do not wish to forego national con-
trol over determining whether Turkish nationals are allowed to enter and 
stay.

In a similar vein, ECJ rulings have recently strengthened freedom of 
movement for Turkish workers. Therefore, one may expect Community 
law to demand the abolition of such limitations and implementation of 
the principles or decisions of the ECJ. Nevertheless, member states seem 
to take a very restricted approach when interpreting the Court rulings. 
The granting rights are confined to national legislation, implying that 
Turkish nationals will not automatically be able to enter the EU without 
being subject to the conditions outlined by each member state.

The difficulties in harmonizing divergent and legally very complex 
 national provisions on migration procedures are one of the major causes 
of variations in flow rates across member states over the past two de-
cades. To this end, “each European country allows resident foreigners to 
gain citizenship in different ways and at different rates, each having its 
own citizenship requirements based on a sometimes bewildering (and 
changing) combination of birth and residency requirements” (Bale 2008: 
324).

A few examples are essential to illustrate this point. In Germany, natu-
ralization is based on descent, not place of birth. Article 116 of the Basic 
Law provides that generations of foreign children born in Germany 
 remain foreigners. Successive acts of parliament (the 1962 and 1968 
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 Commonwealth Immigrants Acts, the 1971 Immigration Act and the 1981 
Nationality Act) have sought to define national citizenship. Revision of 
these acts has led to the introduction of a menu of varying citizenship 
statuses, each with a greater or lesser range of rights. For certain catego-
ries of people, there is currently simply a limitation on the fundamental 
right of citizenship – that of entry to the state.

In Italy, there have been changes in access to citizenship following a 
legislative initiative in 1992. Prior to this date, legal residence for five 
years was required for naturalization. The new law has changed the situa-
tion in relation to “ethnic” Italians. Specifically, it reduced the residence 
period to 3 years, while increasing it to 10 years for other applicants.

In France, some lack of clarity over the acquisition of citizenship re-
mains, which seemingly puts the right to citizenship at risk. The scope of 
this right has been elaborated in terms of its meaning and the demands 
that it places on those who acquire it. Overlap occurred when the Pasqua 
laws were superseded by the Debré and Chevènement laws. Although 
the precise scope of the relevant rules on the acquisition of citizenship 
has changed – the automatic and irrevocable nature of French citizenship 
has been altered – there is still considerable room for confusion. Tensions 
over citizenship in these societies is likely to initiate serious debate con-
cerning Turkish labour movement in the future.

Yet this would be a fundamentally misleading conclusion. To a certain 
extent, the EU system should be understood as an adequate mechanism 
for determining and implementing an overall policy in which the require-
ment of the free movement of labour is weighed and evaluated in rela-
tion to resources. It should be comprehended within the context of 
prevailing expectations and shared beliefs. Frequently, of course, negotia-
tion and bargaining take place, often accompanied by other actions that 
are designed to induce each government to adjust its policies. In fact, the 
principle of flexible integration has, since the 1980s, been the attainment 
of the gains from pursuing complementary policies.

Despite these conflicting attitudes among the member states, Huys-
mans (2000) suggested that some form of cooperation exists across the 
EU that could provide the constituent basis for Turkish workers’ move-
ment. Policy coordination and development were institutionalized in in-
ter-state cooperation following the Single European Act. In the mid-1990s, 
immigration-related questions – from the third to the first pillar – became 
one of the key issues for the Intergovernmental Conference reviewing 
the Treaty on European Union. In the Treaty of Amsterdam, the sections 
of the third pillar relating to immigration, asylum and refugees were com-
munitarized (Huysmans 2000: 756). The pre-Amsterdam institutional pat-
tern of cooperation in migration matters was structurally solid. Since 
then, formal rules, especially in the context of cooperation in Justice and 
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Home Affairs, have coexisted with informal rules and practices of inter-
action.

Despite these substantial measures of progress, however, the literature 
on immigration policy has not produced any consensus on the likely fu-
ture direction of the inclusion of Turkish labour in European labour mar-
kets. For years, cooperation in the migration field remained of no interest 
to the Community’s institutions and its member states. The crucial reason 
for this might have been their migration situation, which was character-
ized by strong demand for foreign labour resulting from rapid economic 
growth (Kicinger and Saczuk 2004: 10). In the main, although the indi-
vidual national migration policies of the 15 member states of the EU 
have remained as diverse as the history of those countries would suggest, 
a complex but steady process of EU cooperation has been taking place 
since the mid-1980s (Moraes 2003: 116).

It follows from this that the attachment of member states to the princi-
ples of the EU treaties is not compulsory. The Amsterdam Treaty consti-
tutionalized flexibility, since the Treaty incorporated new opt-outs for 
Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom. Based on divergences in ac-
tions, a key norm should be an injunction on the member states to pre-
vent them from creating obstacles to making and implementing the 
collective choice for labour movement. This is because diverse political 
behaviour has become comprehensible as part of a larger pattern of 
Turkish migration to the West. From the outset, the immigration policy 
process has apparently been confined to little more than occasional ex-
changes of ideas and information between the interested parties, and EU 
involvement is marginal.

The impact of public opinion

The impact of public opinion on EU immigration policy has been sub-
ject to considerable controversy. Given the evolution of the EU policy, 
one might think that a significant Europeanization of immigration pol-
icy has already been achieved. Even so, migration has increasingly been 
the  subject of policy debates over the protection of public order and 
the preservation of domestic stability. The debates represent migration 
as a challenge to the welfare state and to the cultural composition of a 
nation.

If nothing else, since the end of 1980s the EU’s policy on immigration 
has depended on public opinion in the member states. The fall of the 
Berlin Wall and the dramatic events of 1989 were initially met with cele-
bration, which later turned into a great fear of a wave of mass migration 
from the East. This went far beyond what had hitherto been possible 
in terms of immediate labour flows. The subsequent exodus to the West 
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and the use of the asylum system for immigration purposes forced the 
member states to be more protectionist under the influence of critical 
public opinion.

Following the Eastern enlargement, the debate has focused on more 
positive issues, including the role that Turkish immigration could play in 
easing the economic impacts of the declining and ageing populations of 
the old member states. In spite of negative perceptions regarding Turkish 
labour migration, there are still those who think that free movement of 
Turkish labour is essential for the European labour markets. Although 
the EU member states now require skilled labour under the selective 
 migration policies, there is still demand for unskilled Turkish labour in 
some specific sectors, e.g. textiles and construction, which should stimu-
late a number of migration flows from Turkey to the EU.

The assumption is that the extent to which EU governments respond 
to public opinion depends very much on their own ideological and policy 
preferences. However, this may not always be the case. In the late 1980s, 
for instance, the UK Conservative government wished to see no exten-
sion to the Social Charter, and indeed, two-thirds of the British electorate 
responded positively to this opposition. Generally, there is variation in 
support for the EU immigration policy across the member states. In Den-
mark, hardly a country with a xenophobic past (and with early immigra-
tion adding barely 0.2 per cent to the population), immigration was a big 
issue in the March 1998 general election. In France, the centre-right is 
tearing itself apart over whether to form coalitions in some regions with 
the immigrant-bashing National Front. After decades of hospitality to 
asylum-seekers, Germany has more or less slammed the door. For a long 
time, the UK and French governments have kept immigration to a mini-
mum (Economist 1998: 3).

This presents a challenge to Turkish workers. The Eurobarometer re-
port on France in September 2005 (CEC 2005c) described the French 
governments’ several attempts to deal with the issue of Turkish migration 
in Europe as “clumsy”, despite the majority of the French population 
showing enthusiasm for Turkish workers’ movement. The report also in-
dicated that the German figures (50 per cent for and 50 per cent against) 
showed stronger opposition to Turkish entry to the EU than in other 
member states. The results suggested an easy way of tapping into what 
was mostly opposition to further enlargement or unease about Turkish 
immigration. Because of this, anti-Turkish sentiments in Germany, com-
bined with low levels of support, impelled German leaders to warn that 
the prospect of Turkey eventually acceding to the EU was slim, as was 
also shown by the autumn Eurobarometer survey in 2005 (CEC 2005d). 
It is possible to conclude that public opinion in the EU regarding the 
Turkish accession is less positive in comparison with the CEECs.
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In almost all member states – even those where a large proportion of 
Turkish workers are themselves fearful of immigrants – there are mani-
fest tensions over the possibility of EU decision-makers favouring a 
“softer style”. These tensions are invoked by the fear of mass migration 
in the event of Turkey acceding to the EU. Fear of the undesirable eco-
nomic, social and cultural impacts of labour flows should be considered 
in this context. There is obviously an element of exacerbation of social 
problems, such as criminal activity, and concerns about the burden of 
higher welfare outlays.

In contrast, some governments acknowledge the beneficial effects of 
migrant workers overall. Rather than leading to increased unemploy-
ment, migrant workers have been a major contributor to economic 
growth. However, public opinion doggedly refuses to believe this. In a 
poll in early 2007, 47 per cent of British people insisted that migration 
had been bad for the economy and 76 per cent wanted stricter border 
controls. This is a particular British response; the same poll found that 
Spain, which has also enjoyed strong economic growth and an influx of 
migrant workers, had nothing like the same suspicions (Bunting 2007: 2).

Europe’s populist politicians have not been slow to pick up on – or 
even to help drive – these concerns, but the mainstream has had to re-
spond to them and has had a hand in driving them too. “In the 1990s, par-
ties of the far right or populist radical right parties scored some notable 
successes, especially in Western Europe. To many people, these successes 
are clearly related to xenophobia; in other words, the more hostile to for-
eigners a country is, the more likely it is to see the far right do well” 
(Bale 2008: 316).

Added to that, the European Parliament elections on 4 –7 June 2009 
were historically marked by a setback for the European left and a gain 
for centre-right and right-wing parties across the EU. Migration became a 
key issue as right-wing parties exploited workers’ fears of migrants from 
both within and outside the EU, accusing them of taking jobs and “over-
loading” services. And it goes well beyond migration: European elections 
provided a snapshot of the campaign by right-wing parties, which was 
able to tap into a well of racism and hostility towards both Muslims and 
gypsies. To be sure, some of the fears regarding Turkish labour migration 
have partly been perpetuated by overtly anti-immigrant political parties, 
with the consequence that the free movement provisions have so far not 
been completely implemented. A larger proportion of the population 
that votes for these parties is also concerned about immigration issues. 
This suggests that the right-wing parties will have a significant impact on 
future prospects for Turkish labour flows. In the long run, Turkish work-
ers may be beneficial for European labour markets and thus right-wing 
parties have to be careful not to go too far in offending Turkey.
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The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001

The overwhelming trend across Western Europe has, since the 1990s, ap-
peared to be increasingly negative for Muslim immigrants owing to more 
explicit anti-immigration rhetoric. However, such rhetoric became more 
prominent following the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001 in the 
United States. The “9/11” attacks transformed the face of the foreigner 
into a prima facie face of terrorism. This has contributed to what some 
analysts refer to as the ongoing “securitization” of European (and, in-
deed, global) debates on immigration policy and minorities as well as 
adding yet another to the long list of negative stereotypes with which im-
migrants have to contend (Bale 2008: 315). The political will for closing 
the doors against foreigners as posing a major threat, personified by Mus-
lims, was apparent throughout Europe. The right of individuals to protec-
tion from their state of nationality – which is central to the idea of civil 
liberties – is being abandoned. Although most EU anti-terrorism meas-
ures have been directed at policy and judicial cooperation rather than 
immigration and asylum issues as such, the extra impetus to coordinate 
judicial and policing provisions has a knock-on effect on aspects of im-
migration (Boswell 2002: 1).

On the other hand, the impact of “9/11” on the EU’s developing poli-
cies on asylum, immigration and visas has been less striking than on po-
lice and judicial cooperation (Grant 2002: 147). The immediate concerns 
about security that are closely associated with migration have become an 
urgent priority. This is because the heightened worries about terrorism 
have contributed to the renewal of the EU’s efforts to develop common 
policies for its external borders. From the outset, EU member states have 
too often not fulfilled their obligations, especially in security-related 
 crises. Member states have sought to overcome their disappointments by 
continually reforming the mechanisms for conducting external relations. 
In this new environment, the fear that irregular migration is beginning to 
get out of control is echoed by the media and politicians. For instance, 
Jack Straw, the British Foreign Secretary, called for the introduction of 
qualified majority voting on asylum and immigration policy in 2002. The 
ambiguous character of political demands of this kind is the “hidden 
spring” that has continuously driven the EU leaders to “recognize their 
obligations” (Irish Times 2002: 3).

It was at this juncture that the Seville Summit of June 2002 approved a 
further drive to forge a common policy. Tangled up in this debate is a 
string of emotive issues, which led to calls for dealing with racism, ex-
tremist terrorism, the veil and the role of faith in secular society. With the 
increasing success of extreme-right and populist parties in European 
 politics, the main security risks need to be tackled through coordinated 
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action across a borderless Europe. These parties pledge to toughen 
 asylum policy and make a link between immigration and terrorism. In 
its efforts to concretize the Tampere conclusions, the Seville Summit was 
accused of creating a “Fortress Europe”. But this was something that, 
even if it were true, would shortly lead to successful external relations. 
Amid much national disagreement, the plan adopted in Seville provided 
for greater resources for border enforcement in front-line nations and 
laid the foundations for a common border policy agenda and Europe-
wide anti-smuggling taskforces. It also proposed strategies for working 
with migrant-sending countries, for example repatriating captured illegal 
immigrants, improving cooperation and even denying generous EU eco-
nomic aid to countries that failed to cooperate (Council of the European 
Union 2002: 7).

Establishing the significance of “9/11” for the question of Turkish la-
bour mobility is not easy because it is difficult to know where to begin in 
the context of its character and antecedents. Perhaps inevitably, the event 
gave new significance to the visibility of the Muslim population in Eu-
rope, along with other negative stereotypes. It is claimed that, in the 
realm of religion, there is a real “a clash of cultures” – Islam and Christi-
anity cannot be reconciled when minorities refuse to be assimilated in 
terms of adopting the customs, dress codes and ideologies of the West. As 
a result, a climate of anxiety has often been fuelled by the media, and 
populist radical right parties have thrived with literally no basis in “ob-
jective circumstances”. Hostility to foreigners is everywhere, but in Eu-
rope the perception of Turks is the problem.

These tendencies can be seen in most West European countries, but 
there is a good case for saying that they are strongest in Germany. At-
tacks on Turks and their lack of rights in Germany have received much 
international attention in the past decade, and presumably encourage 
Turks to continue to protest and keep public scrutiny on Germany. The 
most important task for the German government and German society is 
to hasten the incorporation of Turks and other visible minorities into 
German society. Stopping xenophobic attacks is part of that process (Mi-
norities at Risk Project: 2009: 1). After a lull in the mid-1990s, the number 
of violent attacks has reportedly risen and led to some fatalities. For ex-
ample, nine Turkish immigrants died in a house fire in Ludwigshafen on 2 
February 2008, caused by arson. The Turkish media immediately drew 
comparisons with the 1993 fire in Solingen, in which five Turkish women 
and girls were burned to death when neo-Nazis set fire to the building in 
which they lived (Henning 2008: 1). These and similar incidents give the 
impression that Turkish immigrants are, as Bale put it, “not wanted but 
needed” and, at the same time, have revived images of Germany’s nation-
alist past (Bale 2008: 323).
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What has changed since “9/11” is that EU member states’ national leg-
islation has been revised. Even countries such as Belgium and the Neth-
erlands, which are often characterized as having more liberal immigration 
policies, have begun to tighten their national rules and changed their 
view of immigration. As an example of such changes, in the Netherlands 
the age at which a person can bring over a partner has been raised from 
18 to 21 since 2004 and the partner residing in the Netherlands must earn 
120 per cent of the legal minimum wage. Perhaps no country has experi-
enced more dramatic changes in policy than France. Although, for a time, 
there appeared to be a softer stance towards immigrants, since 9/11 
France has adopted more restrictive immigration policies. In 2005–2006, 
France more explicitly pointed the finger of blame at Islam in its discus-
sion of immigration problems. Generally speaking, there have been shifts 
and fluctuations in the liberality or restrictiveness of immigration policies. 
Even so, policies in Spain have become increasingly strict, with more ef-
fective limitation of rights to reunite families of immigrants. Since the 
first law dealing with immigration was passed in 1985 (OL 7/1985), there 
have been several reforms and two additional laws passed that have af-
fected immigration policies in the country. Though the United Kingdom 
has been subject to violent terrorist attacks by Muslim extremists, there 
has been little in the way of changes to immigration policies. And the 
Greek government, which historically has tended to neglect the problems 
of immigrant communities, has facilitated the creation of amnesty pro-
grammes to regularize the status of undocumented immigrants (Stoddard 
2007: 1).

Conclusion

The Treaty of Rome provided the most general formulation of immigra-
tion policies in the EEC. The Treaty enforced the free movement of la-
bour within and between the member states. The process was later 
embellished with references to the free movement of non-EU nationals 
in the guest worker phase, but, from late 1973 onwards, it brought stricter 
control. At the same time, immigration policies made continued migra-
tion possible because the relaxation of restrictions on family reunification 
stimulated further flows. This was an unforeseen consequence of the im-
migration standstill, because the earliest migrants residing in the EC were 
able to continue to sponsor the immigration of their extended families.

In anticipation of the single European market, there can be little doubt 
that the policy agenda has, from the mid-1980s, been dominated by the 
issue of an internal market as free as possible from physical, technical, 
fiscal and social distortions. The goal appeared to be nothing less than 
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replacing restrictively managed migration by a more liberal immigration 
policy. In parallel with this rhetoric, new guiding principles and operating 
tools were incorporated into the Maastricht Treaty. This more liberal im-
migration policy remained unchanged in subsequent European Council 
meetings, up to the Treaty of Amsterdam provisions relating to citizens 
who live in the member states of the EU.

The accession of the CEECs to the EU has led to a resurgence of mi-
gration pressures since 2004. This has made the migration phenomenon 
more complex. The situation in the EU member states is that transitional 
periods were introduced to limit the labour flow rate. It is not particularly 
surprising that the EU’s demand for skilled and experienced workers has 
become more persistent in the post-enlargement period. In particular, the 
EU’s new approach to immigration policy, together with demographic 
and economic factors, appears to have wider implications for the future 
labour supply across the skill spectrum. The available evidence suggests 
that some recruitment difficulties have increased owing to the more se-
lective policies of member states. Even with these formidable changes, 
there are continuing pressures of internal demand for unskilled workers.

Despite some progress towards harmonization and a common immi-
gration policy, intergovernmental cooperation is accompanied by a resist-
ance to the free movement of labour. Faced with diverging perspectives, 
one needs to stand back and clarify what is at stake in this debate on 
Turkish labour migration. In the process of radical enlargement, diverg-
ing perspectives are of great significance, although there is no denying 
that EU member states have been uniquely successful in their broad con-
sensus on the need for restrictive policies to prevent the adverse effects 
of mass migration following enlargement. In the main, however, there is 
difficulty in arriving at a consensus on an EU migration policy.

For decades, controversies over the nature of public opinion have 
mainly focused on the issue of how Turkish immigrants would disrupt the 
social balance of the EU member states. This is based on the assumption 
that Turks will bring with them a culture and a religion that are funda-
mentally incompatible with those of the host population. Underlying 
these issues, the capacity of national governments or political leaders to 
respond to the pressures fully and effectively will probably determine the 
future labour flows. Being tightly constrained, EU policy has been con-
signed to a minor role in the issues of Turkish labour migration. The 
whole credibility of labour migration is more seriously at stake when a 
number of obstacles and tensions concerning anti-immigration rhetoric, 
which was intensified by the 9/11 terrorist attacks, continue to create bar-
riers to the realization of a more comprehensive policy. On the whole, 
there is no reason why these trends should not dramatically affect the 
free movement regulations and rules for Turkish workers.
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5

The impact of Central and East 
European accession on the 
movement of Turkish labour

Introduction

There are many push and pull factors that could influence labour flows 
from the 10 Central and East European countries (CEEC-10) and Turkey 
into the European Union (EU). The first important step for assessing the 
possible impact of the Eastern enlargement on Turkish labour movement 
is to estimate East–West movements after the Central and East Euro-
pean countries (CEECs) joined the EU. I then consider the arguments 
supporting and rebutting the migration effect, and other characteristics 
and situations that may counteract the pull and push factors described in 
Chapter 1. Against this background, I also demonstrate a set of possible 
explanatory factors to assess the relative strength of their effects, to the 
extent that such factors may reflect the equilibrating forces of the migra-
tion movements themselves. Finally I look at the prospects of labour 
movement from Turkey to the EU in the foreseeable future, which is, in 
any event, debatable.

Estimates of East–West migration following the Eastern 
enlargement

During the first two years of membership of the CEECs in the EU, 
 labour migration from the CEECs was characterized predominantly 
by East–West migration. Since the announcement of the EU’s intended 
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enlargement, a multitude of studies have focused on the migratory as-
pects of the expansion, trying to predict the size and nature of migratory 
flows from the CEECs to the EU. A few studies, focusing on a shorter 
time horizon, estimate a significantly larger migration potential, whereas 
others trying to estimate the size of the migration potential have arrived 
at very different conclusions (see Table 5.1).

These studies indicate some interesting trends, despite the different re-
sults and uncertainties concerning the basis of the calculations. First, 
nearly all studies concluded that the number of migrants in the EU would 
increase, but over a longer period of time. It was estimated that 1– 4 per 
cent of the total population of the CEECs would move to the EU-15, ac-
counting for 1–3 million people within two decades of the implementa-
tion of the right of free movement of labour. Secondly, there would be a 
shift from permanent to temporary migration and a strong preference 
among the nationals of the accession countries for temporary work. 
 Taking into account the possibility of migrants returning home, it was 
 estimated that approximately 1.75 million people in 2003 alone would be 
involved in these movements, representing about 0.4 per cent of the total 
EU-15 population. Thirdly, labour migration would be concentrated in 
only a few member states. In particularly, Austria and Germany would 
face much more substantial flows. Finally, following the initial increase in 
cross-border mobility between the CEECs and the EU-15, migration 
flows across Europe would most likely fall back to a low level, given the 
previous enlargement experiences of the EU. It is likely that such flows 
would stabilize by 2010 –2020. At the lower end of these predictions, 
 labour migration from the CEECs was not expected to be a potential 
burden.

Studies typically note that migration flows depend very much on the 
dynamics of the regional labour markets in both sending and home coun-
tries. The newly liberalized migration policies of the EU have facilitated 
border-crossing. It is hardly surprising that, given the primary role of la-
bour demand in determining such flows, alongside other factors, the pre-
dictions are linked to the pace of economic development in the future. 
Having said this, it is not easy to estimate the relative economic gap be-
tween the CEECs and the EU-15. In 2003, migration experts revised the 
figures slightly downwards, mainly because of the poor performance of 
the German economy, which was attracting fewer immigrants. They fore-
cast a total of 3.7 million migrants in 15 years (Wagstyl 2004: 3). Of 
course, an important consideration for migration decisions is not only 
economic conditions at a particular point in time but also future eco-
nomic prospects. Migration is unlikely to take place if individuals per-
ceive that the economic situation in their country will improve (Dustmann 
et al. 2003: 46).
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Table 5.1 Selected macro-analytical model-based calculations

Author Method Result

Layard et al. 
(1994)

Extrapolation analysis 
based on previous 
South–North 
migration in 
Europe between 
1950 and 1970

Migration potential of CEECs: 3 per 
cent of total population emigrating 
within 15 years (around 2.1 
million).

Franzmeyer 
and Brücker 
(1997)

Regression analysis Annual East–West migration from 
Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Czech 
Republic and Hungary: 
340,000 – 680,000 people.

Walterskirchen 
and Dietz 
(1998)

Extrapolation analysis 
based on income 
differentials

Annual East–West migration from 
Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Czech 
Republic and Hungary: around 
220,000 people.

Bauer and 
Zimmermann 
(1999)

Regression analysis Ultimately, at least 3 per cent of the 
EU-10 (or around 2.1 million 
people).

European 
Commission 
(2000)

Regression analysis 335,000 people a year could move 
from the 10 accession states in the 
first 10 years following 
enlargement.

Sinn et al. 
(2000)

Macro model-based 
calculation and 
regression analysis

Long-run immigration of 6 –10 per 
cent of the total population of 
origin countries (4 –5 million 
people over 15 years following 
enlargement).

