No 17

DIVERGING HISTORICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF MIGRATION IN
SOUTHEASTERN EUROPE SINCE 1950

by
Attila Melegh



DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH INSTITUTE
HUNGARIAN CENTRAL STATISTICAL OFFICE

Director:
Zsolt Spéder

ISSN 1588-3396
ISBN 978-963-9597-25-9

Series editor:
Attila Melegh

© Attila Melegh

Address:

Demographic Research Institute
Hungarian Central Statistical Office
1-3 Buday LéaszI6 utca

1024 Budapest

Hungary

e-mail:
melegh@demografia.hu



WORKING PAPERS ON POPULATION,
FAMILY AND WELFARE

No 17

NET MIGRATION AND HISTORICAL
DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTHEASTERN EUROPE
SINCE 1950

by
Attila Melegh

Demographic Research Institute
Hungarian Central Statistical Office

2013






CONTENTS

i 0} A oo F [o: { (o) o NN R TP
Theoretical Problems ......cooveeieeeee e
Methodological Remarks .............uuvveeiiiiinniveeiiiiiiienee e

2 Net Migration and Historical Development in Southeastern
Europe between 1950 and 2010 ..........ceeieeeieeeeeeeeeiiciieeeeeenn

Global Changesin Net Migration and Europe......................
Types of Development in Southeastern Europe ....................
Type One: from Emigrant to Immigrant Status...............
Type Two: Countries that Remained Sending Countries
Type Three: Countries that Became Emigrant Cousitrie.

Type Four: Cyclical Changes in the Former Repubtits
40 [0 [0 151 F= 1Y = T

3 A PossibleBehavioral Link .....coooveeeoeeeieieeee e,
A CONCIUSIONS .ot e e
Bibliography .......coooiiii s

List of Figures

1 Net Migration Rate by Larger Regions, 1950—2010..........ccccceveveriiiviurineenennn.
2 Countries Analyzed According to Developmental TYPeS.........cccvvvveevevieae.
3 Type One: Net Migration in Selected Countries Betame Immigrant
CoUNLHES, 1950—2010 ..ccounieeeeeeernsee et e e e e e e eeaeeesenasess e e e e eeenaneeenaes
4 Net Migration over Time in Type One, 1950-2010 (@éita Points in Type
One, Five-Year Intervals Marked by Midpoints) .ccccc.ooooevviiiiiivmmeevineeeeenn.
5 Net Migration Flow and GDP/Capita Ratios between Geynaad Hungary,
LO54-1999 ... e e ean e
6 Some Countries of Type One That Became Immigrann@ies. Share of
Agriculture (% of GDP), 1960—2010 ........ccutimmmmmmriiriiiierieeeeeeesieniinnnseeess s
7 Type One: Countries That Became Immigrant CountP/Capita as Related
to World Averages 1950—2008 ..............o.vummmseeernrireeeeeeeeeessnnnnnieneeeaeeess
8 Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference from M/@verages in Greece,
LO50—20TL0 .eeeeeee ettt a et b e e e e e e e e e e s e anees
9 Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference from Wearld Average in
HuNgary, 1950—2010 ......uuuiiiiiiee oo
10 Immigration from Romania to Hungary, 1995-2005............ccccccvviiieeeeeiinnnns
11 Type Two: Net Migration in Countries That Remaifgdigrant Countries,
LO950—20T10 ...oeeieiieeiitei e
12 Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant CeemtiNet Migration over
Time, 1950-2010 (All Data-Points in Type Two, Five-Y#&#ervals Marked
DY MIdPOINTS) .ottt e s
13 Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant CeemtiGDP/Capita, 1950—
2008 .. e ———— 244 b et e e e e R b b e e e e e nbe e e e e abeeaeeeannaeeans
14 Net Migration and GDP/Capita Difference in Bulgati@50—-2010....................
15 Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant Caeesitindustry (% of GDP),
LO60—20TL0 ...ueeeeieeeiiiiiee ettt ettt e e e e e e e e ab e e e e et br e e e e e naeeaeean
16 Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant CéesitAgriculture (% of
GDP), 1960—2010 .....oviiiiiiirieieeiiirieeecmmmmmmr e e e e s
17 Type Three: Net Migration Rates in Countries TBetame Emigrant
Countries, 1950—2010 ......coceirurrereesm e eeeeessnreeee e s e e
18 Type Three: Decrease. Net Migration Over Time inr@des That Became
Emigrant Countries, 1950-2010 (All Data Points in @¥fnree, Five-Year
Intervals Marked by MidPOINTS) .......ccooiimemrieiiiiiie e s