Brücker et al. 
(2000)

Regression analysis Annual East–West migration from 
the CEECs would start at the 
level of around 336,000 people 
and fall to 2,400 over 30 years.

European 
Commission 
(2003)

Regression analysis The above figure was revised 
downward to 286,000 immigrants 
in the first year, resulting in 
between 3.2 million and 4.5 
million by 2030. This is equivalent 
to an increase in the population of 
the EU-15 of 0.7–1.2 per cent.

Dustman et al. 
(2003)

Survey analysis 2.22 million temporary migrants, 
with up to 1.11 million of these 
possibly migrating permanently, 
from the CEECs – no time period 
suggested.

Source: Heinz and Ward-Warmedinger (2006), based on Fassmann and Münz 
(2002).
Notes: Layard, R., Blanchard, O., Dornbusch, R., and Krugman, P. (1994), “East–
West Migration, The Alternatives”, MIT, Boston; Franzmeyer, F. and Brücker, H. 
(1997), “Europäische Union: Osterweiterung und Arbeitskräftemigration”, DIW-
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A study by the European Integration Consortium in 2000 (European 
Integration Consortium 2002) noted that the negative effects of migra-
tion (for example, greater competition among employees) would be visible 
in the field of blue-collar workers, manufacturing industry and unskilled 
labour services. The effects on white-collar workers, on the other hand, 
were said to be small or even positive regarding job creation by highly 
skilled migrants. Although higher levels of education are an important 
incentive, migration trends would be strongly influenced by economic 
 cycles. According to an analysis by the European Commission in 2001 on 
the potential migration flows from the Eastern accession countries (CEC 
2001b), commuting as well as the provision of services would increase 
significantly in both directions once the CEECs joined. Apart from this, 
the study suggested that the figure would remain equivalent to only 1 per 
cent of the EU population, but this figure would increase up to 8 per cent 
in border regions in the long run (CEC 2001b). The Commission con-
cluded tentatively that labour-intensive sectors would face fierce compe-
tition.

Labour migration from the new accession countries to the EU already 
exists. Most of them have taken up employment in the countries that 
chose to open their labour markets (Heinz and Ward-Warmedinger 2006: 
30). Population statistics and labour force surveys of the member states 
show that the average population share of the nationals of the countries 

Table 5.1 (cont.)

Berlin Wochenberichte; Walterskirchen, E. and Dietz, R. (1998), “Auswirkungen 
der EU-Osterweiterung auf den Österreichischen Arbeitsmarkt”, WIFO, Vienna; 
Bauer T. and Zimmermann K. (1999), “Assessment of Possible Migration Pressure 
and its Labour Market Impact following EU Enlargement to Central and Eastern 
Europe”, a study for the Department for Education and Employment (United 
Kingdom), Bonn; European Commission (2000), “The Impact of Eastern Enlarge-
ment on Employment and Labour Markets in the EU Member States”, Report 
by the European Integration Consortium on behalf of the Employment and 
 Social Affairs Directorate General of the European Commission, Berlin; Sinn, 
H.-W., Flaig, G., Werding, M., Munz, S., Duell, N., and Hofmann, H. (2000), “EU-
Erweiterung and Arbeitskräftemigration: Wege zueiner schrittweisen Annäherung 
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that joined in 2004 – the initial eight CEECs plus Malta and Cyprus (the 
EU-10) – living in the EU-15 rose from 0.2 per cent in 2003 to 0.5 per 
cent by the end of 2007. During the same period, the population share of 
Bulgarians and Romanians living in the EU increased from 0.2 per cent 
to 0.5 per cent. The majority of mobile workers from the new member 
states that joined the EU in 2004 – mostly from Poland, Lithuania and 
Slovakia – went to Ireland and the United Kingdom, whereas Spain and 
Italy have been the main destination countries for Romanians (European 
Commission 2008c: 2).

The expansion has generated significant migration. Table 5.2 shows 
that there are already significant numbers of EU-10 workers in Germany 
and Austria as a proportion of the working population. Oddly enough, 
these are the two countries that are most keen to keep restrictions. More-
over, they have chosen to put in place transitional arrangements and ap-
pear not to have appreciably lower levels of migration. In particular, all 
three countries (the United Kingdom, Ireland and Sweden) that adopted 
an open door policy after accession reported a rise in immigration. Cer-
tainly, the rise in Spain, France and the Netherlands is also significant. 

Table 5.2 CEEC employment rates in the EU-15 member states, 2005 (per cent)

Country of 
destination

2004 2005

Nationality

EU National EU-15 EU-10 Non-EU

Belgium 64 62 60 55 35
Germany – 67 68 51 48
Greece 47 60 53 47 71
Spain 68 62 64 78 71
France 61 64 69 62 44
Ireland – 67 69 85 57
Netherlands 63 74 76 64 41
Austria 58 69 72 66 60
Finland 67 69 67 55 45
Sweden 62 74 73 62 45
UK 72 72 69 75 58
EU-15a

EU-10a
59
–

57
57

68
59

62
68

55
63

EU-25 59 55 67 62 55

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Surveys, 2004 –2005Q2.
Notes: ‘–’ data not available or not reliable owing to small sample size. Italy is 
excluded, since it does not disaggregate by nationality. Denmark, Luxembourg 
and Portugal are excluded owing to small sample size.
a EU-15 and EU-10 aggregates in 2004 based on Germany and Ireland 2005Q2 
data (EU-10 = ‘accession eight countries’, plus Cyprus and Malta).
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This has partly been achieved by issuing workers with permits to work in 
specific areas for a short period of time.

Hence, full or partial opening of national labour markets to the popu-
lation of the CEECs has led to East–West migration. Many workers in 
the new accession countries have been keen to take advantage of the 
new opportunities in order to earn higher wages or find jobs. However, 
the conclusions from the Southern enlargement suggest that one should 
be careful when making predictions about future migration flows based 
on relative differences in socioeconomic variables. The share of workers 
from the CEECs is still very modest in most EU-15 countries and is un-
likely to be large enough to alter the observation that the stock of work-
ers from the CEECs is low in most EU countries. It is also worth noting 
that forecasting the migration effect is difficult at the levels experienced 
in the 2000s.

The impact of the enlargement

The factors supporting migration effects

Unemployment and wages

A high level of unemployment and relatively low wages may become in-
centives for the population of the CEECs to migrate in order to look for 
better employment opportunities abroad. Comparing the average un-
employment rate in 2007 between the CEECs and Turkey, the highest un-
employment rate was registered in Slovakia (11.1 per cent), followed by 
Poland (9.6 per cent) and Turkey (8.5 per cent), as Table 5.3 shows. It was 
forecast that unemployment rates in Turkey would rise to 10.0 per cent in 
2008 and fall back to 9.8 per cent in 2009, which would still be well above 
any of the CEECs. The average unemployment rate was 6.2 per cent in 
the EU-15 and 6.6 per cent in the CEEC-10. Obviously, this gap is not 
substantial. This might lead one to suggest that migration flows will occur 
between specific countries. Thus, the population of Bulgaria, Lithuania, 
Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia will head to, mainly, Austria, the 
United Kingdom, Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland and Luxembourg to 
find jobs. The United Kingdom has already encouraged the Polish work-
ers who are present in much of Western Europe.

Looking at the labour market situation in Turkey, the general trend is 
that labour force participation rates in rural areas are consistently low. 
One possible explanation for this situation is migration from rural to 
 urban areas, leaving rural areas populated more with older people and 
females, who are relatively less likely to participate in the labour force 
(Erdil 2007: 155). In rural areas, labour participation is generally in the 
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form of unpaid family workers in agricultural activities. It is possible that 
this internal migration will lead to an increase in international migration 
because Turkish migrant workers in rural areas will probably look for 
a source of income in countries where living conditions are relatively 
 better.

This rural/urban divide reveals a different picture in terms of unem-
ployment rates in Turkey. Regional discrepancies have also been the case 
in the CEECs since the beginning of the transition. In most CEECs, 
 regional unemployment coexists with labour shortages elsewhere. The 
number of job-seekers is growing in urban areas, offering new employ-

Table 5.3 Unemployment rates (per cent)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008a 2009a

EU-27 9.0 8.9 8.2 7.1 6.8 6.8
Germany 9.7 10.7 9.8 8.4 7.3 7.1
Austria 4.8 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.2 4.3
Belgium 8.4 8.5 8.3 7.5 7.3 7.5
UK 4.7 4.8 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.7
Bulgaria 12.1 10.1 9.0 6.9 6.0 5.4
Czech Republic 8.3 7.9 7.2 5.3 4.5 4.4
Denmark 5.5 4.8 3.9 3.8 3.1 3.2
Estonia 9.7 7.9 5.9 4.7 6.0 6.0
Euro area 8.8 8.9 8.2 7.4 7.2 7.3
Finland 8.8 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.3 6.1
France 9.3 9.2 9.2 8.3 8.0 8.1
Cyprus 4.7 5.3 4.6 3.9 3.7 3.5
Netherlands 4.6 4.7 3.9 3.2 2.9 2.8
Ireland 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.7 5.6 5.8
Spain 10.6 9.2 8.5 8.3 9.3 10.6
Sweden 6.3 7.4 7.0 6.1 6.2 6.5
Italy 8.1 7.7 6.8 6.1 6.0 5.9
Lithuania 10.4 8.9 6.8 6.0 6.4 6.9
Latvia 11.4 8.3 5.6 4.3 4.5 4.8
Luxembourg 5.1 4.5 4.7 4.1 4.5 4.4
Hungary 6.1 7.2 7.5 7.4 8.3 7.8
Malta 7.4 7.3 7.3 6.4 6.3 6.2
Poland 19.0 17.8 1.9 9.6 7.1 6.1
Portugal 6.7 7.6 7.7 8.0 7.9 7.9
Romania 8.1 7.2 7.3 6.4 6.1 5.9
Slovakia 18.2 16.3 13.4 11.1 9.8 9.3
Slovenia 6.3 6.5 6.0 4.9 4.7 4.7
Greece 10.6 9.2 8.5 8.3 8.3 8.0
Croatia 13.7 12.7 11.2 9.6 8.9 8.4
Macedonia 37.7 36.7 36.0 34.6 33.3 31.8
Turkey 10.3 10.2 8.4 8.5 10.0 9.8

Source: 2004 –2007 – Eurostat (2008c).
a Forecast (CEC, Economic Forecast: Spring 2008, European Economy, No. 1).
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ment opportunities. A large component of the labour force in the CEECs 
was employed in agriculture. The marked decline in employment in this 
sector of the economy has left the underdeveloped agricultural areas of 
Poland (northern and north-western regions), Hungary (eastern regions), 
Estonia and Slovenia with high unemployment rates (European Policies 
Research Centre 1996: 53, 62). In contrast to the agricultural and heavy 
industry areas, urban areas are experiencing a rise in labour market de-
mand. In certain areas of the Czech Republic, about 10 unemployed 
 apply for each position, whereas in Prague there are two vacancies per 
job-seeker (Boeri and Scarpetta 1995: 4). The regional differences in em-
ployment, which are serious by EU standards, have increased significantly 
in recent years. The current regional disparities make geographical labour 
mobility from declining to expanding areas predictable, thus increasing 
labour flows to the West.

The economic literature suggests that young workers are relatively mo-
bile. Those aged 15–24 tend to face the most difficulty in securing a job. 
The average unemployment rate among 15–24 year olds who are actively 
seeking employment is 17.2 per cent across the EU-27 as a whole. The 
highest rate of unemployment for this age group was in Poland, with 29.8 
per cent in 2006 (Eurostat 2008c: 259). The youth unemployment rate in 
Turkey is generally higher than in the CEECs, accounting for 16.7 per 
cent in 2006 (State Planning Organization 2008: 13). The youth unem-
ployment rate is still substantial enough to increase the migration poten-
tial in Turkey. On the one hand, this may be a sign that in the long run 
Turkey will enter a “golden age” similar to that experienced by the “Asian 
tigers” in the past, with a very high ratio of active population to total 
population. On the other hand, the high rate of youth unemployment in 
Turkey may have a serious impact on incomes and the development of 
human capital. It may also point to some risks of social alienation, which 
may even spread to EU countries.

Youth education attainment level presents a somewhat less optimistic 
picture in Turkey compared with the CEECs. Turkey faces the task of 
a major reform in its primary and secondary education systems. Old-
fashioned  rote learning systems are still common in schools, mainly in ru-
ral areas, which are primitive and poorly funded. A further complication 
of the Turkish education system lies in technical education, “which is 
structured inflexibly around narrow and outdated skill and job catego-
ries” (Hughes 2004: 16). Figure 5.1 shows that Turkey is placed lowest 
and Slovakia highest for the education attainment levels of young people 
aged 20 –24. A particular problem is low rates of female participation 
rates in education. The Turkish Statistical Institute reported in 2006 that 
51 per cent of women participated in education and around 12,000 un-
employed females were illiterate. Yet female education attainment was 
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higher than that for males. The problem is even more acute in rural areas. 
Recently, the Turkish government launched a campaign to encourage 
women to take part in literacy courses under the slogan of “haydi kızlar 
okula” (“come on, girls, off to school”). In spite of this, it is likely that the 
problem will persist for a long time. This underlines the need to upgrade 
the quality of the labour force in order to compete with workers from the 
CEECs.

The available literature suggests that the economic impact on the coun-
tries of destination and the countries of origin typically depends on the 
skill level of the immigrants. Boeri and Brücker (2000) show that skill 
mismatches are characterized by a pool of low-skilled unemployed and 
vacancies for the relatively high-skilled, and suggest that the immigration 
of relatively skilled labour from the CEECs creates employment. This 
picture is in sharp contrast to the skill composition of Turkish migrants 
and should be seen as a key factor in EU policy-making when reviewing 
labour movement. Figure 5.2 shows that Turkey has an exceptionally high 
proportion of its labour force in agriculture (around one-third of the 
 total) compared with the CEECs, with the exception of Romania. A high 
level of employment in the agricultural sector implies an unskilled Turk-
ish workforce and, in turn, less employability in comparison with CEEC 
workers. Immigration from Turkey is likely to consist mostly of people 
from rural areas with low levels of education.

The gradual shift in Europe away from the primary sector and tradi-
tional manufacturing industries towards services and the knowledge-
intensive  economy is likely to continue (European Commission 2008e: 2). 
It is difficult to envisage that Turkish migrants’ skill composition will 
 improve in the long run; for some decades to come, Turkey’s compara-
tive advantage will be in lower-skill and low-wage activities in manu-
facturing. Compared with the CEEC-10, Turkey is, probably, significantly 
less endowed with human capital because of a generally much lower 
level of secondary and higher education. The average level of schooling 
for an adult is four or five years. Only recently did Turkey raise the man-
datory minimum length of schooling from five to eight years (Flam 2004: 
197).

Studies of the impact of the transition process on the EU have sug-
gested that high education levels in the CEECs will give these countries a 
comparative advantage in high-tech products. This characteristic seems to 
underpin the validity of concerns that have been raised about the quality 
of Turkish labour (Smith 1997, in CEPR 1998: 1). In comparative studies 
on the quality of education, however, Boeri and Brücker (2000) found 
that the quality of education is generally lower in the CEECs than in the 
EU, and labour productivity is only about half that of the EU owing to a 
less-skilled labour force. In the EU countries, the expected range of 
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schooling is around 14 –16 years, whereas in the CEEC it is about three 
years lower. This claim was acknowledged by Bhat (2007), who argued 
that the CEECs’ published education statistics greatly overstate the 
international competitiveness of CEEC workers. Although approximately 
12 per cent of those who leave Eastern Europe are in the skilled labour 
force, most emigrants are working-age labourers with little or no post-
secondary education or college students looking to study abroad (Bhat 
2007: 36). Thus, one should beware of overemphasizing the skill composi-
tion of the population in the CEECs compared with Turkish workers, 
even though they are well qualified and skilled.

More specifically, diminishing the importance of the chain of migration 
from Turkey can partly be attributed to labour market conditions in 
Western Europe. The large demand that prevailed in the 1960s for un-
skilled labour has not been maintained and only highly skilled and tech-
nical workers in the last two decades have benefited from minor job 
expansion. Many migrants work in the agricultural and construction sec-
tors as well as in some fields of the service sector (for example, catering). 
This applies especially to seasonal workers, 90 per cent of whom were to 
be found in the agricultural sector and 4 per cent in the catering and res-
taurant sector (Kunz 2002: 19). Again, the reason for this is the skills and 
experiences of these individuals. In some cases, they are not transferable, 
applying only in their place of origin.

Considerable elements of the skill deficiencies of Turkish workers may 
be related to the history of the restructuring process. In the 1960s and 
1970s, exports and tourism exhibited a generally low share of income. 
This resulted in limited sources of foreign exchange and, in turn, a reas-
sessment of the migration policies of the Turkish government. To reiter-
ate an important point, the goal of emigration was to alleviate the 
problem of high unemployment stemming from the transformation proc-
ess in terms of shifting from agriculture to industrialization. For returning 
migrants, the skills and experience acquired in West European countries 
were not usable. Many workers that had returned considered starting 
their own companies at home, but they abandoned the idea. This was in 
the context of the existing economic structure in Turkey, which made it 
impossible for them to start, for instance, an industrial plant of their own. 
Although efforts have, over the years, been put into support for schemes 
for the unemployed in line with domestic requirements, it has proved to 
be impossible to provide new types of assistance because of limited train-
ing facilities combined with the traditional (or, to a greater extent, the 
lack of) employment services. In light of these considerations, Turkey’s 
capacity for sending trained workers to an enlarged EU in the foresee-
able future seems debatable.
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Even so, there are some grounds to suggest that skill and education 
levels are rising in Turkey. One piece of evidence is the dramatic rise in 
the number of graduates from tertiary-level education in the 20 –24 age 
group relative to older age groups. As Table 5.4 shows, Turkey is ranked 
higher in terms of the number of students in tertiary education than all 
the CEECs with the exception of Poland, which has a similar number. In 
parallel with this rise, 95 new universities have been established in Tur-
key in recent years – virtually one in each city. Newly graduated youth 
are desperate for jobs, owing to the high level of unemployment among 
university graduates in particular. It is clear that new graduates will ac-
celerate the rate of labour migration, given the high level of unemploy-
ment in Turkey.

As regards a profile of the characteristics of the anticipated migration 
from the CEECs, the workers are not all employed in occupations that 
fully reflect their education levels. The Accession Monitoring Report in 
the United Kingdom (UK Border Agency 2008) concluded that the ma-
jority of workers from the CEEC-8 were in the 25–34 age range. There 
were both highly educated and semi-skilled migrants in the UK, Swedish 
and Irish labour markets. Dobson and Sennikova (2007) argue that la-
bour flows from the CEECs are not substantially combating the long-
standing skill shortage problem. Instead, UK employers are, for instance, 
using CEEC labour to fill shortages in low-paid and unskilled jobs. With 
unemployment rising to 5.6 per cent overall, and at 11.0 per cent for 
16 –24 year olds, the UK labour market is clearly not functioning effi-
ciently (Dobson and Sennikova 2007: 132). In contrast, there is already 
evidence that CEEC-10 nationals positively contribute in all member 
states to overall labour market performance by alleviating labour short-
ages in sectors and occupations with high labour demand that cannot be 
met by national workers alone (European Commission 2008c: 2). A study 
published by the Ernst and Young Item Club in 2007 stated that workers 
from the CEECs served as an “elixir” for the UK economy, contributing 
some US$5 billion to UK gross domestic product (GDP). The main con-
clusion from the economic analysis of the migration impact by Brücker 
(2007) is that there exist substantial economic gains from migration 
within the enlarged EU, but that these gains are not – or at least not 
 sufficiently – being exploited. The transitional periods prevent the migra-
tion potential from being fully realized, particularly in the case of the ac-
cession of Bulgaria and Romania (Brücker 2007: 23). One may still 
assume that workers from the CEECs are valuable for European labour 
markets.

Other studies confirm that the majority of CEEC workers are working 
in low-skilled jobs and they are likely to be over-skilled for the job they 
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do. As Bhat pointed out in 2007, since Latvia’s accession to the EU about 
60,000 able-bodied working-age Latvians had left their homeland for 
 better opportunities, many becoming mushroom pickers in Ireland or la-
bourers in the UK. Although many were skilled professionals at home, 
they had the chance to receive higher wages abroad doing work requiring 
much less skill. As a result, Latvians have left their homeland in droves 
(Bhat 2007: 35). By contrast, studies point to the recruitment difficulties 
of Turkish workers who lack specific skills. A report from Migration News 
in 2007 indicated that Turkish immigrants in Europe were likely to under-
perform in school and in the labour market. Accordingly, 41 per cent of 
German people aged 20 –26 were students in 2005, 43 per cent were em-
ployed and 16 per cent were economically inactive, while the figures for 
Turks in the same age group were 24 per cent, 37 per cent and 38 per 
cent, respectively. In the short run, although familiarity with the appro-
priate pools of skill may be the reason many employers in the EU-15 
countries have expressed a preference for CEEC workers, they may be-
come too expensive to employ. As regards future East–West migration, it 
appears that their high education levels will be twice as likely to be the 
reason for their immobility. For Turkey, this factor is not very influential 
in determining the migration potential because many will not possess the 
skills to find a job in the EU member states.

It is sometimes the case that the citizens of a country prefer to migrate 
to the country offering the highest wages. According to Boeri and 
Brücker (2000), enlargement would not significantly affect wages and 
employment in the EU. They assumed that wage differences between 
the EU-15 and the candidate countries would remain even after their ac-
cession, since trade and capital movements were most unlikely to equal-
ize factor prices. The wage gap is in fact a key determinant in any labour 
migration forecast. In order to make reliable assumptions, the minimum 
wage level should be considered, together with purchasing power parities.

The level of the minimum wage in 2007 is summarized in Table 5.5. 
This shows that the minimum wage in Turkey was well above that in the 
CEECs, but much lower than in the EU-15. This is with the exception of 
Slovenia, whose minimum wage was the highest among the CEECs. The 
gap between the CEECs and the EU-15 countries is also significant, with 
the exception of Slovenia. It is highly likely that enlargement will lead to 
a new inflow of immigrants attracted by substantially higher wages in the 
EU-15. It is plausible to assume that the effect of the minimum wage on 
Turkish labour migration is limited, and European enterprises will be re-
luctant to employ Turkish workers. Quite simply, employers would incur 
high labour costs because Turkey’s minimum wage level is significantly 
higher than that the CEECs.



130

Ta
bl

e 
5.

4 
St

ud
en

ts
 i

n 
te

rt
ia

ry
 e

du
ca

ti
on

, 2
00

6

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 s

tu
de

nt
s 

in
 t

er
ti

ar
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
(’

00
0)

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n 
by

 s
ub

je
ct

 (
pe

r 
ce

nt
)

H
um

an
it

ie
s 

an
d 

ar
ts

So
ci

al
 

sc
ie

nc
es

, 
bu

si
ne

ss
 

an
d 

la
w

Sc
ie

nc
e,

 
m

at
hs

 a
nd

 
co

m
pu

ti
ng

E
ng

in
ee

ri
ng

, 
m

an
uf

ac
tu

ri
ng

 
an

d 
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 
an

d 
ve

te
ri

na
ry

H
ea

lt
h 

an
d 

w
el

fa
re

Se
rv

ic
es

E
U

-2
7

16
,3

42
12

.4
33

.5
10

.5
14

.4
2.

1
11

.9
 3

.7
E

ur
o 

ar
ea

8,
92

4
13

.1
32

.1
11

.3
15

.9
2.

3
12

.6
 3

.5
B

el
gi

um
39

0
10

.4
31

.7
 6

.2
10

.4
2.

5
16

.7
 1

.1
B

ul
ga

ri
a

23
8

 8
.4

42
.3

 5
.4

21
.2

2.
3

 6
.0

 6
.9

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
.

33
6

 9
.5

28
.1

 9
.5

19
.7

3.
8

 9
.8

 4
.5

D
en

m
ar

k
23

2
15

.0
29

.8
 8

.2
10

.3
1.

4
22

.0
 2

.0
G

er
m

an
y

2,
26

9
15

.7
27

.5
15

.0
15

.7
1.

4
14

.7
 2

.5
E

st
on

ia
68

11
.3

38
.1

10
.4

12
.2

2.
6

 8
.8

 8
.6

Ir
el

an
d

18
6

16
.9

21
.8

12
.3

10
.3

1.
3

11
.5

 4
.2

G
re

ec
e

44
7

11
.6

31
.9

15
.7

16
.5

5.
9

 6
.9

 5
.0

Sp
ai

n
1,

80
9

10
.5

32
.2

12
.2

17
.6

2.
3

10
.9

 5
.4

Fr
an

ce
–

–
–

–
–

–
–

–
It

al
y

2,
01

5
15

.7
36

.7
 7

.7
15

.9
2.

3
12

.5
 2

.5
C

yp
ru

s
20

 8
.7

43
.9

12
.8

 5
.0

0.
1

 4
.7

13
.8

L
at

vi
a

13
1

 6
.6

54
.5

 5
.2

 9
.5

1.
5

 4
.7

 4
.4

L
it

hu
an

ia
19

5
 7

.0
41

.2
 6

.2
18

.6
2.

3
 8

.9
 2

.9
L

ux
em

bo
ur

g
–

–
–

–
–

–
–

–
H

un
ga

ry
43

6
 7

.8
42

.7
 5

.5
12

.4
3.

1
 7

.6
 7

.9
M

al
ta

9
13

.5
41

.6
 5

.9
 7

.8
0.

8
14

.5
 0

.2
N

et
he

rl
an

ds
56

5
 7

.9
39

.8
 7

.6
 7

.9
1.

6
15

.8
 3

.0
A

us
tr

ia
24

4
13

.7
35

.9
12

.0
12

.2
1.

5
 9

.4
 2

.0
Po

la
nd

2,
11

8
 8

.5
39

.9
 8

.3
12

.7
2.

1
 3

.9
 6

.5
Po

rt
ug

al
38

1
 8

.6
31

.4
 7

.6
21

.8
2.

0
14

.5
 5

.5
R

om
an

ia
73

9
 1

.6
47

.1
 4

.7
20

.3
3.

0
 6

.3
 3

.1



131

Sl
ov

en
ia

11
2

 7
.6

43
.8

 5
.4

15
.8

3.
2

 7
.2

 7
.9

Sl
ov

ak
ia

18
1

 5
.7

47
.5

 9
.1

17
.4

3.
2

 4
.0

 6
.8

Fi
nl

an
d

30
6

14
.5

22
.3

11
.6

26
.4

2.
3

12
.9

 4
.7

Sw
ed

en
42

7
19

.9
26

.5
 9

.5
16

.4
0.

8
16

.9
 1

.7
U

K
2,

28
8

16
.7

26
.9

14
.2

 8
.1

0.
9

18
.5

 0
.6

C
ro

at
ia

13
5

 9
.3

37
.7

 7
.6

16
.3

3.
6

 7
.5

13
.5

M
ac

ed
on

ia
49

10
.9

32
.8

 7
.4

18
.1

4.
0

 9
.0

 4
.5

Tu
rk

ey
2,

10
6

 4
.8

17
.8

 7
.5

13
.9

2.
7

 5
.4

 3
.1

Ic
el

an
d

15
14

.3
35

.5
 8

.7
 6

.7
0.

6
12

.6
 1

.8
L

ie
ch

te
ns

te
in

1
 5

.3
69

.1
 0

.0
25

.6
0.

0
 0

.0
 0

.0
N

or
w

ay
21

4
11

.5
32

.2
 9

.4
 6

.9
0.

9
19

.0
 3

.8
Sw

it
ze

rl
an

d
20

0
12

.7
37

.8
11

.1
13

.2
1.

4
 9

.8
 3

.6
Ja

pa
n

4,
03

8
16

.2
28

.7
 2

.9
16

.6
2.

2
11

.9
 6

.8
U

SA
17

,2
72

10
.6

27
.3

 8
.9

 6
.7

0.
6

13
.9

 5
.1

So
ur

ce
: 

E
ur

os
ta

t 
(2

00
8b

: T
ab

le
 2

.5
).



132 EU ENLARGEMENT AND TURKISH LABOUR MIGRATION
 

Income gap

The difference in average GDP per capita between the EU-15 and the 
CEEC-10 is likely to increase migration pressure. Table 5.6 shows the ab-
solute gap in GDP per capita between Turkey and the CEEC-10. Turkey 
has generally low GDP per capita income (€10,500 in 2007), although it is 
similar to Romania’s (€10,100). The gap is largest in the case of Slovenia 
(€22,000) and smallest in the case of Bulgaria (€9,500). For Turkey, GDP 
per capita was forecast to rise only marginally in 2008–2009. At the same 
time, differences in GDP per capita are even larger between the EU-15 
and the CEEC-10. whose average GDP per capita is 40 per cent of that 
of the existing member states. As the income level of most of the CEECs 
is considerably below the EU-15 average, it is easy to see a trend towards 
an increase in the number of flows from these countries to the EU. For 

Table 5.5 The minimum wage in the EU-27 and Turkey, 2002–2007 (€)

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Belgium 1,163 1,163 1,186 1,210 1,234 1,259
Bulgaria 51 56 61 77 82 92
Czech Republic – – – – – –
Denmark – – – – – –
Germany – – – – – –
Estonia 118 138 159 172 192 230
Ireland 1,009 1,073 1,173 1,183 1,293 1,462
Greece 552 605 631 668 668 658
Spain 516 526 537 599 631 666
France 1,126 1,154 1,173 1,197 1,218 1,280
Italy – – – – – –
Cyprus – – – – – –
Latvia 107 116 121 116 129 122
Lithuania 120 120 125 145 159 203
Luxembourg 1,290 1,369 1,403 1,467 1,503 1,570
Hungary 202 212 189 232 247 262
Malta 552 534 542 557 580 585
Netherlands 1,207 1,249 1,265 1,265 1,273 1,317
Austria – – – – – –
Poland 212 201 177 205 234 246
Portugal 406 416 426 437 450 470
Romania 62 73 69 72 90 121
Slovenia – 451 471 490 512 522
Slovakia 114 133 148 167 183 217
Finland – – – – – –
Sweden – – – – – –
UK 1,118 1,106 1,083 1,197 1,269 1,356
Turkey – 189 240 240 331 330
USA 1,001 877 727 666 753 665

Source: Eurostat (2008f: Table 1.10).
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some countries, notably Slovenia and the Czech Republic, income levels 
relative to the EU-15 are higher, suggesting that their role as potential 
sending countries of economic migrants will be minimal.

However, medium- to long-term considerations suggest reduced labour 
migration incentives as the CEEC-10 catches up economically. When a 
catching-up economy is successful in creating the conditions for broad-
based economic growth and job creation, labour migration pressure is 
likely to be reduced, even when larger wage differentials persist (Heinz 
and Ward-Warmedinger 2006: 30). This convergence is still to be achieved 
for the CEECs, although they are well ahead of Turkey in per capita in-
come levels. The enlarged EU will probably face the prospect of having 

Table 5.6 GDP per capita: PPP (€, at current prices)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008a 2009a

EU-27 21,600 22,400 23,600 24,800 25,900 26,800
Germany 25,200 25,800 26,900 28,100 28,900 30,000
Austria 27,400 28,700 29,900 31,600 32,500 33,600
Belgium 26,100 27,100 28,200 29,300 30,000 31,000
UK 26,400 26,700 27,800 28,700 29,400 30,300
Bulgaria 7,300 7,900 8,600 9,500 10,100 11,000
Czech Rep. 16,300 17,100 18,400 20,200 21,300 22,800
Denmark 27,200 28,400 29,600 30,500 31,000 31,900
Estonia 12,300 14,100 16,100 17,900 18,600 19,800
Finland 25,200 25,800 27,500 29,000 30,000 31,200
France 23,800 25,200 26,300 27,600 28,100 29,000
Cyprus 19,600 20,800 21,600 23,000 23,600 24,500
Netherlands 28,000 29,400 30,700 32,500 33,600 34,800
Ireland 30,600 32,200 34,200 36,300 36,900 38,400
Spain 21,900 23,100 24,700 26,500 27,000 27,700
Sweden 27,000 27,700 29,300 31,300 32,200 33,400
Italy 23,100 23,600 24,300 25,200 25,500 26,100
Lithuania 9,900 11,200 12,200 14,400 15,100 15,900
Latvia 10,900 11,900 13,200 15,000 16,100 17,100
Luxembourg 54,700 59,200 65,700 68,500 71,000 74,400
Bulgaria 13,700 14,400 14,300 15,700 16,200 17,100
Malta 16,600 17,400 18,100 19,100 19,700 20,500
Poland 11,000 11,500 12,300 13,300 14,100 15,200
Portugal 16,100 16,900 15,500 18,500 18,900 19,600
Romania 7,400 7,900 9,100 10,100 10,800 11,700
Slovakia 12,400 13,600 15,000 17,000 18,300 19,900
Slovenia 18,400 19,500 20,700 22,000 23,100 24,400
Greece 20,300 21,500 22,900 24,300 26,500 26,500
Croatia 10,700 11,300 13,300 13,900 14,600 15,700
Macedonia 5,800 6,200 6,700 7,300 7,700 8,300
Turkey 8,100 8,800 9,700 10,500 10,900 11,500

Source: Eurostat (2008f).
a Forecast.
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to deal with considerable disparities over a long period of time. Even the 
front runner CEECs are 20 years away from average EU incomes. For 
Turkey, catching-up will take significantly longer, possibly as much as 40 
years.

Much attention has been paid to the potential financial costs of Turkish 
accession. In fact, GDP per capita is a good indicator of how much a 
country has to contribute to the EU budget. An alternative way of calcu-
lating the budgetary effects for the new member states is to estimate the 
contribution per capita in the EU-15 based on income per capita and to 
estimate the receipts per capita based on per capita Council votes and 
the level of development in a broader sense, as indicated by eligibility for 
Cohesion Fund status (Baldwin et al. 1997: 75). Since the EU-15 member 
states will be relatively large net contributors after the enlargement 
under the present rules, they will have an incentive to change the rules in 
order to reduce the value of the contribution from the rich to the poor 
member states (Flam 2004: 192). Even with rapid growth, Turkey will be 
a clear candidate for substantial structural and regional assistance. Un-
doubtedly, the new member states have the voting power to block EU 
funds if they feel disadvantaged, as evidenced in the Southern enlarge-
ment. Restricting these funds, which are seen as policy tools for decreas-
ing structural and the long-term unemployment, particularly in rural 
areas in Turkey, would lead to substantial migration flows.

Social networks and geographical distance

Other important pull factors are the networks of migrants in the EU-15 
and the geographical distances between the member states. Although 
economic stability and specific labour market conditions are considered 
to be the drivers of international migration flows, the case of the CEECs 
points to the importance of geographical distance and social networks in 
the EU countries. The EU member states are the preferred destinations 
for the CEECs.

That said, the current East–West migration is the result of the collapse 
of communist regimes in Eastern Europe in 1989, leading to large diaspo-
ras of CEEC immigrants in several West European countries (notably 
Austria, Germany, Belgium, France and the United Kingdom). During 
the Cold War, East–West migration continued, but on a limited scale, 
thereby increasing the immigrant populations abroad. Migration espe-
cially occurred in the first few years after the collapse of the communist 
structures. Since then, the traditional migration flows and the established 
communities in the West have introduced a new pattern for labour move-
ment. Although some migrants have already returned, a significant pro-
portion is still abroad.
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The existence of networks as one of the central elements of the eco-
nomic determinants of migration reinforces movement, for example by 
Turks first to Germany and then to France. Historically, the desire of 
Turks to migrate to France goes back to the Ottoman legacy, despite the 
geographical distance. This is in contrast to other European countries, 
where labour migration came into existence in the 1950s and 1960s. It has 
been held that the Ottoman Turks living in France were kept in concen-
tration camps in order to prevent them from spying during the First 
World War. The guest worker phase in the 1950s saw a spatial evolution 
of the migration pattern towards Western Europe, and Turkey became a 
major supply country over long distances. Since the standstill of 1973, the 
reasons for the attachment of Turks to France are family unification, 
waves of asylum and naturalization through marriage. It is estimated that 
500,000 Turkish nationals are living in France, constituting the third-
largest  community after Moroccans and Algerians.

Hence, it can be argued that analysis of East–West migration should 
not concentrate exclusively on the CEECs, given Turkey’s extensive pre-
vious links with West European countries. At the end of the guest worker 
programme, work-related migration was directed to the EC countries 
under the family unification scheme. Presumably this migration pattern 
substituted for traditional migration. Thus, networks attracted migrants 
mainly for labour market opportunities. At the same time, they have sig-
nalled labour market saturation or possible native social and ethnic expe-
riences deterring Turkish migration flows over the years.

With regard to the size of the migration potential following the en-
largement, the receiving countries have experienced much less dramatic 
flows. That is, the introduction of the free movement of labour in several 
EU member states has not influenced the preference of the CEECs. It 
may be fair to say that these possible networks are not institutionalized 
nor do they play a significant role in attracting labour from the CEECs. 
Contrary to this claim, Boeri and Brücker (2000) stressed the importance 
of networks within East–West migration and suggested that Austria and 
Germany could expect to receive a large share of labour migration from 
the East. Some CEECs with low living standards have a common border 
with highly industrialized countries. According to the 2002 Human Devel-
opment Report (UNDP 2002), the average unemployment rate in the 
western part of Central Europe was well above the national averages in 
the individual countries. For this reason, labour migration flows from the 
regions bordering on Germany and Austria constituted a significant share 
of total emigration because of strong labour market distortions. Both 
countries already have the largest contingent of CEEC residents – 1.1 
per cent and 0.5 per cent respectively of the total population (Putten 
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2002: 10). In both cases, geographical proximity seems to play a role in 
decreasing the costs of migration.

A quick glance at the migration history of Turkey clearly shows that 
the route changed radically in the early 1970s. After the standstill of 1973, 
the Turks migrated to the East rather than the West. Table 5.7 summa-
rizes the distribution of the stock of Turkish migrants in foreign countries 
in 2006. Understandably, traditional overseas immigration countries such 
as Switzerland, the United States, Australia and New Zealand were gen-
erally preferred by Turkish migrants. However, the proportion of Turkish 
workers who emigrated to the West is still significant, reaching nearly 68 
per cent in 2006. The top regions were the United States and Canada, the 
Middle East, and the Russian Federation, indicating that growing shares 
were taken by international migration movements. In particular, Russia 
has increasingly become a preferred destination in recent years, perhaps 
even more so than Germany where the Turks traditionally formed a large 
part of labour movements. According to statistics from the Turkish Em-
ployment Institution (2008), 12,891 Turkish nationals migrated to Russia 
in 2008 for employment purposes. Iraq and Saudi  Arabia constituted the 
second group of preferred destination countries. Social and economic up-
heaval in rural areas, as well as the current economic crisis, have forced 
people to search for a new direction (Manço 2008: 2). In this vein, owing 
to the globalization of the world economy, Turkish workers have immi-
grated not only to the West but to the East as well.

If distance is seen as a crucial factor in traditional migration, this em-
phasis on its positive role in flows for the nationals of the CEECs and the 
effectiveness of maintaining links with their home country should not be 
undervalued. A fairly large number of people from the CEECs are 
 already resident in the EU. Polish and Romanian groups are particularly 
successful in migrating to the West and have established large commu-
nities. Diaspora communities often play a role in fostering migration by 
providing accommodation, help with job searches and insider knowledge 

Table 5.7 The number of Turkish workers in foreign countries, 2006

Western Europe 826,934
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and 

Kyrgyzstan
23,609

Middle East and African countries 132,794
Australia 30,250
United States and Canada 143,000
Russian Federation, Japan, Afghanistan and other countries 48,919
Total 1,205,506

Source: Turkish Ministry of Employment and Social Security, Annual Progress 
Report, 2006.
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about how processes work. In particular, Poland is a major source of mi-
grants because the vast majority of its emigrants live in the EU-15 and 
it has a relatively high population size. Existing entities (for example, 
Polish churches and social clubs in the United Kingdom) act as labour 
exchanges and advice centres, which intensifies existing movements. The 
close ties between the Polish community and the United Kingdom were 
established before the Second World War. This explains why Polish work-
ers have an advantage in the post-2004 migration flows. In the future, 
Turkey may have the same experiences, since its ethnic minorities are 
leaving Turkey, especially for the Caucasus region.

Long before Turks migrated to the West, networks’ effects were also 
applicable, possibly in concentrations of Turkish nationals in Germany. 
Migrants from Turkey are not expected to be distributed proportionally 
across the EU-15 countries. Table 5.8 shows how future migration flows 
will be distributed across EU countries. To put it another way, the choice 
of Germany is dictated by social networks. Germany hosts the largest 
proportion of Turkish immigrants (76 per cent). This implies that over 2 
million Turks will migrate to Germany. France (8 per cent) and the Neth-
erlands (4 per cent) also host a relatively large share of Turks and are 
expected to receive 213,000 and 107,000 migrants, respectively. Networks 
appear to be self-regulating and will continue to be active. This means 
that a considerable number of potential workers will continue to move 
even if restrictive immigration policies (for example, transitional arrange-
ments) are abolished.

Historically, during the introduction of the free movement of workers 
in the previous enlargements of the EU, the labour-sending countries did 
not share an extended frontier with the EU immigration countries that 
would enable short-distance and frontier migration. Taking into account 
the Southern experience, however, it might be a mistake to perceive dis-
tance as being a crucial factor; the size of the flows is low, despite the 

Table 5.8 Expected destinations of Turkish migrants in the EU, based on num-
bers in EU countries in 1999

No. (’000) Per cent

Total 2,665 100
Germany 2,025  76
France 213 8
UK  53 2
Italy  27 1
Netherlands 107 4
Rest of Europe 240 9

Sources: OECD (2001) for data on current destinations and Lejour et al. (2004) 
for calculations of expected destinations of Turkish migrants.
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 geographical proximity of the CEECs and the EU. Analysts from the 
Central Statistical Office in Warsaw have claimed that, even though so-
cial ties with the EU-15 countries remained powerful, the first waves of 
flows since the 2004 enlargement turned out to be low in the border re-
gions. A decreasing number of departures was observed in Poland for the 
period 2000 –2004, but this declining trend has weakened with EU acces-
sion. As far as mobility by border is concerned, the overall decrease in 
departures occurred mainly on the southern and the sea borders. On the 
other borders, an increase in cross-border mobility of Poles was observed. 
One may link this increase with the appearance of inexpensive airlines 
that initiated their activities in Poland right after the EU enlargement. 
Therefore, a big increase in the number of crossings by air may be an in-
dicator of a growing short-term or long-term labour migration by Poles 
(Iglicka 2002: 4). It appears that the introduction of free movement will 
provide a special stimulus to this trend.

A feeling of belonging and communality has been associated with this 
region, and a sense of “geographical identity” has patently been an im-
portant influence in shaping cross-border mobility. According to Eurostat 
data for 2000 (CEC 2001c), the stock of Estonian citizens living in Fin-
land represented more than 60 per cent of Estonians living in the EU-15. 
Slovakia is, strictly speaking, much closer geographically to the EU core. 
Slovakians therefore have an advantage in terms of lower transport costs 
to the European labour markets. This is principally linked to a significant 
increase in crossings in the border regions. For instance, crossings from 
Slovakia (which are similar to movement from Germany) consist mainly 
of one-day shopping trips. The largest numbers of cheap flights are to the 
countries that have opened their labour markets to Eastern Europeans. 
As far as Turkey’s geographical distance is concerned, there are appar-
ently no tendencies towards similar movements. Unlike the border coun-
tries of Eastern Europe, flights by Turkish airlines are relatively expensive. 
A low level of cross-border mobility for Turkey will be highly likely, 
which is explained by its relative distance from West European countries.

It may be concluded that, owing to close geographical proximity, CEEC 
migrants will prefer to move to the EU region rather than anywhere else. 
Conversely, geographical distance will impair labour movement from Tur-
key, thereby acting as a deterrent for the social and cultural integration 
of Turkish migrants into Western society. Reports from the World Tour-
ism Organization (1999) indicate increasing numbers of short trips by 
Turks, with the main destinations of day visits to European countries be-
ing Italy, Greece, Germany, France and the United Kingdom. As Table 5.9 
shows, daily commuting by Turks to distant countries seems to be strongly 
deterred, and the United Kingdom and the United States were, in partic-
ular, less preferred destination countries. The Middle East is a strongly 



CEEC ACCESSION & THE MOVEMENT OF TURKISH LABOUR 139
 

preferred destination for day-trips among Turks, with Iran and Saudi 
Arabia being ranked top. It is important to note that cultural factors play 
a greater role in Turks’ preferences – their trips to the Middle East are 
mainly for religious activities (for example, pilgrimage).

It thus appears that Turks’ traditional migration pattern consists of 
mainly short-distance migration or frontier migration and the preferred 
destination is closely associated with cultural closeness. However, the 
large number of people who travelled to Western countries during 1994 – 
2003 should not be underestimated. A significant number of day-trips is 
observed (although the figures are based on estimates for Greece and 
France). As far as the cost of migration is concerned, it is likely that long 
distances will act against the migration potential from Turkey.

Social provision systems

The well-developed social provision systems, which include pensions, ed-
ucation and healthcare, for citizens in Western Europe constitute an im-
portant pull factor. The potential consequences of the new freedom of 
movement have fuelled the debate over whether migrants from the new 
members will swamp labour markets and strain welfare systems in the 
EU member states. Theoretically, labour migration results from rational 
choices oriented to a certain system of values. A stable social context ex-
ists when people’s needs are at least minimally satisfied. If those minimal 
needs are not fulfilled within one social context, some people will migrate 
to a new social context where they will find better conditions to meet 
their needs or will expect to suffer relatively less.

Before the 2004 enlargement, strong concerns in the EU-15 about the 
issue of welfare state benefits provoked much debate. This was because 

Table 5.9 Preferred destination countries of Turks for short trips (business or 
 leisure)

Country 1994 1998 2000 2003

Iran   6,313 160,959 – 180,000a

Saudi Arabia – 150,000 174,990 177,467
Italy –  86,697 121,056 165,307
Greece  73,388  69,875 133,954 150,000a

Russia 101,047 140,157 103,400 139,252
Germany  98,858 113,135 126,926 135,252
Jordan 110,055  91,212 136,737 106,899
France –  91,700  87,340  93,900a

UK  52,000  75,000  78,000  92,000
USA  33,563  78,219 106,427  75,227

Source: World Tourism Organization (1999).
a Estimates.
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eligibility for employment support was often highly restricted in most 
CEECs. These countries face a daunting challenge of crippling social se-
curity systems. They also suffer from a fall in social contributions, which 
is especially important in the context of demographic tensions. Reduced 
social security with fewer young people and more pensioners will insti-
gate a vicious circle, and thus the lower level of social protection will mo-
tivate even more young people to move abroad.

The situation regarding the social security system seems no less severe 
in Turkey. The state in Turkey is perceived as having a weak capacity for 
providing adequate social services, which have not occupied a central 
place within the role of the state. Instead, preserving the unitary nature 
of the state, national security and public order has been seen as being 
of primary importance. As a result, the state machinery relating to 
 national security policies has been over-institutionalized and over-
developed, while that relating to the provision of welfare services has re-
mained weak and underdeveloped (Sözen and Shaw 2003: 111). However, 
some progress has been achieved. The most significant pillar of social se-
curity reforms, the Social Insurance and General Health Insurance Law, 
entered into force in October 2008. The Social Security Institution has 
been strengthening its capacity to deliver decentralized one-stop services 
for disadvantaged people. Nevertheless, there has been no development 
as regards new legislation on social assistance and services (CEC 2008g: 
6).

The existence of social security benefits in the EU-15 countries has 
crucial consequences for potential labour migration. It ensures that an 
unsuccessful search for employment does not result in no income. The 
welfare state in the EU-15 constitutes a part of the higher standard of liv-
ing that attracts migrants. Its benefits contribute to the ability of workers 
to trigger the labour market shortages that are the immediate condition 
that both stimulates and justifies migration (Freeman 1986: 57).