11
11
13
14
21
26

30
32
34
35

12
14
15
15
17
17
18
19

20
21

22

22

23
24

25
26

27

27



19 Type Three: Immigrant Countries That Became EamgCountries.
GDP/Capita, 1950—2008 .......c.ceeeiuuieiieemmeaamieeeeaieeeaeeeesneeessmmme e seeeeeaneeee e

20 Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference frororly/ Averages in
MOIdOVA, 19502010 ....occuriiririieiiiieeieemeee et e ettt eemm e

21 Type Three: Countries That Became Emigrant Gamsmtindustry as a
Percentage of GDP SINCE 1970 .......uuuviiiieeeeeeeeieieeeeeseeesciiiiveeee e e e e e e e enienens

22 Type Four: Oscillation. Net Migration Rates in Femer Yugoslav Republics,
L L1000 OSSR

23 Type Four: Oscillation. GDP/Capita in Some Formegodlav Republics,
19502010 ..eeiiiiiiieitiie ettt

24 Bulgaria 2009, GDP/Capita for 2006 According to @ouRating.....................

25 Hungary 2010, Average Country Ratings (2010),@bé/Capita (2007) for
TN COUNIIIES ...eiiiiiieiiieiee ettt et e ettt e e et e e e e e e ab e e e e e snee e e e s e nees

28

29

30

31

32
33

33



1 Introduction”

Migratory links and channels form a web around wweld. As in the
case of the exchange of ideas, images, capitagyand services, countries
and regions are integrated into a global flow obgle (Appadurai 1996).
Concerning spatial units (countries and/or regioits)s important to
consider various modes of integration, since a$ uhie global flow of
capital, there are various patterns according t@hvlegions and countries
are integrated into the global flows and systemdl@afs. None of the
countries is completely isolated, and there is ounéry or region to or from
which migrants simply embark or depart, as mostoreg and countries
produce both emigration and immigration at the séime. It is also widely
claimed that in areas and countries in which entigmehas dominated there
is a gradual move towards a pattern of receivingemommigrants than
loosing emigrants (de Haas 2007. 147, 148; Okd8K€9; Bonifazi et al.
2008. 13). Also more and more countries are mowmg a middling or
transitional position, including North African andany Latin American
countries.

Insufficient research or theoretical work has bdene on the question of
how these complex modes of integration developohdstlly. Migration
flows are related to other social processes, whielkes analysis difficult,
but, more importantly, the analytical focus hasrb&m narrow to further
any subtle grasp of how the patterns of interrelgcesses have changed
in human history according to positions in a glofgtem. There is a need
to re-contextualize historically and regionally afl the major theories of
migration that emerged over the course of thettase decades.

Classical and neoclassical macro and micro thewes=k to discern
mechanisms based on wage differentials and labdtehprocesses without
a historical perspective. Structural-historical avatld system theories have
arrived at the clear premise according to whichditéon from rural to non-
rural economies and the intrusion of world capstalicreate a scenario for
massive emigration. From the theoretical perspeaiivintervention and the
break-up of “traditional” systems, scholars of tagproach also argue that
colonial or historically established links matteut they give no systematic
analysis of longer term changes beyond the spepé#igods leading to
massive social transformation or establishing $jgelinks (Massey 1999.
34-53; Portes and Borocz 1989. 606—-30; Sassen J[3HIB. 596—-608).
This is exemplified by the following summary by Rpas Massey:

" The study is a background paper for the followingject: SEEMIG Managing Migration and
its Effects in South-East Europe — Transnationdiohs towards Evidence Based StrategiBise
project is funded under the third call for propssaf the South-East Europe Programme. The
information published here reflects the authoresws and the Managing Authority is not liable for
any use that may be made of the information comzkrn

The below study was prepared before the actualelotgym analysis of the whole region was
started in the SEEMIG project. The project partnerest notablyElisabeth Musil, Kathrin Gruber
and Heinz Fassmanmot only coordinated the work, prepared synthesisrt, but set also theoretical
grounds for such an analysis. The largely compatibsults of the SEEMIG analysis can be read at
www.seemig.ewebsite.