The risk of poverty (for people aged 65 years and over) in the CEECs 
and Turkey is illustrated in Figure 5.3 against the background of the EU’s 
social provision system in 2005. For Turkey, the risk of poverty was 22 per 
cent. Across the new member states, the poverty rate was less than 8 per 
cent in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and Poland, but it was 
16 –21 per cent in Latvia, Estonia, Slovenia, Lithuania and Bulgaria. A 
considerably higher poverty rate was evident in the EU-15, in particular 
in Ireland, Spain, Greece, Portugal and the United Kingdom, ranging 
from 31 per cent to 38 per cent. In the rest of the EU-15, this figure 
ranged from 5 per cent to 23 per cent. In comparison with the EU-15, the 
risk of poverty is, in the main, higher in most CEECs, where people thus 
face the risk of social exclusion. For Turkey, differences in the poverty 
rate may change over time when current social security reforms speed 
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up within the accession partnership framework. Meanwhile, these differ-
ences will continue to constitute a special stimulus to migration flows 
from the CEECs for some time.

Several studies refer to skill level or educational attainment as being 
positively related to migration. Those that are left behind in the lagging 
regions are predominantly low-skilled workers with the worst employ-
ment prospects. This suggests that lack of education is an important bar-
rier to mobility. As such, investments in education and training may 
facilitate the adjustment process, as workers acquire the necessary skills 
to find a job in more dynamic regions and to move away from lagging 
parts of the country (Paci et al. 2007: 61).

Figure 5.4 shows the difference in investment in formal schooling be-
tween the CEECs and Turkey. Public expenditure on education in the 
EU-27 was 5.1 per cent of GDP in 2004. Among the CEEC-10, the high-
est public spending on education was observed in Slovenia (7.0 per cent), 
followed by Hungary and Poland (both with 5.7 per cent), Lithuania (5.4 
per cent) and Estonia (5.1 per cent). Other new members reported that 
public expenditure on education accounted for between 4 per cent and 
5 per cent of their GDP. In the case of Romania, its proportion of public 
expenditure on education fell below 4 per cent of GDP. Turkey can be 
classified as a lower-spending country, spending 4.0 per cent of GDP on 
public  education. Limits on education expenditure in Turkey contrast 
with government policy, since there has been an increasing number of 
higher education institutions each year without much consideration given 
to their maintenance. At the same time, there is a considerable expendi-
ture gap between the EU-15 and the CEECs, which is critically important 
for future migration flows.

Figures 5.5 and 5.6 further illustrate this. The figures for both the 
number of hospital beds and the number of physicians in the CEECs 
were below the average of the EU-15 but above Turkey in 2005. Addi-
tionally, a Commission report in 2008 (CEC 2008h) noted that healthcare 
expenditure in the EU-27 exceeded 8 per cent of GDP in France, the 
Netherlands and Sweden, whereas it was less than 4 per cent in Poland, 
Lithuania and Latvia. In Turkey, health expenditure was only 3.1 per cent 
of GDP in 2006. Turkey clearly lags behind in all these indicators, which 
gives a special impetus to migration flows. Moreover, in principle, the 
large variation in these health indicators between the EU-15 and the 
CEECs creates another motive for mobility.

With a proportion of healthcare expenditure that remained the lowest 
by comparison, Turkey’s public health situation is generally considered 
unsatisfactory. In recent years, there has been some progress in the area 
of health and safety at work, where Turkey has attained a good degree of 
alignment with the acquis communautaire. Nevertheless, the situation in 
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Turkey is not promising in terms of sustainable long-term development 
policies. Further alignment with EU standards is essential to improving 
the general health of the population.

It is commonly claimed that the migration of labour is a threat to the 
welfare state because of the very existence of an inequality in benefits 
between the CEECs and the EU-15. The Eastern enlargement may pro-
vide migrants with automatic access to social security benefits. At the mo-
ment, however, migrants’ access to the social security systems in the 
United Kingdom and Ireland is restricted. Some CEEC workers are vul-
nerable to tough living conditions in the EU-15. For instance, when they 
arrive in the United Kingdom with little money, they have a very hard 
time. Many end up living on the streets, especially in London, and are 
mostly dependent on charity-run soup kitchens for food and are unable 
to return home (Dobson and Sennikova 2007: 130). For this reason, it is 
likely that many CEEC workers will limit the duration of their stay to 
the short term, even though the tendency to migrate is greater because of 
the higher social standards in the EU-15.

The social provisions in the EU-15 may have important consequences 
for labour movement, but some studies reject the claim that workers 
from the new accession countries constitute a real burden on social ser-
vices. A European Commission Report in 2005 on initial statistics from 
the United Kingdom, Ireland and Sweden showed that the labour flow 
effects in a situation of no restrictions have not been as dramatic as many 
feared, and “workers from the new member states have not yet proven to 
be a ‘drain’ on welfare benefits systems”. In particular, there were lower-
than-expected labour flows to Sweden, “where workers from the new 
member states boosted the active working population by a mere 0.07% 
between May and December 2004. . . . Those predicting an ‘invasion of 
Polish plumbers’ were also way off the mark” (European Report 2005: 2). 
In spite of this, it is still reasonable to argue that the extent to which tra-
ditional systems of social protection are inadequate (with a minimum 
wage below the level necessary to support a single person) will have po-
tentially important implications for the free movement of labour in the 
CEECs.

Generally, migration flows from the CEEC-10 countries have already 
been posing some threats or challenges to the social provisions of the 
EU-15. Migrants appear to have a strong desire to continue to stay in the 
EU countries in order to be entitled to education, pensions and health-
care. This is causing downward pressure on social security standards. The 
EU’s response could actually constitute an attempt to develop some form 
of collective action that aims to maintain the level of social protection via 
restricting labour migration. Indeed, concerns about unrestricted access 
to welfare lay behind the decisions of a number of EU members in early 
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2004 (for example Sweden) to impose controls on migrants from the ac-
cession states, despite the earlier promise of full freedom of movement of 
labour. Similarly, Germany’s Ifo Economic Institute has argued that this 
process could take 10 years and has suggested that the correct policy is to 
allow free movement of labour but to restrict access to some social secur-
ity benefits (see Wagstyl 2004: 2).

Historically, under similar conditions, the countries of the European 
Community had already tried to integrate often poorly educated migrant 
workers from rural areas in Turkey into their labour market. During the 
1960s, European countries (mainly Germany, with above-average social 
security expenditure) encouraged the movement of Turkish workers. 
 Taking into account the evolution of Turkey’s migration to the West, 
Turks may still continue to look upon the EU as a “relief centre” owing 
to its poverty rate.

In the meantime, educational provision in the EU continues to attract 
people from the CEECs. This is particularly true for students, who may 
seek to start or continue their education in the EU. In Poland, education 
is the key determinant of migration to the West: students account for a 
significant share of migration. It should also be noted that migration to 
the West for educational purposes has reached a substantial level in Tur-
key, as a result of active measures such as the ERASMUS programme 
and, to a lesser degree, programmes for staff exchange between Turkey 
and some member states. This will probably help to increase general ac-
ceptance of higher migration rates from Turkey regardless of the right to 
free movement.

The factors rebutting migration fears

The effects of trade liberalization and EU funds

In the late 1990s, when the CEECs’ aspirations to EU membership be-
came obvious, some trends started to develop, including a massive inflow 
of foreign direct investment (FDI), increasing international trade and 
payments from the structural and cohesion funds assigned by the EU. 
These trends seem to have generated significant economic growth, with a 
consequent improvement in the employment situation, while pushing 
convergence with the existing member states. Since one of the main moti-
vations for migration is the search for work, the improvement of the eco-
nomic situation in the CEECs has already begun to relieve the migration 
pressure.

In assessing the growth and convergence prospects of the CEECs, 
Boeri and Brücker (2000) estimated that their accession to the EU would 
double FDI and considerably increase capital inflows. FDI in labour-
intensive  industries would be particularly impressive (Boeri and Brücker 
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2000: 35). Boeri and Brücker’s predictions have been borne out by the 
facts. Historically, integration of the CEECs into trade links with the EU 
has been significant since the beginning of the transition in 1989. The 
share of exports to the EU in the total exports of the CEEC-10 was 
60.2 per cent in 1995, increasing to 66.0 per cent in 2003, and the corre-
sponding values for imports were 61.2 per cent and 63.3 per cent, respec-
tively. This level of trade integration with the EU market is already 
higher than that in the majority of the EU-15 (Crespo and Fontoura 
2007: 611). The main reason for the increased trade can be attributed to 
the trade agreements signed between the EU and the CEECs in the early 
1990s, which gave these countries preferential access to EU markets. The 
CEECs have experienced substantial increases in the volume of trade 
with the EU as a result of large investments by firms from Western Eu-
rope and elsewhere.

The inflow of foreign investments (see Figure 5.7) by mainly European 
investors can be seen as a sign of satisfaction with the transition process 
of the CEECs. For Turkey, the starting point is one of low trade volumes. 
According to Turkey’s State Planning Organization (2008), exports to the 
EU accounted for only 15–16 per cent of Turkey’s GDP, compared with 
over 20 per cent for Poland. With this sort of trade structure, a relatively 
small share of all FDI is invested by European companies. No significant 
effects from the customs union should be expected on the trade pattern 
in industrial goods. Trade in agricultural goods will be affected, but the 
major effects will be in Turkey, not in the EU, since import barriers are 
relatively low for Turkish agricultural exports (Flam 2004: 197). The con-
sequences for trade policy of closer economic relations with the EU are 
difficult to predict. However, EU trade is not expected to change sub-
stantially as a result of full membership.

Four critical issues have contributed to the lower degree of trade inte-
gration in Turkey. First, as a result of a residual protectionist attitude on 
the part of the bureaucracy, the share of Turkish trade in GDP is lower 
than for most of the new accession countries. Secondly, corruption acts as 
a deterrent to investors and remains persistently high, although Turkey 
has recently ratified a civil law convention on corruption. Thirdly, the un-
stable macroeconomic environment, including high inflation rates, large 
fluctuations in exchange rates and problematic public finances, is a crucial 
impediment to investment in the Turkish economy. Finally, an equally im-
portant factor is that the geographical distribution of Turkey’s foreign 
trade is less focused on the EU, as Turkey is much further away from the 
core of the EU market than most CEECs are.

A more substantial issue is that the effects of EU structural funds pay-
ments should be taken into account in the successful growth strategies 
of the CEECs (and Turkey). With regard to EU payments, the European 
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Commission itself in 2005 estimated annual growth ranging from 0.4 per 
cent to 1.2 per cent (CEC 2006b). Substantial transfers to the CEECs are 
evident, although these transfers are still ongoing. Table 5.10 shows the 
estimated total receipts by the 13 candidate countries in 2001. Turkey re-
ceived only a limited share of Cohesion funding, with transfers of €263 
per capita. The extreme cases were Slovenia and Estonia, with transfers 
of €1,133 and €1,548 per capita, respectively. The smaller countries re-
ceive net transfers that are much larger per capita than those of the 
larger countries because of their relatively greater voting power. Given 
that most CEECs are small, it is likely that the potential for a dramatic 
increase in EU funding will be transferred to these countries.

In broad terms, assuming substantial increases in Structural Funds and 
rural development funding, the outlook for economic growth in the 
CEECs will remain bright for decades. The possibility of substantial mi-
gration flows from the CEECs have presumably led the EU incumbents 
to favour a gradual opening of labour markets, knowing that the ongoing 
convergence in living standards would make substantial migration less 
likely. Large-scale transformations – including financial assistance itself – 
did actually alter the balance, as they were intended to do.

All in all, it is very likely that trade and the European Structural Funds 
will continue to play an important role in promoting economic growth 
and wage convergence in the CEECs. Such developments will contribute 
to welfare in the CEECs in the medium or long run, thus decreasing la-
bour migration pressure. For Turkey, this scenario seems very unlikely. 
Turkey’s growth prospects mostly lie in FDI inflows and European fund-
ing. A lower level of trade with Turkey implies underdevelopment. This is 
especially the case when Turkey is in the throes of development. If fund-
ing continues to be supplied at relatively low levels, the pressures for out-
migration will persist. As a result, there will be more pressure for workers 
to move to the EU member states.

Return migration

Contrary to expectations, EU accession, with its resulting economic pro-
gress in the CEEC-10 countries, may motivate a return migration of peo-
ple who left around a decade ago. Migration flows actually occurred 
during the first half of the 1990s. For this reason, most of the people mo-
tivated to migrate have already done so and the remaining pressure is 
very low. This process seems to be occurring in the CEEC region even at 
the onset of their transition periods. The CEECs are already switching 
from their traditional role as sending countries towards becoming sub-
stantial receivers. This issue has gained importance for Turkey. If it is 
 reasonable to anticipate substantial return migration, anxiety should 
 diminish.
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The return migration pattern predicted by Sinn and Ochel (2003) fits 
the reality of past EU migrations. A substantial proportion of South Eu-
ropean guest workers, recruited to work in Germany from the late 1950s 
through to the early 1970s, have returned to their home country. Obser-
vations of immigrants (from Italy, Greece, Spain, former Yugoslavia and 
Turkey) extracted from the German Socio-Economic Panel demonstrate 
that, of 3,010 immigrants surveyed in 1984, 765 (25 per cent) returned 
between 1984 and 1997 (Sinn and Ochel 2003: 877). In reality, the eco-
nomic downturn of 1973 did not lead to a massive return of immigrants 
to their home country. Many immigrants decided to remain in the host 
country to benefit from their social rights, which were similar to those of 
native workers. In addition, the economic situation in the home countries 
was markedly worse, and, finally, many feared not being able to re-enter 
the host country. According to some United Nations estimates (United 
Nations Economic and Social Council 2009), only 10 per cent of immi-
grant workers returned to their country of origin in the two years follow-
ing the 1973 crisis. As a result, European Community countries observed 
that migration was part of a process not only reflecting the needs of the 
labour market but also including a strong family component and a social 
cost linked to the presence of second generations (Garson and Loizillon 
2003: 4).

This is not to deny that a substantial number of permanent migrants 
had changed their minds and returned to Turkey by the 1980s, thereby 
becoming re-migrant just as temporary migrants became permanent mi-
grants. According to a survey conducted in 1985, 39.4 per cent of Turks in 
Germany had no plans to return to Turkey and 21.0 per cent considered 
the possibility of returning in 10 years at the earliest; thus, 60.4 per cent 
of Turks living in Germany wanted to remain there for more than 10 
years (Martin 1991: 22). When the guest worker programme ended, the 
myth of return did not prevent settlement. Inherent in any such decision 
is an economic element, since it took migrants longer to reach their tar-
gets. In effect, the lengthening of the stay in the host country caused mi-
grants to delay or abandon their decision to return. As time passes, this 
trend is likely to rise in favour of more permanent settlement. The idea 
of permanent migration may wane, but that will not dampen workers’ en-
thusiasm for migration.

As regards current East–West movements, the question of whether the 
CEEC workers will stay permanently will be the modern version of these 
developments. In 2002, the results of on-line research showed that 39–88 
per cent of Internet users in Latvia considered the possibility of work-
ing in one of the EU countries when these countries opened their la-
bour markets. Depending on the underlying assumptions, the estimated 
number of potential movers was between 80,000 and 340,000, and only 
half of them had a firm intention to return to Latvia. Other things being 
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equal, the following factors made the return of potential emigrants sig-
nificantly less likely: higher education, young age, residence in Riga, and 
a preference for using Russian (rather than Latvian) on the Internet 
(Hazans 2003: 34).

The example of out-migration makes it evident that almost all studies 
take into account the improving socioeconomic conditions in the home 
country that might stimulate return migration. In terms of return migra-
tion, the Southern enlargement might have an important message for the 
likely response of the CEECs to improved economic performance. In 
contrast, the pressure in Turkey to migrate will continue for some de-
cades to come. For example, Turkey is unlikely to receive the kind of 
Structural or Cohesion funding that the CEECs receive. These funds are 
seen as positive results of medium-term growth upon entering the EU. 
Not surprisingly, given Turkey’s future demand for Structural Funds, 
there are those who oppose Turkish membership, assuming that Turkey’s 
entry would put enormous strain on the EU budget because of the huge 
transfers necessary to bring agriculture, infrastructure and administration 
up to EU standards. Thus, while the CEECs are experiencing return mi-
gration as a result of accession, the prospects for Turkey’s inclusion in 
European labour markets seem bleak following the Commission’s pro-
posed negotiation framework on Turkish membership: long transition pe-
riods, derogations, specific arrangements or permanent safeguard clauses. 
These instruments will limit Turkey’s access to the key benefits of EU 
membership that are so vital for socioeconomic development. In turn, the 
worsening situation at home will increase the incentives for migration.

Studies on return migration in several countries show that the more 
skilled and successful migrants are generally better at integrating into the 
receiving society, and hence are less likely to return. Here, differences in 
qualitative potential are relevant. Turkish workers lack the skills, experi-
ence and flexibility to take advantage of new employment opportunities, 
particularly in the services sector or in fast-growing export industries. It is 
certainly true that “Europe’s labour demands are not going to be the 
same as those of the 1960s”, as stated by Gülay Aslantepe, Turkey’s rep-
resentative to the International Labour Organization, referring to a pe-
riod of high Turkish migration to Germany and other West European 
countries (Elci 2005: 2). This gives us some clues to how and if Turks will 
be able to meet the job profiles and eventually integrate into European 
labour markets. Turks’ increasing participation in economic – as well as 
political, social and educational – fields in European societies is a signal 
of a determination on the part of Turks to settle in the countries to which 
they have already migrated.

The migratory movements regulated by the provisions of the Associa-
tion Agreement and the Additional Protocol are driven by labour de-
mand. The regime of the free movement of workers allows potential 
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CEEC emigrants to migrate to EU member states only if sufficient em-
ployment opportunities exist in these destination countries (Goedings 
1999: 30). The availability of permanent jobs in the EU countries is lim-
ited and job creation is not fast enough to fully compensate for workers 
from Eastern Europe. The Commission clearly anticipates considerable 
return migration by the CEECs even in the short run:

In the wake of current economic developments it is likely that a possible de-
cline in labour demand will reduce labour flows within the EU. Recent eco-
nomic slowdowns in some countries have already led to a substantial reduction 
in new entries, in parallel to an increase in return migration. This is a sign that 
free labour mobility is self-regulatory by nature and provides a much needed 
flexibility in both directions: workers go to where there is demand for labour 
and many leave again when employment conditions become less favourable 
(CEC 2008c: 2).

Some studies point to other factors that are likely to cause return mi-
gration. Low transportation costs have contributed to return migration in 
the Eastern region. Return migration is also stimulated by the growing 
difficulty of acquiring a home in the EU-15 countries. With regard to the 
problem of affordable housing, most EU governments have tended to 
subsidize owner-occupied housing, with little effort put into the develop-
ment of a rental market.

Others suggest that, at present, it is difficult to predict the impact of 
short-term labour migration within the East–West migration pattern, but 
it may become significant under conditions of free movement. What is 
more obvious is that East–West migration is very circular. Many CEEC 
citizens stay in Western Europe only briefly – to supplement the family 
budget, to earn money for university tuition, or to purchase expensive 
consumer goods – and intend to return in the future. Temporary employ-
ment, therefore, seems to suit both ends of the migratory chain perfectly: 
CEEC citizens improve their incomes, and West European economies 
often have sufficient labour to do work for which no West European citi-
zens are available under the social and employment conditions offered 
(Goedings 1999: 21–31). There is reason to hope that economic condi-
tions in the CEECs will improve. Consequently, insofar as workers are 
relegated to transitory employment, they will be less likely to settle per-
manently (Erzan and Kirişci 2004: 63). In other words, East–West migra-
tion is changing and may give rise to new forms of migration.

These expectations are now beginning to be realized. The tide of mi-
gration is turning as Polish workers return. This is happening even though 
the future back home is uncertain. More than 750,000 East and Central 
European immigrants have flocked to all parts of the UK since the acces-
sion of eight former Eastern bloc countries to the EU in 2004. However, 
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the tide seems to be turning as the economies of the new EU member 
states strengthen. The numbers of East European immigrants approved 
to work in the UK dropped from 227,875 in 2006 to 206,905 in 2007, a fall 
of nearly 10 per cent, and the trend was expected to accelerate over the 
next decade. Poles, who make up two-thirds of newcomers, are under-
stood to be returning home in greater numbers, impelled by lower sala-
ries, job shortages and the fall in the value of the pound (Morris 2008: 1). 
Thus, the main motive for returning migrants is – not surprisingly – high 
wages and guaranteed employment. Return migration is also confirmed 
by research conducted for the Polish Ministry of Labour and Social Pol-
icy (2008), although finding accurate data on the scale of this return mi-
gration is virtually impossible.

Migration trends in Turkey stand out in contrast to that in the CEECs, 
although some Turkish immigrants might choose to return home, just as 
was the case with Greece, Portugal and Spain. There are different angles 
regarding the legal obstacles to return migration. Turks are entitled to 
German citizenship as permanent resident aliens only after eight years of 
continuous work and residence. Turkish immigrants are affected by the 
notion of German citizenship and face difficulty in reintegrating into 
Turkish society. That is why those who have returned are often referred 
to as “Turks in Germany, but Germans in Turkey”. This is especially true 
for the second- and third-generation immigrants who speak German as a 
native language. This element clearly plays an important role in deferring 
return. A problem with renouncing other nationalities – as is required to 
qualify for German citizenship – arises because dual citizenship is pro-
hibited. This being so, renouncing one’s original citizenship in itself con-
stitutes a drawback to return migration owing to the fact that those who 
renounce citizenship cannot inherit land in their home country. Addition-
ally, the decision to defer return migration is influenced by other factors 
including one’s residence or work permit, the children’s education, the 
experience of disappointment by those who have already returned home 
(for example, economic, employment or personal circumstances).

The most obvious challenge posed for the EU by return migration will 
be replacing the workers who have left. As was the case at the time of 
the Southern accession in the mid-1980s, it should be recognized that the 
return of CEEC nationals provides an important opportunity for the EU 
to address potential future labour supply problems. If massive return 
flows of CEEC migrants do occur, Turkey should benefit from these re-
turns. The key point here is not the (declining) growth rate in overall em-
ployment in Turkey but the favourable evolution of its composition, with 
an increasing proportion of working age (Gros 2005: 7), confirming that 
Turkish workers stand a good chance of finding employment in the EU 
if/when workers from the CEECs begin returning home.
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Demographic capacity

There is growing concern about the trend to a rapidly ageing population 
in the EU-15 member states and about their natural population balances, 
which are among the lowest in the continent. Most countries do not have 
the demographic capacity to support emigration without suffering impor-
tant imbalances. As a consequence of joining the EU, the CEECs are ex-
pected to fill labour shortages in the EU-15, but they seem to fall short of 
meeting these expectations. From a demographic point of view, their ac-
cession will not drastically affect labour movement from Turkey when no 
mass immigration is viable.

Turkey has a larger population than any of the CEECs and makes up 
roughly 14 per cent of the EU-27 total (Poland, by comparison, makes 
up roughly 7 per cent) (see Table 5.11). Over 37 per cent of the Turkish 
population falls into the 25– 49 age group, while the CEEC-10 demon-
strate a similar proportion, ranging from 34 per cent to 38 per cent in this 
age group. Some 28 per cent of Turkey’s population is aged less than 15 
years, whereas across the CEEC-10 this age group constitutes less than 
16 per cent. The number of elderly people (65 years and older) is consid-
erable in the CEECs, accounting for between 9 per cent and 13 per cent 
of the total population. Population ageing tends to be less marked in 
 Turkey, where only 5.9 per cent of the total population is over 65 years. 
Its working age population (15– 64 years) is over 65 per cent, owing to a 
long-term increase in the fertility rate and a relative decline in the older 
age group. By contrast, a general trend towards an ageing population can 
be detected in most countries in the EU-27. Increasing the age of retire-
ment in the EU will therefore inevitably lead to shortages of working-age 
population in Europe in the long run.

The main reason for the decline in population and in the growth rate 
in the CEECs is a significant fall in birth rates, together with gradually 
stagnating or decreasing life expectancy (especially for men), leading to 
higher mortality. The Bulgarian National Statistics Institute reported in 
2002 that the mortality rate was over 14 per 1,000 population. Inevitably, 
this trend will lead to changes in the age structure and eventually to an 
ageing population in the country. This is even more so the case for Roma-
nia. However, the problem is not restricted to these countries. A study by 
the Latvian Ministry of Health (2008) predicted that by 2050 Latvia’s 
population would be half what it is now. Similarly, John Salt’s report to 
the Council of Europe (Salt 2006) listed Poland and Lithuania among 
countries with consistent population loss because of an ageing population 
and net emigration. There is also another potent influence at work: in  almost 
all the CEECs the official healthcare statistics indicate that the number 
of deaths caused by alcohol, poisoning, homicides, suicides and traffic ac-
cidents increased nearly twofold in the 2000s, compared with the 1990s.



CEEC ACCESSION & THE MOVEMENT OF TURKISH LABOUR 157
 

A more specific reason for the change in population during the past 
decade is the decreasing number of arrivals simultaneously with a large 
number of departures from many CEECs. Since the 1990s, Estonia has 
experienced a remarkable outflow of the Russian-speaking population 
into Russia, Belarus and Ukraine. In the Czech Republic, immigration 
has typically exceeded emigration, making the country one of the net im-
migration countries, but the scale of immigration in both Romania and 
Bulgaria is far smaller than that of emigration. In particular, the eco-
nomic and social crisis in Bulgaria after the collapse of the centrally 
planned economy in 1989 seriously affected demographic processes. 
The economic crisis has also gravely damaged access to health services 
(Rangelova and Zlatanov 2005: 71).

A study by Fassmann and Münz (2002) suggested that the prosperous 
western border regions of Slovakia, Slovenia and Hungary would face la-
bour shortages as a result of emigration to high-wage regions of the EU. 
This movement, which is in line with the demographic decline and eco-
nomic growth in most CEECs, would necessitate importing immigrants 
from third countries, as is already happening from Ukraine (Fassmann 
and Münz 2002: 25). Forecasts by the European Commission show that 
the number of inhabitants in the Baltic states, Slovakia, the Czech Re-
public, Hungary and Poland might fall by more than 10 per cent overall 
between 2005 and 2050, while the largest declines in population are pro-
jected for Bulgaria (an overall reduction of 33.8 per cent) and Romania 
(21.2 per cent) (Eurostat 2008a: 23). In contrast, the population of Turkey 
is set to rise by more than 19 million (a more than 25 per cent increase) 
between 2005 and 2030 (CEC 2005b: 4). However, forecasts by the Turk-
ish Centre for Population and Health Research suggest that this trend 
will almost certainly be reversed in 2050, and thus population growth will 
not constitute a potential threat to the EU in the long run.

For the moment, the focus should be not on the growth or decline of 
overall populations, but on the proportion of the working-age population. 
The difference in demographic patterns between the CEECs and Turkey, 
as well as future forecasts, suggests a migration potential for young peo-
ple in Turkey that corresponds to labour shortages in the EU. Importing 
young and dynamic Turkish workers might help to alleviate these short-
ages and generate a major fiscal advantage for the ageing populations in 
the EU-15.

Internal inequalities

The effects of communist planning are manifest in the CEECs, where 
there are large internal inequalities between the capital city, small cities 
and the countryside in terms of wages, employment opportunities, social 
provision and cultural offerings. Individuals who are discontented with 
their current situation may not feel the need to migrate abroad. Instead, 
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an internal rural-to-urban or urban-to-urban transfer may serve this end. 
This was the case in Greece, Spain and Portugal after the economic impe-
tus of their accession to the Community, and it is very probable that this 
trend will be repeated in the CEECs as their development accelerates. As 
for Turkey, in the presence of similar inequalities, the emphasis will, in-
stead, be on the stabilizing effect of labour migration to the EU, even 
though the formal benefits of labour market integration have yet to bear 
fruit. This demonstrates that internal migration flows are related more to 
push factors than to pull factors.

Some versions of immigration theory are built on the divergence be-
tween core and periphery that prevails in developed and underdeveloped 
countries. Within the parameters of immigration, a core/periphery situa-
tion does appear to be conceivable in the CEECs. With regard to the EU 
budget, different policies crucially could not meet expectations, as some 
sort of core/periphery is already a reality. This core/periphery device also 
conforms to the EU’s inclination to exert influence or impose restrictions 
on labour movement beyond this periphery.

Obviously, this point is more relevant to Turkey than to the CEECs. 
The underlying theme is regional disparities. The most affluent two re-
gions in Turkey are the Aegean region and the Marmara region. The lat-
ter region, with Istanbul as its capital city, features per capita income that 
exceeds the Turkish average by more than 50 per cent. The population is 
heavily concentrated in the Marmara region, which accounts for more 
than 17 million people. The (south) eastern part of Anatolia is by far the 
poorest region. The average per capita income in East Anatolia is less 
than 30 per cent of Turkey’s average, and is less than one-fifth of the av-
erage in the Marmara region (Lejour et al 2004: 22). Naturally, structural 
and long-term unemployment is observed in these regions and unem-
ployment affects mainly people from the various risk groups. These re-
gional disparities imply that Turks from the poorest parts of country will 
flock to the West to find jobs.

What is striking is that income inequalities in Turkey may cause a high 
potential for labour migration, especially from eastern Anatolia, in stark 
contrast to the situation in the CEECs. Figure 5.8 provides a summary 
measure of income inequality in 2005. When compared with the EU-15 
average, income inequality is noticeably higher in Lithuania, Latvia, Po-
land, Estonia and Romania. Other countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Slova-
kia, the Czech Republic and Slovenia) show markedly less income 
inequality. Turkey’s degree of income inequality is double that of the EU-
27.

The need for changes in living conditions and welfare systems in the 
medium term is underlined by the Commission’s regular progress reports. 
It remains uncertain whether poverty will be reduced after accession to 
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the EU. Concerning the current situation, this gap is likely to increase 
migration pressure in Turkey.

Migration is ultimately a matter for the individual, and the individual’s 
decision also depends on the “advantages of staying” (Hönekopp and 
Werner 2000: 6). Most studies suggest that the freedom to move can be 
achieved only through the enhancement of competences, especially in the 
socioeconomic field. In the presence of income inequality in Turkey, there 
is an impressive willingness among many Turks to move to prosperous 
Western Europe. For the vast majority of East Europeans, in contrast, 
there are many reasons to stay, although a dramatic restructuring has 
taken place since the beginning of the 1990s.

First, there exists an unequal distribution of income and consumption, 
even if it generally lies within a fairly narrow range. With internal mobil-
ity, in almost all countries many individuals suffer from a sense of social 
injustice. At the same time, it is impossible to ignore a previously unfa-
miliar level of conspicuous wealth that has rapidly appeared, although it 
is not reasonable to suppose that such a system of material privilege 
could last forever.

Second, the dominant pattern of employment derives from the socialist 
economy, which built upon earlier forms of self-help using the state econ-
omy. Thus, the rules regarding certain trends in the Soviet system are set 
by the socialist economy. The overriding, general feature is chronic short-
ages (that is, labour shortages) even in the more developed CEECs. After 
all, economic transformation combined with recession caused a sharp de-
crease in economic activity and, in turn, high unemployment, which in ef-
fect traumatized society, although the rate differs from country to country.

Third, as job security disappeared, life itself became more insecure on 
many fronts. A useful way of drawing attention to this point is national 
features and how they may change. There is even a more general ques-
tion of whether it is possible to discern any broad socialist trends. The 
socialist pattern stressed the need to bring to justice those who engaged 
in risky political activity. But this pattern is rather unpredictable since 
nothing is known in advance. Similarly, consumer prices are in a constant 
state of flux, which is attributed to the loss of consumer confidence in 
commodity prices. Free or floating exchange rates add further uncertainty 
to the lives of average citizens, and create conditions where they cannot 
make sense of interest rates or even exchange rates. Uncertainty also lies 
in the durability of enterprises and businesses. Formerly, a company 
would exist for a long period, but nowadays a company can be set up and 
go bankrupt from one day to the next.

Fourth, a legacy of the old regime in Eastern Europe is the out-
moded phenomenon of corruption, mostly in the area of mutual favours 
bestowed through political or personal contacts. Most cases of corrup-



CEEC ACCESSION & THE MOVEMENT OF TURKISH LABOUR 163
 

tion continue undetected behind the scenes. Nowadays, there are vary-
ing degrees of corruption in the individual countries. It is ever-present 
in the myriad of transactions in the political, economic and cultural 
spheres. It is not difficult to see why corruption cases lead to public 
awareness – leaving them frustrated and angry.

Fifth, in everyday life, people are also upset about disorders in the pol-
itical arena. Many regard the multi-party system as not having generated 
the preconditions for sound political competition, but as having created 
an unbridled struggle for power. The pledges of these parties are empty 
promises. That rendering is not at odds with the view that politicians tend 
to get involved in corruption by breaking the law when they are vilified 
by political rivals. Obviously, this legacy encourages not only an approach 
of economic self-help, beating the system or bending the rules but also a 
tradition of corrupting officials.

It turns out that large East–West population movements will not occur 
in the long run. Having said that, in the absence of international migra-
tion, the national governments in the CEECs will need to develop com-
pensatory policies. This implies that new forms or types of migration flow 
will be promoted and facilitated to solve the problems of immobility. In-
deed, other movements are evident in these countries. Migrants in search 
of employment form an important component of internal migration. 
Nearly all countries in the region are vulnerable to intra-regional move-
ments in relation to the level of economic activities. Convergent diag-
noses prepared by many research centres attest to a considerable increase 
in such movements in recent years. They show that about one-third of 
western and central Ukrainian households are involved in relocation of 
that kind. Recent studies of Polish households suggest that nearly half 
of the population has benefited from these movements at some point. 
Seasonal (internal) labour immigration has also appeared. It is a transi-
tory form of spatial mobility, with its source in structural imbalances in 
the domestic labour markets of many of the countries in the region, in 
particular a relative surplus of rural population. It substitutes, in part at 
least, for formerly widespread commuting from the countryside to a 
nearby town (Okólski 2000: 322). In Latvia, substantial flows from cities 
to the countryside were generated by the restitution process (returning 
land to descendants of the former owners); these flows occurred mostly 
because of social welfare provisions (Hazans 2003: 11). This population 
loss has left entire villages in the Latvian countryside devoid of any 
working-age inhabitants, crippling the rural economy and limiting the 
government’s ability to collect revenue by destroying its tax base (Bhat 
2007: 35).

A similar situation prevails in the Turkish regions. In the early days of 
labour migration to the West, massive internal mobility occurred, owing 
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much to the demographic characteristics of the Turkish workforce. A 
 process of rapid industrialization has taken place in big cities since the 
1950s. Significantly, this has given rise to seasonal internal mobility, 
which followed on closely from the rural exodus. A peculiarity of this 
phenomenon is that seasonal migrants are poor and the majority of them 
live in deprived provinces. These migrants, especially from the eastern re-
gions, usually begin their journey in February and end it in December, 
because they cannot make a living in their place of birth. The northern 
and western parts of Anatolia are the target for an increasing number 
of economic migrants, who mostly engage in harvesting and work in the 
informal economy. Seasonal mobility continues to be an interesting case, 
since people from rural areas make up a large proportion of the un-
employed. According to the Turkish Statistical Institute (2000), around 
4.7 million people migrated from the eastern regions to the west. Yet, it is 
this aspect of internal mobility that signals to the incumbent EU-15 mem-
ber states that they need to take measures in anticipation of large labour 
flows.

Studies confirm that people’s mobility is one of the potential determi-
nants of core–periphery structures. If people move towards the centre, 
the core will grow faster and faster, while the periphery will increasingly 
lag behind. Migration will then promote positive structural change in the 
immigration area and a rather negative change in the emigration area. 
The long-term outcome is a divergent pattern of economic growth (Hille 
and Straubhaar 2001: 88). The phenomenon of uneven development is 
not just an issue for Turkey. It is claimed that the existence of core–
periphery  structures has led international migration analysts to describe 
the CEECs as a “new migration pole”. However, the situation in the 
Turkish regions, as already indicated, is much worse than in these coun-
tries. The estimated number of citizens who have moved from the periph-
ery to the centre in the CEECs seems much lower than in Turkey. This 
contemporary issue of uneven development in Turkey is a major cause of 
both internal and international migration. As long as this structure exists, 
Turks will continue to emigrate.

For all that, there is no real evidence that divergence has had an im-
pact on potential migrant flows from the CEECs, as it will be unlikely to 
increase the incentive to migrate. Many Turks who are yet to be spared 
from impoverishment still have faith that the future will be better with 
migration to the West. The prospect of EU membership has long forced 
successive Turkish governments to uphold the rule of law, entrench dem-
ocratic freedoms and, more importantly, pursue sensible economic poli-
cies. A strong focus on the benefits of EU membership is reasonable, on 
the assumption that it will provide access to scarce and often politically 
distributed resources that are vital for socioeconomic development. In 
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the CEECs, disincentives to mobility are more long-standing, given the 
feelings of insecurity among most of the population.

Social and cultural ties

There are strong social and cultural ties between people in the CEECs 
and their home country and many are very reluctant to “pull up their 
roots”. They may not wish to leave behind family and friends and face 
the prospect of establishing new social relationships in a strange country. 
This is probably not such an important barrier for many professional 
groups, because their promotion often depends upon moving to another 
country. The Southern enlargement showed that the removal of restric-
tions on Greek mobility in 1987 did not prompt a wave of intra-EC mi-
gration. Even without legal obstacles, linguistic and cultural differences 
remain. It seems that this problem will prevail. In particular, there are 
considerable pressures for deep social and cultural integration of Turks 
with the West. From this viewpoint, on the basis of past experience it 
seems unlikely that measures to restrict migration will be introduced.

The current East–West movements are not new, but have entered a 
new phase in approximately 150 years of modern East–West migration 
history (Goedings 1999: 20). What is immediately apparent for the popu-
lation of the CEECs is that, for decades under the previous regime, they 
had no right to migrate legally – or only under very strict conditions – to 
EU countries. With little or no legal migration experience, the CEECs 
developed society-specific advantages, which could be unfamiliar with the 
“Western specific”. These advantages usually derived from the social re-
lationships that were built up in their local societies.

Unlike the CEECs, Turkey has a long history of legal migration. This is 
easily justifiable. As part of the process of governmental modernization 
efforts, the new constitution adopted on 27 May 1960 was characterized 
by a remarkable degree of liberalization of the freedom to travel. For the 
first time, Turkish citizens were given the right to hold a passport and to 
travel abroad. By the end of the 1970s, immigration to West European 
countries was substantial under the guest worker programme, although 
the tide of return migration was already strong. Family reunifications may 
have been both a result and a cause of prolonged stays.

The theory of integration suggests that the social consequences of im-
migration depend on the degree of integration achieved. Gudrun Biffl 
writes:

The economic and social integration of the migrants of the 1950s, 1960s and 
1970s was favoured by the general economic environment of the time, i.e. the 
industrialization phase of economic development. In the post-industrial socie-
ties of the 1980s and 1990s, the transition from the Fordist model of production 
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to the modern one of flexible specialization, decentralization of production, the 
increasing importance of secondary labour and the shift away from industrial 
production towards services have to be seen as contributory factors to the in-
creasing difficulties migrants face in achieving economic and social integration. 
(Biffl 2001: 158)

Any assessment will in fact have to be based on CEEC citizens’ experi-
ence of social integration in the post-enlargement period. Studies show 
that CEEC citizens are mostly skilled workers but even they take on 
manual and poorly paid jobs. Poor housing is a related problem. This is 
why migration will be allowed in the newly unified EU, although it is 
claimed that these individuals are unlikely to wish to enter the labour 
force (Van Selm and Tsolakis 2004). In the face of these and other abnor-
malities, it remains to be seen how far the CEECs will make commit-
ments to European integration in the long run. The phenomenon of 
“adaptation risk” in line with Biffl’s suggestion will occur when unskilled 
workers leave Turkey to take on jobs in the West. It will be hard to com-
pete, because there may be fewer opportunities for an unskilled labour 
force. For this reason, there will be a higher propensity to prevent Turk-
ish workers from accessing European labour markets. As a result, there 
will be less integration.

More recently, studies have asked why Turks continue to be “Fransa’ya 
Fransız” (“estranged from France”), despite longer-established ties with 
France than with any other European country. The best answer to this 
query was presented by the University of Rouen’s 2007 report (Gonac’h 
2008). The French sociologists claim that Turks living in a foreign home-
land retain the features of an introverted society. Within this structure, 
the Turkish community rarely interacts with the outside world. Many 
 second-generation immigrants opt for a local spouse from back home 
or from their parents’ home country (although some Turkish immigrant 
youths in Europe prefer to marry a spouse from the host country). This is 
because they want to maintain closer ties among relatives in the home 
country where Turkish youths are desperate to get to the “promised land” 
of social provision and jobs. Moreover, French official statistics show that 
98 per cent of the second generation of Turkish women and 92 per cent 
of men marry Turkish nationals back home. It is claimed that language is 
the main barrier to the integration of Turks into French society, with the 
exception of those who are born and live in France, as is the case in other 
European countries. With a strong sense of Turkish identity and stress on 
the Turkish language, Turks have great difficulty in learning French. Con-
sequently, the need to learn French is typically ignored by migrants, and 
Turkish is widely spoken among family members. This is to protect the 
Turkish language from being “eroded”. It is also important to note that 
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97 per cent of families watch Turkish TV channels via satellite dishes. In 
addition, Turkish migrants used to visit Turkey for leisure purposes once 
in two or three years, but nowadays an increasing number go on a holi-
day trip twice a year. The situation is similar in other European societies.

A study by Hans-Christoph Steinhausen (1985) showed that migrant 
workers’ families share a particular environment that differs significantly 
from that of the host country. Public policies (including restrictions on 
entering West Germany imposed on family members and financial incen-
tives to return to the home country) as well as prejudice and xenophobic 
reactions by members of the host population jeopardize the integration 
of migrants (Steinhausen 1985: 15). Turks who have attained citizenship 
have begun to move up the political and economic ladder, but as a group 
they are economically disadvantaged and many continue to be employed 
in the low-paying jobs for which they were originally recruited (Minori-
ties at Risk Project 2009: 1). For instance, in 1971, about 42 per cent of all 
Turks were employed in the iron and metal producing industry and 15 
per cent in construction (Völker 1976: 49). A study of the occupations of 
migrants by the Turkish Employment Institution (2007) supported this 
finding, claiming that the phrase “unskilled workers” is used to describe 
the Turks. The study concluded that Turks are usually employed as build-
ers, carpenters, bricklayers and cooks.

In the end, the debate, as always, revolves around whether or not Turk-
ish migrants fit productively into European labour markets. In his article 
“Necessary But Unloved” in 1993, Thomas made the following interest-
ing observation:

In German political and social life, no more than a handful of Turks have man-
aged to bridge the gap between the different cultures. A few have managed to 
set up businesses, move from the ghettos and buy homes. But after a day’s 
work most Turks make their way to rooms in the cities’ ghettos, while their 
German workmates retire to their local bars or comfortable homes. (Thomas 
1993: 1)

However, the problem is, in part, “one of visibility, of concentration 
and of an apparent ‘failure’ of integration or assimilation that is subjected 
to increasing media and political attention. Many of Europe’s biggest 
 cities (particularly in western Europe) are now multicultural. They are 
not, however, always ‘melting-pots’: different communities live alongside 
each other, but often share little in common” (Bale 2008: 323). According 
to the Christian Social Union in Germany, Turks have difficulty in adapt-
ing and have no enthusiasm to do so, despite it being over 40 years since 
the signing of the Association Agreement. This tendency greatly affects 
their integration into Germany.
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What stands out in contrast to this thinking is the contribution of Turk-
ish immigrants to job creation, as many run their own businesses in the 
EU-15 member states. Self-employment began as an alternative employ-
ment path for many first-generation redundant guest workers, but it also 
became a significant response by second-generation youth, often assisted 
by parents who had in mind securing the future livelihoods of their chil-
dren. An increasing number of entrepreneurs come from the ranks of the 
second generation, and the emerging literature on Turkish entrepreneurs 
points to rapid expansion across the generational spectrum (Panayi-
otopoulos 2008: 398). Despite the large cultural differences, the poten-
tial for Turkish self-employment in European countries is striking. In 
particular, in conjunction with the high Turkish population in Germany, 
the number of Turkish entrepreneurs is highly significant. The report 
from the Turkish–German Education and Scientific Research Charity 
(2009) showed that the total number of Turkish enterprises on the Euro-
pean mainland (mainly Germany) increased from 62,000 in 1997 to 
108,000 in 2008, despite the economic downturn in European countries. 
In this period, the annual net profit of Turkish enterprises reached €12– 
48 billion. This is a considerable achievement in itself, suggesting that, 
along with other social developments in Europe, Turkish immigrants have 
undergone an amazing process of assimilation. At the same time, this 
potential shows a shift from being a guest worker to becoming an em-
ployer in the country of residence. In addition, some Turkish nationals 
have actually joined the ranks of elected politicians at the local, national 
and European levels.

Unfortunately, this optimistic outlook does not outweigh the percep-
tion that a large number of Turkish immigrants have failed to integrate 
into their host communities. This has exacerbated anti-immigrant feelings 
in the EU member states. On the one hand, then, it is possible to assume 
that Turks have unskilled jobs owing to their failure to assimilate. This is 
likely to continue, even after the Eastern enlargement, as long as Turks 
hold onto their religion and culture. On the other hand, a large number 
of the Turks are, as already noted, unskilled labourers and the average 
migrant arrives with little education. This being the case, it is difficult to 
see how they could be good at learning about another culture.

This failure apart, empirical evidence reveals the gradual but growing 
integration of Turkish culture within European societies. In the face of 
fundamental social change associated with modernization, the Western 
lifestyle is favoured among young Turkish people. These young people 
are more integrated in Western society than those of the 1960s and 1970s. 
Undoubtedly, this owes much to the attractiveness of the new type of so-
ciety in Europe. As Table 5.12 shows, a significant number of Turkish peo-
ple (1,350,658) were granted citizenship in various EU countries between 
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1972 and 2006. In some countries in the West (especially Germany, Den-
mark, France and Austria), the second generation has patterns of employ-
ment similar to the rest of the country, although legal Turkish migrants 
suffered unemployment rates above the national average.

Although Turkish labour movement to the EU-15 since the standstill 
has been insignificant, a number have already experienced a glimpse of 
the Western way of life. Here, one can see the influence of migration net-
works, which have helped potential migrants of the same Turkish origin 
to find a job. Given the total numbers of Turkish workers employed in 
West European countries, the proportion of mixed marriages is rising 
steadily. Statistics from the Turkish Population Institution noted that the 
number of Turks who had contracted mixed marriages by 2002 was 24,840 
and that 40 per cent of the Turks married German citizens. Similarly, a 
study by a Dutch government agency, Statistics Netherlands (Alders 
2005), showed that marriage immigration of Turks almost doubled be-
tween 1995 and 2003, increasing from slightly less than 2,000 per year to 
4,000. The study also predicted that marriage immigration would peak 
by the mid-2020s. Additionally, statistics from the Turkish Ministry of La-
bour and Social Security indicated that Turkish immigrants in the United 
Kingdom totalled 52,893 in 2006 and they would soon be by far the larg-
est immigrant group in the United Kingdom after Indians and Pakistanis. 
It can be assumed that these migrants will get to grips with assimilation 
into British culture.

The other side of the coin is that there remain considerable challenges 
in adequately integrating migrants into the European labour markets 
(CEC 2008f: 1). In almost all EU-15 countries, there is a strong tradition 
of racial or cultural exclusion of the CEECs, which can also be exempli-
fied in relations between Turkey and the EU. Young people are some-
times faced with discrimination on the grounds of their age and lack of 

Table 5.12 Naturalization of Turks in some EU countries

Country Date Number

Fed. Rep. Germany 1972–2006 732,524
Netherlands 1946 –2005 258,272
Belgium 1985–2006 129,501
Austria 1983–2005 111,300
France 1991–2002 66,575
Sweden 1990 –2006 30,942
Denmark 1980 –2003 21,544
UK 1989–2005 53,335
Total 1,350,658

Source: Turkish Ministry of Employment and Social Security, Annual Progress 
Report, 2006.
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occupational experience, accentuated by other factors such as gender, so-
cial origin or race, all of which make it more difficult for them to inte-
grate into economic life and society (CEC 2005b: 7). This especially leads 
to lower wage levels for CEEC citizens compared with the native popula-
tion. Generally, they suffer from isolation, feelings of marginalization and 
being considered second-class residents. As has already been stated, dis-
crimination applies in terms of expensive housing in the host countries. 
The inefficiency of the housing market in most EU countries, involving 
scarce and expensive rental housing and/or higher house prices relative 
to income, is a possible barrier to migration from the CEECs to the EU-
15. A high percentage of CEEC nationals own their own houses, and 
therefore are not willing to move into small and expensive apartments in 
other countries.