This paper was first published in thingarian Historical Reviewl. no. 3-4. (2012) 3-4. The
work was also supported by thestitute of Advanced Studies at CESpecial thanks t&zabina
Cséang who helped in the construction of the databadeo Ahanks tal6zsef Boérdcand Arland
Thorntonfor inspirations and extremely valuable commeAtsd special thanks tMarta Kardulesz
andAgnes Anefor their help in editing the paper.

! For various theories see: Portes 1995. 1-41; Mastsal. 1998. 17-59.
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“International migration originates in the sociatoeomic, cultural and

political transformations that accompany the pextietn of capitalist markets
into non-market and pre-market societies (as hygsatled under world system
theory). In the context of a globalizing econontye tentry of markets and
capital-intensive production technologies into plkeeral regions disrupts
existing social and economic arrangements and $abhgut a displacement of
people from customary livelihoods, creating a malgbpulation of workers

who actively search for new ways of achieving eaenitco sustenance.”

(Massey 1999. 48)

Network theory and cumulative causation are alsevemt to an
understanding of historical change, as they helplagx why and how
established migration flows continue and how theg anaintained.
Nonetheless, they are not adequate as explanationsy such flows might
dry out or become less intensive, nor for that emdtiey shed much light on
how these flows can become cyclical. Furthermdresé theories offer little
insight into the ways in which transitional or imteediary countries are
integrated into the global flows and how this madeglobal integration
might change.

Concerning longer term and more empirical approsat¢bethe question
of how migratory integration of countries and retgosaries over time, we
have only a few hypotheses and even these onescdrsupported by
systematic evidence and statistical modeling. Gnihe idea of migration
transition, which was developed by the geograpledingky, who modeled
the idea of demographic transition as establishatie 1930s in the United
States and Europe (de Haas 2007. 147, 148, Mele@®. B0—64). Zelinsky
argues that gradually, following an increase ingration, because of socio-
historical processes countries of large-scale eatigr become countries of
net immigration within the framework of a fairlynkar development. This
model has been revised by Fassmann and Reegercamoeptualized this
transition from emigrant to immigrant status asnatign cycles based on a
combination of demographic dynamics, labor marketcsures and (short-
term) economic cycles (Fassmann and Reeger 2008&yder to avoid the
pitfalls of previous modernization theories (opeerlpoked by phases like
“take-off”) the cycles are not identical and theg ambedded into temporal
and spatial contexts. Nonetheless the overall tiinegs not questioned or
events like the collapse of labor markets during ttansition from state
socialism to capitalism are not integrated yet. Tiederence to a
combination of factors and very interestingly tinamge of welfare systems
and labor market structures make this theory subtle

These above theories are related to migration hammigration curve
theory, according to which over time and with irmgi®g income levels
countries may move from increasing to decreasiogdlof emigration and
then to an immigrant country status (Ziesemer 2@Fa8ni and Venturini
2008). In other words, upon reaching a certainll@feeconomic wealth,
countries produce more migrants as the migrangsotential migrants are
actually able to finance and organize a move ttebeff countries, while
an increase of wealth actually reduces the incerfiv massive emigration.
This is a non-linear idea of progress and may sasvan interesting starting
point, but this theory also focuses on one tramsitind lacks a complex
approach to the integration into a global flow ebple that would combine
not only wealth differentials, but also related thigal processes of
economic integration into the world economy. MomgQvthis premise
regarding the gradual move toward immigrant stauactually false with



regard to many countries, as there can also beseygocesses, as we will
see below.

Debates on migration and development focus on thaysis of a
complex interrelationship between migration andeli@mental processes,
but generally the temporal perspective is rathmeitéid and/or the discussion
remains on a rather superficial level, listing sal/éactors and mechanisms
without actually measuring and systematically dest@ting the
mechanisms and the importance of various factoras@dy et al. 1998;
Castles and Delgado 2007). This is undoubtedlynsexquence of the lack of
appropriate and comparable statistics and actual dat a more systematic
historical analysis is still missing (Fassmann,g&eeand Sievers 2009).