Then there is the extra complication of the complex EU relationship 
with Turkey as a long-standing applicant for full membership. In cultural 
terms, in an attempt to give a more precise picture, Wagstyl gave the fol-
lowing overview in the Financial Times:

While migration may be beneficial in economic terms, it can provoke political 
hostility. In spite of long standing efforts by most European governments to 
fight xenophobia, there is a growing concern in Western Europe about the scale 
of current immigration. While some of these worries are based on ignorance of 
the role of immigrants in society, other fears are real – such as concerns about 
the strains placed on health, education and transport services. Furthermore, 
those low-skilled workers who find themselves competing for jobs with immi-
grants, could see their wage levels pushed down. What may benefit the econ-
omy as a whole may not benefit them as individuals. (Wagstyl 2004: 2)

As such comments suggest, the debate over Turkish migration to the EU 
has combined not just economics but cultural issues, which have far-
reaching implications for the EU. Cultural restrictions on Turks mainly 
take the form of informal social discrimination and complaints about 
their public practice of Islam. This relegates the case for Turkey’s Euro-
pean identity to a pragmatic argument that Turkey’s membership will 
make the EU more attractive to Muslim countries outside Europe, and to 
some, but not all, Muslims are currently largely unrepresented in EU in-
stitutions (Brewin 2002: 25). A consequence of Turkey’s new democracy 
and of its heightened religiosity – Anatolian peasants who move to the 
cities are deeply shocked by the “decadence” they find there – is that Tur-
key is becoming less and less secular than it was in the 1960s and 1970s 
and more like post-Christian Europe (Gwyn 2005: 2).

In fact, there is little disagreement about Turkey’s difference from the 
CEECs. For decades, there has been mounting concern among European 
leaders about Turkish cultural issues. The most outspoken is France’s 
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former president, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing. He bluntly told Le Monde on 
8 November 2002: “Its capital is not in Europe; 95 percent of its popula-
tion live outside Europe; it is not a European country.” He also said: “It 
has a different culture, a different way of life”, and claimed that EU 
membership for Turkey would mean “the end of Europe” (BBC News 
2002).

As Eralp (2005) has acknowledged, Turkey’s rather negative image in 
Europe stems from two considerations. The first is the fact that the Otto-
man Empire was the “enemy”. Therefore, there are enduring historical 
prejudices. Interestingly, and conversely, the Crusades did not have such 
an impact on Turks. Turks are considered to be more “forgiving”. The sec-
ond consideration is Turkish migrant workers living in Europe. The EU 
and Turkey both made mistakes on this matter. First-generation migrants 
came from the lowest circles of the society in Turkey. The host countries 
did not, at that time, care about their level of education but rather fo-
cused on the workers’ “muscles”. Until recently, the host countries did 
not have a policy on integration, because migrant workers were consid-
ered to be temporary. The sending country, namely Turkey, did not have 
any experience of dealing with its citizens living abroad. When one looks 
at the second and third generations of Turks in EU countries, one can see 
a big difference, although the younger generations still face problems. 
Unfortunately, the first generation of workers left a lasting negative im-
pression (Eralp 2005: 46).

The argument about Turkey’s non-Europeanness is to some extent per-
suasive, but it has to be considered in conjunction with other develop-
ments in order to gain an overall picture. Turkey has been a member of 
NATO since 1952 and is a vital Western ally and regional power that has 
sought to link its destiny to Europe for more than 40 years (Strauss 2004: 
1). Besides, having the second-biggest army in NATO as well as strategic 
reach in the Middle East, Turkey may bolster the EU’s ambitions to be-
come a key player on the world stage. There is no doubt that there has 
been a special relationship with the EU, which became more evident 
 after Turkey’s candidacy. In a speech in September 2005, Jack Straw, 
the former UK Home Secretary, said that “by welcoming Turkey we will 
demonstrate that Western and Islamic cultures can thrive together as 
partners in the modern world. Turkey’s geographical position makes it of 
vital strategic importance in every way” (Dombey 2005: 2). This state-
ment implies another important difference: Turkey belongs to the EU 
 periphery, not only politically but also in geographical terms.

Studies suggest that some knowledge and skills are country-specific for 
the population of the CEECs and Turkey. The experience gained through 
education and work may be ineffectual abroad. Here, linguistic barriers 
play a crucial role in East–West migration. The migrant’s knowledge of 
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foreign languages is closely related to the choice of destination, as dem-
onstrated by the languages that are less widely spoken in the CEECs 
(that is, English and French). Since German and Russian are the most 
widely known foreign languages in the CEECs, emigrants from this area 
tend to head for German-speaking countries (Fassmann and Hintermann 
1997: 22). Most EU-15 countries expect migrants to integrate more 
quickly given that they are actually able to speak European languages. 
Separate language tests exist for those seeking the right of abode or citi-
zenship in the United Kingdom, for instance. The UK government esti-
mates that 35,000 of the 95,000 skilled migrants who had entered the 
United Kingdom since the 2004 enlargement would not have been able 
to show that they could speak the language (Wintour 2007: 2). During the 
Cold War, East European states used to make it compulsory to study 
Russian as a second language. This not only resulted in resistance to Rus-
sian, but also prevented East Central Europeans from learning the lan-
guages necessary for direct access to international science, technology 
and entertainment. All of the states of Central Europe abandoned the 
Russian language policy after 1989 and immediately switched to teaching 
English and German (Borneman and Fowler 1997: 500).

Since 2004, this situation has changed and now most pupils have a free 
choice to study foreign languages. There has been a marked increase in 
the proportion of pupils learning English among the CEECs. Figure 5.9 
shows that, despite considerable progress, the CEECs have a relatively 
lower proportion learning all three foreign languages (English, French 
and German). Many languages are spoken in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, and people in neighbouring Slavic countries are often able to un-
derstand one another. The differences between the CEECs and Turkey 
are even more significant. The proportion learning foreign languages is 
higher in the CEECs than in Turkey, although foreign language learning 
– notably English – in Turkey is actively encouraged in schools, universi-
ties and adult education centres. Such a language barrier is very impor-
tant for Turkish migrants who, for years, have been unable to become 
well integrated into Western culture.

Analysts cite a lack of language skills – indicating an absence of a nat-
ural or proven propensity to migrate – as a factor that will limit move-
ment in the EU. For example, knowledge of German may encourage 
workers from Turkey. Recent immigration laws in many Western coun-
tries requires migrant workers to have a basic knowledge of the language. 
More specifically, from March 2006, all foreigners applying for perma-
nent residency in the Netherlands, for example, have to pass a test on 
Dutch language and society. There are similar schemes in other Euro-
pean countries, including France, Germany and the United Kingdom. 
“[R]equirements are now moving beyond simply birth and/or residence 
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to include familiarity with the country and its language that is tested be-
fore citizenship [and even, in some cases, residency] is granted” – which 
could well have the (intended) knock-on effect of making immigration 
more difficult (Bale 2008: 324). In a cultural context, this will increase 
Turkey’s difficulties. One possible indication of this claim is that peasant 
women from the Turkish province Şanlıurfa are obliged to attend inten-
sive classes to learn German in order to join their husbands (reported by 
Channel D on 25 January 2008). Not surprisingly, some women, being 
without even primary-level education or being illiterate, have difficulties 
in learning foreign languages, and thus they strongly criticize Germany’s 
policy, implying that the chances to migrate to Germany are slim.

It is often claimed that immigrants are generally more likely to be un-
employed than non-immigrants of working age, with some ethnic groups 
suffering more than others, although they are younger and tend to be 
economically more active than the population as a whole. In Belgium, for 
instance, the highest unemployment rates are for Turkish and Moroccan 
nationals (45 per cent for males, 56 per cent for females), compared with 
an unemployment rate for Belgian nationals of 10 per cent (FRA 2007: 
45). It is evident that pressure from socioeconomic conditions has forced 
the population of the CEECs to accept jobs in the EU that in most cases 
do not match their educational and professional qualifications.

Similarly, the issue of the movement of skilled labour to the EU is wor-
rying because unskilled Turkish workers may eventually be driven out of 
the EU labour market. Over the years, it has been especially important to 
enhance the job experiences and training of Turkish workers in Western 
European countries, but the process of integrating them into European 
labour markets invariably runs into problems owing to persisting diver-
gences. There is, however, widespread recognition that Turkish students 
wishing to learn foreign languages in the EU countries account for a sig-
nificant share of movements. These migratory movements are not a re-
cent phenomenon: students have been oriented towards Western Europe 
since the early 1980s. This tendency is likely to continue in the future. 
This logic may not apply to nationals of the CEECs, who are well ahead 
of Turkey in terms of language skills.

Risk aversion

Most people normally exhibit a degree of risk aversion. They will not be 
willing to migrate if this represents any kind of threat. For this reason, a 
common attitude is one of “wait and see”: if others’ migration is success-
ful, their perception of the inherent risks diminishes and they may show a 
motivation to migrate at that point (Chammartin and Cantú-Bazaldúa 
2004: 12). If the internal situation in the CEECs improves, the actual 
pressure for migration is likely to disappear. It is not surprising that pol-



CEEC ACCESSION & THE MOVEMENT OF TURKISH LABOUR 175
 

itical, social and economic conditions will have the opposite role to play 
for Turkey.

The essence of the immigration goal is to act as a “safety valve” for the 
sending countries. The underlying fact is that convergence of income lev-
els contributes to reducing the pressures on migration. This may have sig-
nificantly positive economic consequences for the sending countries, with 
the economic growth as a key value through returning migrants, who im-
port both professional skills and capital. The extent to which this is an 
 issue depends on whether migrants are actually able to make a good con-
tribution to economic development. According to migration theories, ex-
perience gained in European countries can be transferred and applied in 
the home country.

From an economic point of view, Turkish government policies need to 
be reconsidered in order to encourage the process of labour migration. 
Emigration was supported by successive Turkish governments because of 
its impact on alleviating unemployment and improving the balance of 
payments through workers’ remittances (Şen 2003: 211). Immigrants 
sending back remittances can substantially reduce the severity of poverty 
and create educational and labour opportunities in the country to which 
remittances are being sent (Bhat 2007: 35). In 2006, remittances to Turkey 
increased markedly (more than 30 per cent) for the first time since 1998, 
reaching US$1.1 billion or 0.3 per cent of GDP. This is nevertheless still 
well below the 1998 peak of US$5.4 billion (OECD 2008: 282). The cur-
rently inadequate inflows of workers’ remittances and savings imply 
lower investment, which will result in large numbers of Turks willing to 
migrate to Europe.

Within the optimistic catch-up scenario, almost all studies on future la-
bour movements from the CEEC-10 countries assume that, after an ini-
tial surge, the propensity to migrate will progressively decrease and even 
eventually lead to a reduction in the stock of migrant workers in the EU-
15. This optimistic scenario is very dominant in a study commissioned by 
the EU (CEC 2009). The prospects of convergence of CEEC income lev-
els towards those of the EU-15 are illustrated in Figure 5.10. The average 
income level in the CEECs in 2000 was only 40 per cent of the EU level. 
Future forecasts need to take into account economic growth in these 
countries in coming years. After impressive economic growth (although 
much lower than the EU-15 average), a lower level of migration pressure 
is predicted, together with a higher level of economic integration. This 
will totally change the expected migration flows from the CEECs in the 
long run.

Applying this reasoning to labour migration from Turkey is intuitively 
appealing, resting on the assumption that an improvement in living stand-
ards will lead to a lower probability of labour flows.
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Turkey has considerable growth potential, but even on a positive scenario of 
average annual growth of 5 per cent through to 2015 – and EU25 growth of 2% 
– the Turkish economy by 2015 would only be 2.9% of EU25 GDP. This means 
that Turkey’s economic impact on the Union and the internal market is likely 
to be marginal for the Union, though it could be highly positive for Turkey it-
self. (Hughes 2004: 10)

Obviously, one major concern on the EU side is that Turkey’s GDP per 
capita is around 30 per cent of the EU average – similar to that of Bul-
garia and Romania. Even in favourable circumstances, it will take many 
decades to catch up to the EU average. As noted above, Turkey has very 
strong regional inequalities. The large rural population is generally much 
poorer than the urban population. Besides, with crumbling social protec-
tion systems, most people will be unlikely to be averse to the risks of mi-
gration, despite the strange, unfamiliar culture and the difficult languages 
in Western Europe.

Politically, it is argued that the process of democratization in the 
CEEC-10, which were under communist rule for decades, will be rein-
forced by EU integration. Community policy should contribute to the de-
velopment and consolidation of democracy and the rule of law as well as 
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. EU membership can 
therefore be expected to provide plentiful opportunities to build a firmer 
base in terms of the political process. By the time the CEECs embrace 
true democratic principles, the decision to migrate will be postponed and 
ultimately abandoned (Kraus and Schwager 2003: 169).

Actually, these democratic principles, although still discernible in com-
parative studies, are far more pronounced in Turkey than in the CEECs. 
Some progress has been made by Turkey towards meeting the Copen-
hagen political criteria, which require stable institutions guaranteeing 
democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for, and protection 
of, minorities (CEC 2008g: 6). Since October 2001, eight reform packages 
have been passed, mostly measures to eliminate regulations and practices 
that had allowed impunity for torture and ill-treatment. They included a 
ban on the death penalty, liberalizing the formation of associations and 
the right to assemble, and granting more rights to religious and ethnic 
minorities (for example, lifting the ban on the Kurdish language). As an 
example of the last measure, there are now more opportunities for 
 minorities: a new TV channel, TRT6, was set up to broadcast in Kurdish 
in January 2008. As many have pointed out, this is a sign of pluralist 
democracy in Turkey. Despite such impressive legislative progress, Turkey 
continues to be criticized for human rights abuses. Restrictions on free-
dom of expression and religious beliefs are the most striking examples. It 
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remains the case that limitations in the political arena still constitute in-
centives for migration in Turkey.

It is hotly debated whether Turkey is a dynamic and complex country, 
and its attitudes and responses present an unknown future challenge 
(Baykal 2005: 25). Declining confidence in the governing elites in Turkey 
may be part of the explanation. An investigation started in 2007 into an 
allegedly criminal network, known as Ergenekon, led to the arrest of a 
number of people, including retired army generals. The indictment against 
Ergenekon, presented on 14 July 2008 by the Istanbul Public Prosecutor’s 
Office, is based on charges such as forming a terrorist organization and 
attempting to overthrow the government and to undermine its operations 
by violent means. During the course of the investigation, there were re-
ports of insufficient safeguards for the rights of the defence and excessive 
detention without indictment (CEC 2008g: 6). During political turmoil of 
this kind, it is reasonable to expect that Turkish citizens will demand 
more democratic governance based on respect for human rights and per-
sonal freedoms, as they have done, especially since the military coup in 
September 1980. Undoubtedly, issues such as a ban on political parties or 
on wearing a headscarf in public places, which are still awaiting changes 
to the Turkish Constitution, might have serious political, social and psy-
chological effects on the public. In the face of increasing political instabil-
ity, migration to the EU is expected to rise as long as the EU is seen as a 
gateway to act.

Conceptual theorizing suggests that, in the short term, political and 
economic perturbations relating to ethnic conflict tend to conspire to 
produce sudden shocks to the migratory system, thus leading to large 
fluctuations in labour movement. Therefore, ethnic and political conflicts 
generate emigration rather than short-term job-related migration (CEC 
2002: 395). In a democratic community, economic freedoms, especially the 
freedom to move, are supposed to become more effective, because mi-
grants should be able to live with no discrimination. This explains why 
there are clear preferences by Turks to choose West European countries 
as a destination, although the main motive for migration is family bonds.

The traditional concept of immigration resulting from political conflict, 
which explains the redirection of Turkish workers to a “safe haven” dur-
ing the Gulf War of 1991, is not a concept that fits the East European 
situation. The collapse of communism in the USSR was accompanied by 
the break-up of the old Soviet empire and the creation of 15 new inde-
pendent states, several of which (including Russia) continue to be af-
flicted by ethnic conflict. Yugoslavia offers the most dramatic example, 
where ethnic conflict precipitated a full-scale war between Serbia and 
Croatia in 1991 and led to a civil war in Bosnia in 1992–1996 (Heywood 
2007: 36), with a large number of people being displaced. For the CEECs, 
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ethnic and minority conflicts may flare up, prompting a flight towards sta-
bility and safety. But such moves are, as Salt (1992) rightly pointed out, 
more likely among ethnic and national groups that have a mother coun-
try to return to. Thus, this factor appears to be of lesser importance in the 
CEECs, but could motivate specific ethnic groups, such as Kurds in the 
south (east) of Anatolia. Historically, most studies suggest that the major 
past waves of emigration were often associated with a period of political 
turmoil alongside economic hardship. On the face of it, a long-standing 
battle between the Turkish armed forces and the Kurdish guerrilla group 
PKK is an extreme case. Here, it is easy to make the link between migra-
tion and safety as far as the destitute population (owing to socioeconomic 
factors) is concerned.

Generally, migration theory demonstrates that labour migration can be 
seen as an investment decision, since migrants weigh the income advan-
tages against the risks and the expenses of movement. The common “wait 
and see” attitude arises from a number of factors that will be likely to 
hold back mobility from the CEECs. First, in the macroeconomic context, 
unemployment still afflicts some countries in the EU or affects the par-
ticular skills required in certain jobs. This implies that CEEC workers 
cannot always expect to earn as much elsewhere in the EU as in their 
current job in the home country. Secondly, these migrants are discrimi-
nated against financially in terms of working conditions, housing and 
other services. Thirdly, there is the idea that culture causes “great divi-
sions among people”, which involves a certain amount of risk. If that is 
true, then those in the CEEC-10 wishing to work in an EU country other 
than their own may come up against a language barrier. Finally, on the 
count of the effectiveness of mobility, migrants are becoming increasingly 
selective. Current trends in the European labour markets suggest that 
 labour mobility usually occurs in growth industries and in state-of-the-
art industries. In this respect, there is a requirement for skilled labour. 
Migrants from Eastern Europe are generally considered to be skilled 
workers. But even this does not diminish their perception of the inherent 
risks.

The prospects of labour flows from Turkey

The EU cannot exercise a zero migration policy even if permanent safe-
guards are used (Gros 2005: 9). Restrictive labour migration policies are 
no longer sustainable, because low-skilled workers are coming in as ir-
regular migrants and family members. Borders are also open to tourists 
and asylum-seekers, which facilitates illegal migration. Without doubt, the 
broad claim by liberal migration theories that if there is no demand for 
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migrants they will be sent back has been irrelevant and cannot be acted 
on either, except in wartime. Although the EC countries adopted stop 
policies in the 1970s, labour migration was not preventable and it even 
increased in magnitude from time to time (Yalçın 2004a: 36). Despite the 
stop on labour recruitment, 20 per cent of all Turkish nationals of work-
ing age entered Germany in 1998–2008. This is mainly the result of family 
reunification (about one-third of all family unification visas are granted 
to Turks – about 22,000 in 2003) and asylum-seeking, in which people 
from Turkey (mainly Kurds) have constituted one of the largest national-
ity groups (Liebig 2007: 15). Apart from these categories, a small propor-
tion of the Turkish population, especially top-quality specialists and 
ambitious young people, often travel and spend considerable time in the 
EU member states (for business and training purposes).

Even under a strict movement regime for workers, there is annual net 
migration from Turkey to the EU-15 of over 35,000 people. Data from 
the OECD and SOPEMI records (İçduygu 2003) indicate that gross in-
flows are between 60,000 and 90,000 and gross outflows are between 
30,000 and 40,000. The 2004 Impact Study by the EU Commission (CEC 
2004) forecast that immigration from Turkey to the EU-15 until 2030 
would range between 0.5 and 4.4 million, assuming the free mobility of 
labour in about a dozen of years (Erzan et al. 2004: 10).

A study at Boğaziçi University (Erzan et al. 2004) on “Growth and 
 Immigration Scenarios for Turkey and the EU” aimed to capture the 
strength of potential migration by using long-term projections. Based on 
EU membership and the right to free movement by 2015, the economet-
ric analysis assumed a certain analogy between the past and the Eastern 
enlargement. The study focused on three reference groups. The first refer-
ence group comprised Turkey and 19 European countries, in different 
combinations, that had migration episodes in the 1967–2001 period. The 
study confirmed an increase of 1.1 million migrants in 2030 on the as-
sumption that Turkey would resemble European countries to the extent 
that it would have caught up with rapid growth by 2015. With the grant-
ing of the right to free movement, similar to the guest worker regimes, 
the stock of Turkish migrants in the EU countries was estimated to be 
around 1.8 million by 2030. Considering the migration experiences for 
the period 1986 –1997 of the second reference group of countries – 
Greece, Spain and Portugal, which resembled Turkey in terms of eco-
nomic growth at the time of their accession – similar results were 
predicted. The study suggested that the migration flows would not exceed 
1 million by 2030, with the introduction of a less flexible regime of free 
movement. Regarding Turkey’s migration experiences as a third refer-
ence group between 1967 and 2001, the forecast for total net migration 
from Turkey to the EU-15 by 2030 exceeded 2.1 million. Overall, the 
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 total number of migrants was expected to reach more than 2.7 million by 
2030. Obviously, the forecast was closely related to Turkey’s high growth 
and the introduction of free movement by 2015. Turkey’s non-member-
ship status, coupled with a lower growth rate, was taken into account 
when making these predictions. Hence, the prospect of labour flows from 
Turkey to the EU is promising, given high unemployment and worsening 
 socioeconomic conditions.

More important studies are based on income differentials between the 
EU and Turkey and population growth. For instance, the Social and Cul-
tural Planning Office in the Netherlands estimated in 2004 that net mi-
gration from Turkey to the EU would be 2.7 million, assuming Turkey 
became an EU member and would thus benefit from the free movement 
of labour regime by 2035. For the CEECs, a migration potential of 2.9 
million, 15 years after their accession, was estimated. As far as an upper 
limit is concerned, the Research Centre for East European Studies, Uni-
versity of Bremen, led by Osteuropa Institut München arrived at higher 
rates and estimated that Germany would have more migrants from Tur-
key, amounting to almost 4.4 million in the long run (Pleines 2005). With 
barriers to the implementation of the free movement principle and long 
transitional periods for Turkey, no spectacular labour migration flows are 
likely in the foreseeable future.

A key input in any of these predictions is the growth scenario for the 
EU and Turkey. GDP is expected to grow between 2000 and 2020 at an 
average annual rate of 2.1 per cent in the EU countries. It is also ex-
pected that 9–14 million new jobs will be created in the same period in 
the EU (European Parliament 2002: 5). This job creation will provide 
substantial gains for the new accession countries. It is not clear that the 
EU will generate similar gains in the case of Turkey’s accession. Some 
member states are still hoping for a permanent restriction on Turkish la-
bour movement to prevent mass migration, whereas others have a big 
need for less-skilled labour. Thus, EU accession should create more paths 
for legal immigration from Turkey.

The EU and Turkey have already formed a customs union in the man-
ufacturing and services sectors. The process by which the EU establishes 
standards and regulations in a particular field has introduced “positive” 
harmonization in Turkey. Despite this positive effect, the degree of open-
ness, the sectoral composition and the level of welfare give rough indica-
tions of how the structure of the Turkish economy differs from that of the 
CEECs. There is greater volatility in Turkey’s economic development. 
Years of high growth are usually followed by years of stagnation. In the 
1990s, crisis-ridden Turkey barely grew, and this was followed by the 
banking crisis of 2000 –2001. During the 2002–2006 period, the economy 
grew by 7.2 per cent on average and employment increased by 0.7 per 
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cent annually (State Planning Organization 2008). Arguably, this brighter 
growth was mainly because of the opening of negotiations with the EU 
for accession.

The future of labour flows to the EU-15 largely depends on long-term 
socioeconomic developments, political stability in Turkey and the migra-
tion policies of the EU member states. The prospect of applying safe-
guard clauses on labour movement that are based solely on these grounds 
may have a detrimental effect on political and economic stability in Tur-
key. As past migration experience shows, restriction may quickly trigger 
migration potential via family reunification or irregular migration.

Since the advent of the single European market, within which the free 
movement of persons was to occur, many measures have been adopted to 
encourage people to move within the EU. Yet people still prefer to stay 
at home. Similarly, as the Berlin Wall and the Soviet Union were collaps-
ing, there was great concern and panic that millions of Russians and East 
Europeans were going to flood into Western Europe. It did not happen. 
What happened was that migration remained at manageable levels (ex-
cluding refugee movements resulting from the violence in the former 
 Yugoslavia). In the end, approximately 1.2 million people, mostly of Ger-
man and Jewish origin, emigrated in the first three years to Germany and 
Israel. Furthermore, most of the Russians (22–25 million) left outside 
Russia in the Baltic states and the former Soviet Republics stayed put 
too (Erzan and Kirişci 2004: 64). For Turks, the scenario of economic, 
 social and political backwardness in Turkey may reduce their readiness 
to migrate to the EU, although it is not possible to exclude the fact – 
simply  the prospect of having the opportunity to move. Likewise, CEEC 
nationals may stay put owing to the relative strength of their country 
economies – a strength that contrasts with economic weaknesses in 
 Turkey.

To some extent, migration forecasts that depend on the advantages of 
membership (labour movement) neglect the history of Turkish member-
ship, which is full of stops and starts. With no prospect of accession, an 
increase in labour flows can be expected in the short and medium term. 
It is reasonable to assume that EU membership is likely to curb a large 
inflow of migrants from Turkey. Even in a restrictive context, immigration 
will continue, but the size and patterns of immigration will change. Essen-
tially, these kinds of considerations are uppermost in the debate about 
Turkey’s accession to the EU. Certainly, such considerations have already 
forced Turkey to undergo some processes of harmonization in relation to 
its labour market.

In fact, it is difficult to estimate labour flows from Turkey, given the 
uncertainty surrounding the negotiation initiatives for Turkey’s accession 
as a candidate country and the length of the period for granting the right 
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to free movement even after Turkey joins the EU. Apart from the long 
accession negotiation process, the attitudes of EU officials towards the 
free movement of labour during this process – mostly uncompromising – 
are equally important. Such factors no doubt reflect a particular policy in 
some EU countries that may not be found in others.

One might even go further and be tempted to say that Turkey is a spe-
cial case because it has been more than 40 years since Turkey applied for 
EU membership and it should be considered on its merits. Remarks by 
Professor Çinar Özen on the Turkish channel TRT1 on 30 January 2008 
reflected a similar view:

Turkey is different and can not be comparable to the CEECs. A “special part-
nership” instead of full membership (with a permanent restriction on the free 
movement of labour) is the likely option on the basis of the current nature of 
Turkey-EU relations. Here, both the EU and Turkey should be assigned crucial 
roles as to keep this balance properly, which may be beneficial for two sides in 
the long run (Turkey and EU relations). (Özen 2008)

Thus, the prospect of freeing Turkey’s labour force into the European 
market seems bleak.

Both those in favour of, and those opposed to, the free movement of 
labour after enlargement must adequately take into account the benefits 
of larger markets, possibilities for outsourcing and cheaper labour 
(Radeva 2004: 1). For Turkey, the situation is not so desperate. Turkey has 
a young population. The ratio of working adults to the total population is 
currently 65 per cent, and will approach 70 per cent in 2025 before start-
ing to decline – a phenomenon called “the population window opportu-
nity” (Erzan and Kirişci 2004: 63). As has been shown, population ageing 
is already a fact. The rapid ageing of Europe’s population will cause a 
serious shortage of labour in the long run. Concerns about very low fer-
tility and its consequences are spreading in the EU-15, and in the CEECs 
in particular. The CEECs are rapidly ageing and are expected to become 
the oldest populations in the region by 2050, with an increasing propor-
tion of the very old (over 80). If that is the case, then it may continue to 
be more rewarding to look to Turkey to alleviate labour shortages, as was 
the case in the post-war boom in Europe in the 1960s. Dynamic, young 
and relatively well-educated people from Turkey could “heal the wound” 
in the long run. By doing so, they could help cushion the looming pension 
crisis across an otherwise mostly ageing continent.

As already noted, the EU-15 member states naturally import, or have 
imported, foreign labour to fill skilled labour shortages where the CEECs 
cannot meet the labour demand of the EU-15 countries. As far as the 
EU’s policy is concerned, continued reliance on foreign workers cannot 
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be taken for granted. The costs of migration as a function of distance are 
probably the main motivation in the decision to migrate. In spite of this, 
signs are already emerging that European employers are using foreign 
labour to displace more expensive indigenous labour. But the employ-
ment of skilled labour was inconsistent with policy regimes back in the 
1960s when European countries encouraged large-scale immigration. 
Countries in the Far East are undergoing periods of relatively fast devel-
opment or transition and their populations are most likely to move to 
the European mainland. However, this option is likely to be exhausted 
rather quickly because importing workers from culturally different or geo-
graphically distant areas is too costly. The Turkish labour force will un-
doubtedly prove to be too expensive to employ.

The distinction, or lack of it in this case, between the skill composition 
of the labour forces of Turkey and of the CEECs can be related to EU 
policy-making. In this sense, one can conclude that future migration in 
the EU will be based on special immigration rules for highly skilled 
workers, especially in management and in information and communica-
tion technologies. However, some commentators suggest that any future 
migration will be from the unskilled and younger section of the popula-
tion. As long as demand for unskilled workers in the EU and youth un-
employment in Turkey remains high, this will continue to be the case. 
Historically, there has actually been some downgrading or diminishment 
in the skills of migrants, as was the case with some Turkish workers in 
Germany during the 1960 –1973 period. In this situation, it is not just the 
immigrants but also the host country that failed to reap the full benefits 
of the available human capital (IOM 2005: 9). Given the ongoing rural-
to-urban migration in Turkey, unskilled workers from the rural areas will 
look to EU labour markets. The experiences of the South European 
countries suggest this is a relevant factor.

More generally, despite the provisions for completely free movement 
of labour within the EU, the populations of the CEECs tend to stay put. 
Greece, Spain and Portugal were much poorer than the existing EC 
members when they joined the Community in the 1980s, but their citizens 
did not move en masse. By the time Turkey converges more towards the 
average income levels of the EU-27, this may eventually dampen migra-
tion flows in the medium term. However, this is not very likely to happen 
if one takes into account Turkey’s overall circumstances. Perhaps this 
claim about the economic backwardness of Turkey will carry more weight, 
especially in the face of the current global economic crisis, as more busi-
nesses go bankrupt, mainly in the industrial regions of Turkey, leaving 
more people out of work. There are social and cultural difficulties in inte-
grating Turkish workers into a different or even hostile society. In spite of 
this, Turks are unlikely to lose their desire to move.
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Conclusion

It can be concluded that no massive migration is to be expected, nor will 
there be substantial adverse effects on Turkish labour movement, which 
should contribute to calming fears. This is despite the fact that an impor-
tant point of disagreement among the analysts is the predicted change in 
the patterns of East–West migration within the EU. The effect of the en-
largement on EU migratory trends will most likely be similar to that of 
the accession of Greece, Spain and Portugal. The sudden freedom might 
induce many more nationals of the CEEC to move but, after an initial 
period of strong immigration, net migration flows are likely to decrease 
thereafter.

In any event, the weaker economies of the CEECs will certainly pro-
vide incentives for their citizens to migrate in search of work. On the one 
hand, based on the significant unemployment (wage) and income gap be-
tween the CEECs and Turkey, in addition to the existence of social net-
works, geographical distance and the problem of social provision, the 
Eastern accession will have a negative effect on labour movement from 
Turkey. The enlargement poses problems of scale and new migration 
flows from the CEECs may create obstacles for Turkey. Rather than re-
sulting in substantial labour flows from Turkey, it is more likely that such 
flows will originate in the CEECs. Therefore, the probability of Turkish 
labour movement is negatively related to these key factors.

On the other hand, it is not obvious that there will be a low propensity 
to migrate from Turkey into the EU as a result of the Eastern enlarge-
ment. The CEECs tend to attract increasing amounts of FDI, growing 
foreign trade and an inflow of European funds, despite the fact that the 
income gap is still significant between the EU-15 and the CEECs. This 
will push up GDP per capita and will create employment. People have 
been migrating into the EU-15 since the beginning of the 1990s and the 
tide of return migration is already strong. Even at the onset of their tran-
sitional periods, these countries are already switching from their tradi-
tional role as sending countries. In the long run, anticipated labour flows 
will probably continue at a limited level, even after the restrictions are 
lifted, because of the drastically falling population of the CEECs. This 
trend suggests that sooner rather than later the drain of human resources 
will become a key challenge for the CEECs, if not also for the EU-15. 
Other factors such as large internal differences, social and cultural ties 
and people’s risk aversion play important roles. The effect of migration 
from Eastern Europe will diminish, and thus these factors will reduce the 
potential for additional flows. All these features lead to the conclusion 
that factors promoting migration will be much stronger in Turkey than in 
the CEECs.
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The predictions for future labour flows from Turkey have been derived 
from the free movement experiences of some EU countries to which Tur-
key may follow suit, catching up with rapid growth and with no barriers 
to the movement of its labour by 2015. As the studies suggest, very large 
labour mobility can occur for social and economic reasons, despite cul-
tural differences. In the meantime, the factors that cause migration from 
Turkey will always prevail, regardless of the right to the free movement 
of labour. Factors such as unemployment, wage levels, GDP per capita 
and social standards are far more influential in reinforcing the propensity 
to move from Turkey regardless of its membership prospects or the com-
pletion of the accession process. As long as these factors persist in Turkey, 
there will be migration pressure that will significantly affect European 
labour markets in the medium and long term. From this point of view, the 
granting of the right to free movement will depend on an improvement 
in socioeconomic indicators. As regards fears that labour migration from 
Turkey will occur on a massive scale, account should be taken of the fac-
tors that trigger labour mobility from Turkey, which are likely to remain 
even in the absence of the right to free movement.
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Concluding remarks

This analysis has been undertaken with the objective of evaluating the 
possible impact of the Eastern enlargement of the European Union (EU) 
on Turkish labour movement. It is concerned with why the variation in 
Turkish flows over the years has occurred, given the changing volume 
and nature of the mobility rate since 1961. The purpose was to explore, 
on the one hand, the ways in which enlargement presented challenges for 
Turkey, and, on the other, how changes in the legal landscape within the 
EU and at the national level affected Turkish migration. This necessitated 
an analysis of changing EU and national policies governing the principle 
of Turkish workers’ movement, and an exploration of the political and 
social factors both within Turkey and the EU member states that have 
modified the flow rate. The Southern enlargement has been an important 
component of this study, which extrapolated from past experiences the 
various possible developments could be identified for Turkey in the mi-
gration of its workforce to European labour markets. Thus, the Southern 
enlargement of the European Community (EC) in the 1980s provides a 
benchmark for assessing the enlargement to the Central and East Euro-
pean countries (CEECs).

The study of the Eastern enlargement adds an important new dimen-
sion to the study and understanding of the pattern of Turkish labour mi-
gration. This is a particular challenge for Turkey. First, it draws attention 
to the links between the Southern accession countries and the 10 CEECs 
concerning population size and wage and income gaps that are greater 
relative to the EU than those of Spain, Greece and Portugal. While some 
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accounts still focus on the costs of migration (including the psychological 
costs), of major concern for Western economies are the effects on the la-
bour markets caused by concentrated migration from the CEECs. Sec-
ond, in contrast to the previous enlargement, transitional periods were 
introduced in 2004 in relation to the CEECs. Third, these transitional pe-
riods make it necessary to analyse the special measures for Turkey by the 
EU decision-makers in the form of “permanent curbs” through a concen-
tration on the particular level of the first waves of workers from the 
CEECs. Rather, the study of the prolonged problems of “digestion” links 
with the political and socioeconomic situation in the enlarged EU, show-
ing how little labour mobility from Turkey to West European countries 
has actually been taking place since the halt in migration of 1973. As with 
so much in European labour market trends, many of the outcomes here 
have still to be decided.

An overview of the history of Turkish migration demonstrated that 
 underlying the past pattern of labour migration was European demand 
for Turkish workers, resulting from a phase of rapid economic develop-
ment after the Second World War in Europe. Starting in the early 1960s 
and continuing well into the 1970s, Turkish labour migration to West Eu-
ropean countries, particularly to West Germany, increased much more 
rapidly than in other periods, when mobility was permissible under bilat-
eral recruitment agreements. Turkey’s experience shows that a pattern 
 associated with one particular constellation of economic and social con-
ditions will not remain unchanged forever. The economic crisis of the 
mid-1970s caused by the increase in oil prices in 1973 brought an end to 
employment-related migration. Countries in the West abandoned policies 
of migrant labour recruitment and moved towards increasingly restrictive 
entry rules. In effect, whatever the outcome, demand for Turkish workers 
in this particular period indicated the potential need for a Turkish work-
force, as European countries tried to meet the deficit of supply in their 
labour forces.

The trends immediately after the Association Agreement of 1963 be-
tween the Community and Turkey may be regarded as positive, but Turks 
seem genuinely to have been unable to grasp that benefit. With regard to 
the legal instruments prior to the 1980s, the critical historical factor was 
the provision of free movement in return for a loss of membership pros-
pects. In the late 1980s, this rhetoric was changed, although there were 
still controversies regarding Turkish labour migration. Since then, the 
main emphasis has been on Community membership as a way of securing 
the principle of free movement.

The study attempted to place the patterns and trends of Turkish labour 
migration into a coherent framework. Turkey has, since the 1950s, experi-
enced four major periods of movement, each associated with particular 
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economic, social, political, legal and cultural factors. Since the halt in mi-
gration of 1973, there have been a few smaller but also relatively moder-
ate periods of movement, such as the frantic labour migration of the 
second half of the 1970s, desperate flows resulting from human rights 
abuses in Turkey in the 1980s and the redirection of flows consequent 
upon the political conflict in the Middle East in the early 1990s. The study 
indicated that there has been a demand for unskilled Turkish workers in 
the 2000s. However, Turkey faced many difficulties in exporting its work-
force abroad owing to active employment-related migration policies in 
the post-enlargement period. More selective policies consisting of more 
quotas have imposed a significant burden on the migration system. None-
theless, Turkey is still supplying workers. When Turkish labour migration 
was restricted during certain periods, individual countries also had migra-
tion events, with an emphasis on racially related political violence in 
some West European countries in the late 1970s, ethnic conflict in Ger-
many (the Kurdish refugee flows) in the 1990s and the labour market re-
structuring in Switzerland in the early 2000s.

The phases identified in this study should be regarded as mutually ex-
clusive, although, to a certain extent, they contain a strong element of 
overlap. This is particularly relevant in that the aspiration of Turks to free 
access to European labour markets was explained mainly by economic 
reasons. In the early migration periods, Turks sought employment in Eu-
rope for economic gain, not because they wanted to integrate into and 
assimilate with the host nation culture. The 1961–2008 period displayed 
considerable economic migration, although political migration also oc-
curred. To understand the magnitude of the flows to West European 
countries, one needs to consider Turkish migration inflows in the last dec-
ade (for example to Germany), which are large enough to increase the 
population significantly with regard to employment-related migration.

The analysis has shown that the restrictive policies of the Community 
fuelled further migration. Since the halt, family reunifications have ac-
counted for significant inflows, although the numbers are much lower 
than in the 1961–1973 period. This is to say, the flow rate to the West has 
not been stopped, although it has been unstable or has decreased over 
time. Thus, Turkish nationals are taking advantage of the more limited 
freedom of movement rules since 1973. This markedly lower level of 
flows does not reflect a true fall in the number of workers, but rather is a 
reflection of substantial labour migration. On this evidence, the EU mem-
ber states will continue to suck in many Turkish workers. There is still a 
tendency to employ skilled Turkish workers, regardless of changes in the 
migration policies of the EU member states or in perceptions of Turks in 
the EU. Looking at the numbers of Turkish workers in various countries, 
it is difficult to determine how far the block will remain in place.
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The evidence presented has shown that Turkish migration patterns are 
more diverse than most studies indicate. Today, the significance of Turkish 
labour flows varies within different geographical networks. With the halt 
in migration to the Community, increasingly desperate migrants changed 
their destination to other countries, mainly in the Middle East. In this 
context, one has to see cultural affiliation promoting the direction of 
flows. Against this background of continued labour migration to the East, 
the attachment to the West is likely to remain robust. It is important to 
realize that Turks have always been enthusiastic about labour movement. 
A clear trend of increasing numbers of Turkish workers in West Euro-
pean countries in the early 1990s is recorded, and a downward trend in 
the figures for annual Turkish labour migration to other countries is ob-
served. What has changed since early 2006 is that a slight upsurge in la-
bour migration to the West was detected, with a sharp fall in 2008. Much 
can be learned from a careful evaluation of recent EU–Turkey history in 
the context of labour migration.

There remain some reservations about how the principle of free move-
ment is relevant to Turkey. At the same time, the structural underpinning 
of Turkish labour migration has been implicit throughout much of the 
foregoing account. Whether or not Turkish labour mobility has worked 
well is another matter, but the particular challenges that are addressed 
will depend partly on understanding the reasons for Turkey’s claim to la-
bour movement. A basic reason for including workers derives from the 
Association Agreement and the Additional Protocol, both of which pro-
vide Turkey with legal tools. The hierarchy of Community law and the 
economic argument are equally important. Assessing the decisions of the 
Association Council on the matter, there needs to be a swift resolution of 
the debate. It may then be possible to eliminate old and current percep-
tions. Yet, even if one is ready to admit the legitimacy of labour move-
ment, there is little to support the implementation of the principle and 
the outcome of the Council’s decisions. As the study shows, with a number 
of problems holding up agreements between the EU member states and 
Turkey, progress on the legal instruments for labour mobility is slower 
than had been hoped. The extent and impact of the various types of legis-
lation in each member state upon migration are likely to delay the imple-
mentation of any such decisions.

More importantly, this perception also applies to the rulings of the Eu-
ropean Court of Justice on conditions on entry and visa exemptions for 
employment categories of Turkish nationals. In fact, the outcome of these 
judgments, which should now be extended to the other EU countries, 
 necessitates that the EU decision-makers reinterpret the term “standstill 
provision” in terms of allowing Turkish workers free access to European 
labour markets. Ideally, the right of free movement laid down in the 
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 Ankara Agreement and the Additional Protocol means that EU govern-
ments must allow Turkish workers to move freely to establish themselves 
as, for example, business persons or service providers. Basically, the dis-
advantageous immigration rules, especially on entry, should be reduced 
so that Turkish nationals are subject to more favourable treatment. If the 
legal means come to the fore, there will be substantial implications for 
the future flow rate.

The study has underscored the importance of incorporating past, cur-
rent and future debates about pull migration in the European context. In 
this context, a review of the experiences of past EU enlargements sug-
gests that economic pressures did not push many migrants from Greece, 
Spain and Portugal towards the EC countries. Although these countries 
faced a relatively high level of unemployment, movement occurred in 
very limited numbers after the introduction of the free movement of la-
bour. Most people “stayed put” or returned home after just a few years. 
It is interesting to note that the probability of labour migration was nega-
tively related to economic variables in the Southern accession countries. 
Consequently, the seven-year transitional period for Spain and Portugal 
was reduced one year before the expiry date owing to the fact that fears 
of a major migration wave proved to be without foundation. Obviously, 
all prosperous EC countries provided very high standards of living but 
they were not attractive destinations for immigration. The Southern ex-
perience raises the question of whether or not push migration is avoid-
able. This should be studied further.

Beyond the limitations raised in this study, several key variables re-
lated to the Southern accession countries and Turkey in the 1980s were 
discussed. With the Southern enlargement, the prospect of labour move-
ment from Turkey, envisaged by 1986, filled the EC with dread. The EC 
was fully aware of the economic and social consequences of labour mi-
gration, and thus sought to put discriminatory rules in place. The empha-
sis was usually on the more negative externalities. Such externalities were 
related to the difficulties of European countries in integrating Turkey – 
with a possibly large number of migrants – into their labour markets. The 
chapter looked at the debate in terms of the cultural differences between 
Turkey and the Southern accession countries (identity, political instabil-
ity, etc.). This is the key to understanding the Community’s positive ap-
proach to the inclusion of Greece, Spain and Portugal and their eligibility 
for labour movement because it enhanced the possibility of culturally 
similar workers. This last point is disputable, but the cultural argument 
in itself is not very helpful in explaining the important problems. Issues 
concerning Turkey’s socioeconomic development, the nature of human 
capital, demographic trends and geographical proximity were all linked 
in an important way with Turkey’s projected labour migration.
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Therefore, examining the Southern enlargement, this must have signifi-
cant implications for Turkish labour flows because the EC developed a 
special relationship with the Southern accession countries. In the second 
half of the 1980s, the admission of Greece, Spain and Portugal kept Turk-
ish migrants at a lower level than expected. The enlargement demon-
strated that the conditions of past Turkish labour migration might become 
major issues, pointing especially to those with implications for future 
 development.

It should be apparent from Chapter 4 that the rights to free movement 
were initiated in the early days of the European Economic Community 
with a focus on the movement of Europeans, but rights for third-country 
nationals were limited. However, the Community moved away from this 
position and introduced the notion of guest worker in the early 1960s, 
when the indigenous labour force failed to keep pace with economic 
growth. At a simple level, it was noticeable that the recruitment of for-
eign workers was no longer viable because of the recession at the end 
of the 1970s. While the EC became a more closely integrated economic 
area in the mid-1980s, pressure mounted to develop a comprehensive ap-
proach towards migration policy. Underpinning the policy on the tempo-
rary entry of persons, the Schengen Agreement of 1985 was designed to 
promote the free movement of people, more specifically concerning 
measures with regard to the abolition of checks at internal borders. The 
single market programme was linked to certain converging trends, par-
ticularly strengthening existing competence in Justice and Home Affairs 
and thus overcoming the obstacles to progress. With the treaties of Maas-
tricht and Amsterdam, a steady increase in cooperation on international 
migration was observed in the late 1990s. These treaties were character-
ized as positive steps, each defining more active common policy elements. 
Although these treaties provided a framework for cooperation among 
member states, the member states have tended to follow a different struc-
ture and orientation according to their national interests.

The chapter also sketched how East–West migration resulting from 
the Eastern enlargement has added a new dimension to the migration 
policies of the EU. In particular, it was concerned with the fears that la-
bour migration would occur en masse. To calm these fears, the accession 
treaties allowed for the introduction of transitional measures, similar to 
those in the arrangements for the Southern accession countries in the 
1980s. The EU-15 member states were obliged to declare their labour 
markets open or keep restrictions in place until 2014. It is important in 
this context to see that the globalization process led to new recruitment 
approaches in the post-enlargement period. Obviously, the policies of 
the national governments have been more selective regarding active 
 employment-related migration. Here, it is useful to consider the question 
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of what category of workers or countries should supply labour in the en-
larged EU.

The chapter also showed how, and in what circumstances, EU authority 
was divided, since the member states have demonstrated conflicting atti-
tudes towards migration issues. It pointed out that the issue has been 
played down by the underlying mechanisms – the EU legal framework – 
as well as by the impact of national governments’ different policy re-
gimes. The harmonization of immigration rules is evidently important in 
explaining the varying degrees of the flow rate. Turkish labour migration 
– and the ways in which the various policies affect it – is affected by na-
tional laws since the fluctuations were, to some extent, in line with con-
cerns relating to divergent migration policies. The EU authorities should 
further question the role of harmonization in the changing patterns of 
immigration. The rules that have been adopted so far should establish 
a common EU-wide regime. As past historical flow rates have demon-
strated, more restricted migration will inevitably encourage Turkish mi-
gration flows. The reason is that workers who would otherwise wish to 
return home for a certain period will be reluctant to do so if tightening 
border controls make them fear for their ability to re-enter.

Just as importantly, public attitudes towards the bulk of Turkish immi-
grants are, it was argued, central; at the least, they lead strong domestic 
opposition in most member states. Here, the claim of the challenge of 
Turkish labour migration is particularly appropriate. A response to this 
claim is mainly based on economic reasoning. It is probably more con-
vincing to see the challenge resulting from growing domestic political 
pressure; the EU should now prepare to make a new offer to Turkey. This 
means that, although similar economic, social, political and cultural prob-
lems were predominant in the Turkish migration pattern, the old migra-
tion policy should be superseded. Theoretically, a more hard-line attitude, 
which was adopted in order to appear responsive to public concerns, will 
cause an increase in labour flows. The risk of a “spill-over effect” of re-
strictive measures should be avoided. However, apart from being the col-
lective expression of attitudes about migration issues, public opinion is 
generally regarded as impulsive and fickle. It is difficult to follow in large 
and complex European societies, and thus should always be treated with 
some caution.