The model of migration and development construdigdde Haas is
somewhat different as it actually tries to combirensition models with
some developmental aspects and it also utilizesesygic empirical
analysis (de Haas 2009). Very importantly he argbhasmigration is linked
not to absolute development and opportunity lewis relative ones (de
Haas 2010). Also he allows for “reverse migraticansitions”. The
empirical analysis clearly shows the robust (notlisear) relationship to
GDP per capita concerning emigrant and immigraonckst, but raises
various doubts that push and pull theories providaeal insight into the
migratory processes as for instance developmeds leagenerally increase
levels of migration. Concerning developmental andjratory processes
Haas also raises the issue of structure versuscagen claims that this has
not been solved yet.

It is also worth mentioning that there are somecidgsve analyses on
the history of migration in the last century, bubile they may be very
informative and sometimes brilliant in capturingtbrical problems, they
are either very specific in time and analysis dually rather broad and fail
to give a systematic analysis of how countries hasen integrated into a
global flow of people and global processes of dgwelent (Sassen 1999;
Tilly 2006). In addition, in the history of migrath most analysts stress the
importance of political events, but fail to congidiee role of other relevant
social processes. This is especially true when tt@sirepresenting varying
political systems are included in an analysis afjlterm change.

In this essay | identify some basic developmentattgons in Methodological
Southeastern Europe on the basis of some longer teacro statistics Remarks
provided by the United Nations (UN) World PopulatiBrospects (WPP)
website? | focus on net migration as estimated by the UNaassidual of
population growth minus natural growth. This israljfematic source, as it
incorporates the problems of population enumerati®nvell, but there are
no other comparable sources available for the geniguestion.

It is worth citing various authors who have pubd#idhfindings in the
recent Prominstat project reviewing various datasstesys, including
migration flows. They have arrived at conclusionstsas the following:

2 Net migration: the number of immigrants minus thenber of emigrants over a period, divided
by the person-years lived by the population ofréreiving country over that period. It is expressed
as the net number of migrants per 1,000 peoplentest countries the figure is based on estimates of
net international migration derived as the diffeerietween overall population change and natural
increase through 2009. Data Source: United NatiBepartment of Economic and Social Affairs,
Population Division (2011). World Population Prosise The 2010 Revision, CD-ROM Edition,
http://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/index.htm.



“In the study, we have presented a detailed arsmlg$i the availability,
reliability and comparability of data on internat& migration flows in 27
European countries (all EU Members States excepgaBia and Romania,
plus Norway and Switzerland). Our conclusion is tthaternationally
comparative research on migration flows in Eurapedurrently generally not
possible. The main problem is the comparabilitydata, in particular the
differences in definitions and sources used inoearicountries and in the
coverage of the statistics. These differences intipy comparing migration
flows in various countries would be often like carpg pears and apple%.”

Furthermore net migration rates hide whether caemin which similar
levels and the same overall direction (positivenegative) of net migration
prevail actually have the same levels of outflow arflow. Thus a country
with a net migration rate of negative five peopée ,000 inhabitants could
be a country with zero immigration and rate of fimeoutmigration, but it
could also be a country into which there is largales immigration, but this
rate of immigration is surpassed by the emigratae by five people per
1,000 inhabitants. This remains hidden, and thik laf information is a
significant problem that needs to be addressedugfirdhe collection of
more information on the actual rates of emigra@o immigration. There
have been promising attempts to make bilateral atimn flow estimates
based on country of birth stock figures put int@ration matrices, which
need to be integrated into future resedrch.

Nonetheless, the rate of net migration can be g wseful measurement
if one looks at the data systematically. With refere to possible
methodological problems, it can be understood asowaerall sum of
“personal” levels of integration into global flowe$ people, and this actually
avoids some of the pitfalls of migration statisticgerms of definitions and
the actual underestimation of immigrants and mongortantly of emigrants
(Fassmann, Reeger and Sievers 2009). Altogethangehwill be assumed
when the figure for a country in which there isegative, positive or zero
rate of net migration shifts in terms of scale wection.

In the analysis additional longer term statistias GDP and other
economic and labor market indicators will also beducoming from various
sources, such as the World Bank, International L&rganization (ILO) or
local statistics. Regarding per capita GDP figutiess, paper follows Bérocz
when looking at changes such as percentages ofdwawerage and
evaluating historical development of various regioand countries
accordingly (Borécz 2009)Here | do not use his ideas concerning global
weight, regardless of the fact that in the casenmfration population and
economic size matters.