It was also argued that, to understand the EU’s stance more fully, one 
needs to examine the ways in which migration is made visible in West 
European countries. The emphasis was on considerable prima facie evi-
dence, which needs to be reconciled and rationalized given the labour 
shortages in the EU. The grim realities of the longer-run international 
 migration potential (the issues of culture, religion and security) put EU 
decision-makers at odds because they have become more precautionary 
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in terms of future flows from Turkey. In recent years, the trend has been 
towards a stricter stance against immigrants. The simple truth is that, under 
the influence of domestic politics, the situation of Turkish workers is made 
worse by negative dynamics. The political impact of “9/11” also affected 
Turkish migration; some kind of legitimate resistance by the EU to Turk-
ish labour flows is real – albeit perhaps rather more elusive. Freedom of 
movement can be seen as a potent weapon, which can be used to combat 
the social exclusion of Turkish workers from European labour markets.

Chapter 5 demonstrated that attempts to measure East–West migra-
tion have gained in importance since the 2004 enlargement. This is be-
cause labour migration has increasingly become more prevalent at the EU 
level. It is possible to get a sense of the overall scale of flows and some 
key characteristics, even though there are problems evaluating the migra-
tion potential. The overall estimates of East–West migration presented by 
various studies suggest that labour migration will fall to a low level after 
a period of moderate increase, which is similar to the migration pattern 
of the Southern accession countries. These studies underestimate the level 
of migration because of a combination of changing trends in demand and 
supply, but the fear of large migration movements from the CEECs to 
the EU is still significant in terms of their relative socio economic devel-
opment. Since the enlargement of 2004, there have been substantial la-
bour flows from the new accession countries to the EU. Nevertheless, 
these flows are still moderate. As indicated in Chapter 5, there has been a 
fundamental shift from permanent labour migration to temporary migra-
tion in the EU. This is inevitable, if not always smooth.

There are many realities relating to the question of whether or not the 
Eastern enlargement will defer Turkish labour flows into the EU. To vary-
ing degrees, several variables appear to be restraining Turkish labour 
flows.

There are substantial differences in terms of unemployment rates be-
tween the CEECs and the EU-15. Because the unemployment rate varies 
across the CEECs and the EU member states, it might be expected that 
labour migration will occur between specific countries. When Turkey is 
compared with both the CEECs and the EU, the differences are remark-
able: unemployment is a major problem for Turkey and seems likely to 
remain so for some time. Other concerns (themselves related to migra-
tion) are Turkey’s large agricultural labour force and relatively small indus-
trial sector. That said, Turkish workers are largely unskilled. The daunting 
practical obstacles relating to skills often make Turkish people signifi-
cantly less mobile than the population of the CEECs. Turkey has low 
 human capital in comparison with the CEECs, which are fairly close to 
the EU average. It should be noted, however, that Turkey ranked higher 
in terms of tertiary education graduates than most of the CEECs (with 
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the exception of Poland). This evidence suggests that second-generation 
young Turkish people arriving in European labour markets usually have 
higher levels of education and training than their parents. Increasingly, 
young workers have engaged in employment with a “national  profile” in 
contrast to the jobs typically held by first-generation Turkish immigrants.

Looking at it from the point of view of skill composition, future Union 
arrangements may use skill difference as one basis for excluding Turkish 
workers, because, in the post-enlargement period, mobility in the EU is 
increasingly becoming a migration of highly skilled workers. This accept-
ance of difference has been visible in Turkish communities in various old 
EU countries. New opportunities occur for highly qualified workers and 
specialists in the border areas of the CEECs, as the countries catch up in 
terms of human capital. The underlying trend is that a number of Euro-
pean countries are currently filling positions in some sectors, such as 
 services and manufacturing, through recourse to workers from third 
countries, despite the migration pressure in Turkey. However, certain em-
ployers in EU countries are still ready to employ Turkish migrants, even 
though the relative skill composition of the reservoir of potential mi-
grants has not changed. Naturally, there can be no question of granting 
special status to the best-qualified Turkish workers.

Turning to minimum wages, the picture is more promising. By compari-
son with the CEECs, the minimum wage is higher in Turkey (although 
well below that in Slovenia), suggesting little effective impact on flows. 
This difference between the CEECs and the EU relative to Turkey is 
substantial (with the exception of Slovenia). The gap in wage levels 
presents a sufficient stimulus for migration. Even so, there will be less 
tendency to employ Turkish workers by European companies because of 
high labour costs. Essentially, owing to the level of the minimum wage, 
labour migration from the CEECs is likely to occur, as those countries 
significantly differ from Turkey.

A higher proportion of Turkish labour migration is affected by GDP 
per capita. Because relative income disparities between the CEECs and 
the EU are significant, this measure is widely considered to be an impor-
tant factor influencing the incentive to immigrate. For Turkey, the gap in 
this factor is even larger. A comparison of Turkey with Bulgaria and Ro-
mania, however, gives indications of a rough order of magnitude in GDP 
per capita. Whether growth in GDP per capita will lead to the lowest out-
ward mobility in the CEECs as soon as they converge is an important 
question. It is difficult to draw any broad conclusions, but it is possible to 
discern differences in growth performance between the CEECs and the 
EU member states that seem to be still significant in the long run. Con-
siderable interest attaches to the question of how much Turkey will con-
tribute to the EU budget and how much funding it will receive based 
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solely on its income gap. Even though Turkey is the object of targeted ef-
forts by the EU’s Structural Funds, the new accession countries are able 
to impose their views on how grant aid should be used owing to their 
voting powers. The Southern accession countries were in a similar posi-
tion in the 1980s. In the future, labour migration is likely to occur in the 
long run to a larger extent.

Although it is not clear whether migration flows can be directly attrib-
uted to the network effect, at present social networks are well established 
and provide a strong link between the CEECs and the West. Within the 
EU, proximity in relation to the CEECs has already given rise to com-
muting in border regions, in comparison with migrants from more distant 
countries – i.e. Turkey. These modes of movement are equally relevant 
economically, even though they fall outside a strict interpretation of mi-
gration. Unlike Turkey, potential migrants from the CEECs have strong 
family connections and regional proximity. The nature of Turkish mi-
grants’ networks tends to be different from the CEEC profiles, in that the 
existence of prior migrants from the CEECs will encourage more migra-
tion by reducing transaction costs. Despite long-established historical ties 
between Turkey and the West and the existence of a significant Turkish 
population in the EU countries, geographical distance seems to be an ad-
ditional challenge to Turkish labour mobility. Overall, a series of factors 
will promote labour migration from the CEECs, whereas the same fac-
tors will have a negative impact on Turkish migration.

Not surprisingly, labour mobility is limited when one sees the extent of 
the weak social provision system in Turkey. The EU-15 member states are 
disinclined to accept claims for welfare benefits by Turkish migrants, be-
cause they would place a strain on public services such as healthcare and 
education. The percentage of the Turkish population aged over 65 years 
that risks falling below the poverty line after social transfers is higher 
than that in the CEECs, implying a danger of social exclusion on account 
of material deprivation. Moreover, less public expenditure on education 
will become increasingly contentious. The fact that the workers from the 
CEECs are relatively better educated and higher skilled reduces the 
pressure on national governments and on firms to provide training, 
whereas there are limited measures, rights, entitlements and provisions in 
the social policy field in Turkey. In other words, the increasing similarity 
between the skill levels of CEEC and the EU workers compared with 
those of Turkish nationals means that there will be a substantial propen-
sity to migrate from the CEECs to the EU.

Notwithstanding all these characteristics, labour flows from the CEECs 
to the EU are by no means structurally stable or at least regular. Al-
though EU labour markets have become more open, in both absolute 
and relative terms, to workers from the CEECs in the last few years, 
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these flows can frequently change form and intensity. There will certainly 
be labour movement from Turkey to the EU. Several variables may 
 finally reverse the migration tendency. Six variables are especially impor-
tant in stimulating Turkish labour migration.

First, the CEECs have for a long time had a greater capacity to attract 
foreign direct investment (FDI) and have received larger and more flexi-
ble funding from the Structural and Cohesion funds. The beneficial effect 
of such developments is that many people end up finding employment in 
the destination country, where a catching-up economy is successful in cre-
ating the conditions for broad-based economic growth and job creation 
regardless of wage differentials. This explanation is an important clue to 
why an expectation of economic growth in the CEECs is crucial in terms 
of deferring labour flows when one considers that they are “catching-up 
economies”. From a dynamic perspective, accession itself can be expected 
to promote a more rapid convergence of the poorer new member states 
with the average level of the EU-15. As these countries catch up with the 
EU average, in principle any labour flows will be likely to decrease in the 
medium or long term. So, the incentive to migrate will disappear relative 
to the cost that migration entails. At this point, Turkey will face a consid-
erable handicap in a “convergence race” with the CEECs. This is not en-
tirely accidental, and this fact becomes apparent when one takes into 
account FDI in Turkey and the relatively small volume of trade with the 
EU-15, coupled with insufficient financial assistance. Overall, it is reason-
able to suggest that migration pressure will continue to persist in Turkey 
even in the long run.

Second, it is not particularly surprising that, even after the end of the 
transitional arrangements in some EU member states, workers from the 
CEECs will return to their home country after a short stay. And these 
countries are bound to experience a large wave of returns in the future. 
Current return migration is, to a certain extent, historically determined. 
The intensity and volume of migration flows in the CEECs observed in 
the 2000s differed significantly from those in the first half of the 1990s. 
Labour mobility is now rather limited, in that people who had already 
taken the step to move out of their region in the past have no intention 
of moving. Economic and social factors are no less important for this mi-
gration pattern. In this sense, various concerns including tough living con-
ditions, poor housing and low wages are particularly relevant. In fact, the 
main migration host countries (most notably the United Kingdom) are 
beginning to prove less attractive to CEEC nationals, since many workers 
(mainly Polish) are tending to choose to return. Past experience suggests 
that a more restrictive migration policy will inevitably discourage return 
migration. The reason is that workers who would otherwise wish to re-
turn home after a certain period will be reluctant to do so if tightening 
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border controls make them fear for their ability to re-enter. No spectacu-
lar Turkish return migration is likely in the long run. For all the impor-
tance of employment, the available evidence shows that more and more 
Turkish immigrants are setting up companies as entrepreneurs across Eu-
ropean countries. In conjunction with a high Turkish immigrant popula-
tion, for instance in Germany, the number of Turkish entrepreneurs 
has more than doubled since the early 1990s. The Turks are permanently 
settled in European countries. Such settlements will certainly discourage 
return migration.

Third, future Turkish labour flows will, in part, depend on demographic 
change both in the EU and in the CEECs. This situation is illustrated by 
the trend of rapidly ageing populations in the EU and fertility decline or 
decreasing population size in the CEECs. These demographic trends are 
often identified as one of the main reasons why East–West migration is 
unlikely to occur in substantial numbers. In contrast to the CEECs, Tur-
key represents great demographic potential. On the one hand, Turkey’s 
demographic structure should provide the EU with an opportunity to re-
view its future enlargement policy. It will have to make the necessary 
policy changes in accordance with demographic trends. On the other 
hand, in the decision to grant Turkish workers shorter or longer transi-
tional periods, an emphasis should be placed on demographic factors. 
With a low level of employment, it is likely that Turkey will accept even 
longer transitional periods, whereas such arrangements are seven years 
for the CEECs. Again, the argument should be supported by demo-
graphic variables pointing to the population potential of Turkey. For a 
long time, demographic dynamics will continue to be a key factor in Turk-
ish migration trends. This leads one to conclude that the predictions of 
flows rate from Turkey to the EU based on demographic trends represent 
reliable forecasts of likely migration flows.

Fourth, it can be concluded that a series of internal inequalities in the 
CEECs that derive largely from communist planning will restrain labour 
migration. A large proportion of the population who feel resentful to-
wards the current situation have rather negative views about the benefits 
of long-distance mobility. Instead, internal migration in the region has 
grown enormously. In this case, migration is linked to pull factors.

This conclusion cannot be applied to Turkey, although a considerable 
level of seasonal labour migration occurs from less developed to prosper-
ous regions. Regional differences in Turkey are more striking than those 
in the CEECs. A greater degree of income inequality and a high level of 
unemployment in rural areas are the major concerns. The actual situation 
in Turkey is much more complex for the EU as far as the spectre of a 
massive influx of poor Anatolian migrant peasants is concerned. In short, 
Turkey is poor relative to the CEECs and the EU average and its econ-
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omy is more fragile. The factors relating to welfare provision suggest that 
the movement of Turkish workers will continue.

Fifth, potential migrants from the CEECs have family connections in 
destination countries and speak a foreign language. By all accounts, there 
has been very substantial cultural integration of the population of the 
CEECs. Cultural differences between Turkey and the EU are larger than 
in any other instance (the CEECs) and will not disappear upon Turkey’s 
entry to the Union. Turkish migrants have already faced specific prob-
lems, such as linguistic difficulties and religious differences, that have 
 adversely affected their social integration. From this perspective, it is 
doubtful how beneficial the Turkish workers will be to the EU in the long 
run. Against this background, the emphasis now is on the Turkish mi-
grants currently living in the EU member states. Turks have moved to 
and out of Europe for decades, doing much to contribute to the social 
and economic well-being of European countries, given the potential of 
Turkish self-employment in European countries. No doubt, many of to-
day’s Turkish migrants do not look so different and are more widely inte-
grated, if not fully assimilated; the Turkish workers’ situation may be 
easier in the post-enlargement period in comparison with the earlier pe-
riod. These experiences certainly provide us with useful lessons on how 
such a situation is conducive to the transfer of labour from Turkey to the 
EU in the foreseeable future. In the main, having emphasized that a large 
part of cultural integration involves a series of common attitudes and be-
liefs, the extent of Turkey’s commitment to European values should not 
be underestimated.

Sixth, a common sense argument admits that the intention to move 
 depends on socio-psychological factors, especially for longer periods of 
migration. For the nationals of the CEECs, desire and deeds differ con-
siderably. Most value mobility but are too risk-averse to pursue it, be-
cause that mobility might threaten their sense of security. Apart from 
this, within the optimist catch-up scenario – often already having been 
granted the right to free movement at the end of the transitional periods 
– migration pressure in the CEECs will be diminished. Meanwhile, the 
economic and social facts concerning Turkish labour migration will con-
tinue to be drivers of migration. On the political front, Turkey is still far 
from meeting the Copenhagen political criteria. This is despite the fact 
that some positive trends are observed within the Accession Partnership 
framework. Deficiencies in democracy and the rule of law and the human 
rights record remain areas of concern. All in all, the instability of Tur-
key’s political system will add an important dimension to future labour 
migration.

As was explained in Chapter 5, some studies have estimated the future 
potential of Turkish labour migration to the EU. Although these studies 
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are more or less inconclusive, the prediction of migration from Turkey to 
the EU is a crucial factor that will determine Turkey’s membership pros-
pects (as well as the transitional periods) during the accession process.

Apart from anything else, the characteristics of Turkish workers who 
are yet to be allowed to move merits reconsideration after the enlarge-
ment. These characteristics, relating to the economic, social and political 
systems, seem to work against Turkish workers’ mobility. Yet, Turkey’s in-
tegration into European labour markets depends for its efficacy on the 
underlying nature of human capital; if this is not present, Turkish workers 
will continue to be subject to exclusion. It is difficult to know whether the 
EU – being bombarded with a large number of new accession countries 
– will again rebuff Turkey even if it meets the eligibility criteria. The EU 
decision-makers should review the issue of importing labour from Turkey, 
despite the evidence concerning restrictive immigration policies in the 
past.

A central question that is likely to loom large in the foreseeable future 
is whether countries in the European mainland will as a rule fill the gaps 
with workers from the new accession countries when they fall short of 
workers. There is in fact strong evidence that demographic factors will 
lead to considerable future labour demand. The problem regarding the 
demographic declines in the CEECs suggests that it will not be possible 
to meet the “shortages” from domestic labour markets. Then the EU will 
import workers from third countries in the medium or long term, as it is 
doing now. In practice, such an approach cannot be very practicable. Im-
porting labour over long distances will increase the costs of migration 
and cause some recruitment difficulties. As was noted above, most of 
these difficulties refer to specific skill elements in the workforce (that is, 
adaptation and language). The choice of labour migration from non-EU 
countries (the Far East and Turkey) is less clear. It should not, however, 
be assumed, as it often is, that the EU member states will never include 
Turkish workers in their labour markets because of its demographic dy-
namics. There need to be relevant policies and instruments to ensure not 
only a strong contribution by the CEECs but also a contribution by 
 Turkey to promote the effective functioning of the European labour 
 markets. The final outcome will, as was shown, depend very much on EU 
decision-makers. Whatever the outcome, Turkey’s exclusion from Euro-
pean labour markets would expose the Union as “prejudiced”.

Turkey’s case is placed in a theoretical framework in the sense that 
fearing large migration flows necessitates restrictive measures resulting 
from economic and social conditions in the destination countries. This 
trend is usually mirrored by fluctuations in the flow rate at certain times, 
and the push factors require careful consideration. This trend is linked 
to the characteristics of various policies that support mobility. The inter-
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action between restrictive policies and individuals’ desperation to work 
abroad leads to a decision to stay in the host country because of the view 
that tightening border controls will prevent them from re-entering the 
host country. Moreover, it would appear that the eventual effect of the 
opening of borders during the transitional period will be a low flow fol-
lowing a period of moderate increase.

Finally, these complex considerations can be tackled only by a new mi-
gration policy tailored to promote and encourage continuous flows. A 
broad-brush interpretation of labour market trends in the EU would im-
mediately give us an understanding that the EU achieved unprecedented 
growth in the context of the single market. A particularly important dy-
namic in such a programme is the social dimension – the jobs outlook is 
optimistic. Although progress has been uneven, it is continually evolving 
and is often examined in terms of labour movement policies. If the Lis-
bon objectives, designed for more active employment policies to combat 
the skills gap and other labour shortages, are not achieved in the long 
run, it is more likely that European employers will continue to import 
workers from various part of the world to fill shortages, especially in low-
paid and unskilled jobs. The accession of Turkey could provide an impor-
tant opportunity to address potential future labour supply problems, and 
not just be a challenge for the EU. It is essential not to lose potential 
gains by imposing excessive constraints on the freedom of movement of 
Turkish workers, because the labour supply from the CEECs falls short 
of meeting the labour shortages, given the demographic factors shaping 
their labour markets. Conversely, the EU migration policy is designed to 
limit labour flows from Turkey, but unintentionally it gives rise to an even 
greater migration potential. If Turkey’s membership application is re-
jected, the number of Turkish workers in the EU member states is ex-
pected to increase. What is now badly needed is a more open discussion 
of the real dynamics of Turkish migration, the main taboo being consid-
eration of re-opening the question of admitting legal migrants, which is 
actually a matter of a political, economic and social nature and of shared 
interests.
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Mardin, Ş., ed. (1994) Cultural Transitions in the Middle East, Leiden: Brill.
Martin, P. L. (1991) The Unfinished Story: Turkish Labour Migration to Western 

Europe, Geneva: ILO.
Mayer, F. C. and Palmowski, J. (2004) “European Identities and the EU: The Ties 

that Bind the Peoples of Europe”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 42(3), 
pp. 573–598.

Michalski, A. (2006) “The Enlarging European Union”, in D. Dinan, ed., Origins 
and Evolution of the European Union, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 
271–293.

Migration News (2007) “Inventory of Existing National Measures Combating 
Discrimination outside Employment and their Impact”, October 22.

Ministry of Health (2008) “Challenges and Strategic Plans for Development of 
the Latvian Health Care System”, Latvia.

Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (2008) Annual Report of EURES 
 Network Activity in Poland, 1 April 2007–31 March 2008: part II, Warsaw, 
June.

Minorities at Risk Project (2009) “Assessment for Turks in Germany”, Center for 
International Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland, 
http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/mar/assessment.asp?groupId=25501.



REFERENCES 211
 

Moraes, C. (2003) “The Politics of European Union Migration Policy”, Political 
Quarterly, 74, pp. 116 –131.

Morris, N. (2008) “A Different Picture Emerges: Tide of Migration Turns as Polish 
Workers Return”, The Independent, 27 February.

Murat, S. (2004) “Immigrant Turks and Their Socio-Economic Structure in Euro-
pean Countries”, C.Ü. Journal for Economics and Administrative Sciences, 2(1), 
pp. 25– 46.

Muus, P. (2001) “International Migration and the European Union: Trends and 
Consequences”, European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research 9, pp. 
31– 49.

Narlı, N. (2002) “Migration to Turkey and Human Trafficking”, Bianet News, 16 
July.

OECD [Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development] (1988) Eco-
nomic Surveys: Turkey, 1987–1988, Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD [Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development] (2001) 
Trends in International Migration: Continuous Reporting System on Migration. 
Annual Report 2001 edition, Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD [Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development] (2008) In-
ternational Migration Outlook 2008, Paris: OECD Publishing.

Ogan, S. (1983) “Turkish Labour Movement in the EEC Countries and Prob-
lems”, Institute of Social Sciences, Gazi University, Ankara.

Okólski, M. (2000) “Recent Trends and Major Issues in International Migration: 
Central and East European Perspectives”, International Social Science Journal, 
52, pp. 329–341.

Özal, T. (1988) La Turquie en Europe, Paris: Plon.
Özcan, M. (2005) “Turkey’s Possible Influences on the Internal Security of the 

European Union: The Issue of Illegal Migration”, in S. Laciner, M. Ozcan and I. 
Bal (eds) European Union with Turkey, Ankara: ISRO, April.

Özen, Ç. (2008) “Turkey and EU Relations”, TRT1, 30 January.
Paci, P., Tiongson, E. R., Walewski., M., Liwínski, J. and Stoilkova, M. M. (2007) 

Internal Labor Mobility in Central Europe and the Baltic Region, Washington 
DC: World Bank.

Panayiotopoulos, P. I. (2008) “Turkish Immigrant Entrepreneurs in the European 
Union: A Political-Institutional Approach”, International Journal of Entrepre-
neurial Behaviour & Research, 14(6), pp. 395– 413.

Peel, Q. E. C. (1986) “Enlargement Brings New Hopes and New Problems”, Eu-
rope, April.

Philip, A. B. (1994) “European Union Immigration Policy: Phantom, Fantasy or 
Fact?”, West European Politics, 17(2), pp. 168–191.

Pleines, H. (2005) “Participation of Civil Society in New Modes of Governance. 
The Case of the New EU Member States, Part 1: The State of Civil Society”, 
Research Centre for East European Studies, University of Bremen, No. 67, 
May.

Polat, N. (2006) “Identity Politics and the Domestic Context of Turkey’s Euro-
pean Union Accession”, Government and Opposition, 41(4), pp. 512–533.

Putten, R. V. D. (2002) “The Effects of EU Enlargement on Product and Labour 
Market”, Conjuncture, July–August.



212 REFERENCES
 

Radeva, M. (2004) “East–West Migration in the Context of an Enlarging Euro-
pean Union: New Opportunities and New Challenges”, Open Society Institute, 
New York.

Raines, P. (1996) Labour Market Regulation and Foreign Direct Investment, Re-
gional and Industrial Policy Research Paper No. 22, Glasgow: European Poli-
cies Research Centre.

Rangelova, R. and Zlatanov, S. (2005) “Ageing and Health Status of the Bulgar-
ian Population”, SEER – South-East Europe Review for Labour and Social Af-
fairs, Issue No. 02, pp. 71–93. http://www.ceeol.com/.

Reuters News (1998) “Turkey Says It Was Right to Reject EU Invitation”, 12 
March.

Royo, S. (2004) “From Authoritarianism to the European Union: The Europeani-
zation of Portugal”, Mediterranean Quarterly, Summer, pp. 95–129.

Royo, S. and Manuel, P.C. (2003) Spain and Portugal in the European Union: The 
First Fifteen Years, London: Frank Cass.

Salt, J. (1992) “The Future of International Labor Migration”, International Mi-
gration Review, 26(4), pp. 1077–1111.

Salt, J. (2006) Current Trends in International Migration in Europe, Consultant’s 
Report to the Council of Europe, CDMG (2006) 22e, Strasbourg, March, 
 [Migration\CDMG2006\51e réunion\docs\11f].

Seager, A. (2004) “Immigrants Seen as Economic Benefit to Britain”, Reuters 
News, 23 February.
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