It is important to clarify that macro structuradioators, relative global
positions will not be used as direct explanatiohsnmration per se but as
factors setting the stage for mass migration floBigt without these macro
structural changes we cannot explain historicalc@sees and most
importantly developmental patterns (Sasses 1990).

3 Possibilities and limitations of comparative quative research on international migration
flows by Dorota Kupiszewska, Marek Kupiszewski, NMnMarti and Carmen Rédenas, February
2010. Promoting Comparative Quantitative Projectiachby the Research in the Field of Migration
European Commission, DG Research and Integrationuirode Sixth Framework Programme,
Priority 8, (PROMINSTAT), 3.

4 There are new attempts to make estimates for rigtation inflows and outflows using
mathematical demographic techniques that link agemitbirth population stocks with migration
flows (Abel 2013).

Sde Haas also proposes similar approach when afguesalysing relative levels of wealth and
migration (de Haas 2009)
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In this essay | focus on the area between ltaly thedCaspian Sea. |
identify subregions in an inductive manner on tlasi® of changes in net
migration. Nonetheless, | capitalize on the ingglif historians like
Walllerstein and Berend, according to which Soutrend Eastern Europe
have something in common if longer term historjpaicesses are analyzed.
This approach is based on the premise that thasetrees were integrated
into global-colonial capitalism in a rather simil@anner, especially during
the nineteenth and the early twentieth centurieslifg to similar social
tensions and authoritarian regimes (Arrighi 1988re®id and Ranki 1982. 7—
12).

Generally this regional linkage is forgotten wheates socialism, as a
rivaling form of modernity appeared in the late @94and there is an
overdue emphasis on political changes and facfbing. period of state
socialism is either ignored or it is seen as a samaé¢ “frozen” period as far
as longer term regional patterns of migration arecerned (Massey 1998.
108-109). In my view we need to go back to propstohical comparative
social and economic analysis without inbuilt tetgptal assumptions. This
type of analysis provides a better perspective frghich to understand
migratory changes in the region in question. Tisidrue for the period
between the 1950s and 1960s and the so-calledtioaas period between
1988 and 1995.

As mentioned above, the idea of the region belownisnductive one.
This is true in the sense that at the moment leded ideas of historical
regions such as the “Balkans,” the “Eastern Bloak,”“Mediterranean”
territories. | do this not because | find theseaglaseless or lacking validity
from the perspective of many aspects of historiclaange, but rather
because one needs to be more open in dividing iakohd these regions
when social processes such as migration are amhlyze

2 Net Migration and Historical Development in Southeastern
Europe between 1950 and 2010

If one looks at larger regions, one notes thatahger areas of the worlc Global Changes
are sending regions, while North America and Euraee overall, the ones N Net Migration
that receive migrants on a cross-continental level. and Europe

11



Figure 1
Net Migration Rate by Larger Regions, 1950-2010
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Source World Population Prospects (WPP) 2010 revision.

In the beginning of the period in question, Eurey@es a sending region,
and it became a net immigrant area in the early mndi1960s. Other
regions, such as Asia and Latin America, moved fermero rate of net
migration to negative levels, then to a level aisl¢han one person per one
thousand. Africa has been always on the negatides sihile North America
has always been positive.

The shift that took place in Europe, from a comine which emigration
exceeded immigration to a continent in which imratgm began to prevail,
in all likelihood was due to several factors. Ohéhese factors was reduced
transatlantic migration, which never returned sopte-1920 levels (Sassen
1990). The other was the dramatic transformatiah the decline of large-
scale rural systems in Europe, especially in alikasSouthern and Eastern
Europe, where various efforts were made to solvagrarian crisis and the
problems emerging due to large landed estates andtrengthen the
competitiveness of agrarian economies. The keytpgmm the perspective
of migration history was that these rural socieltess people on a dramatic
scale, and actually the 1950s and 1960s was téngupoint when rural
production and rural producers became a minorit{£umope and in many
other areas of the world (Tauger 2011. 138-46; dast2011). This meant
large-scale migration to cities and, as a relatedgss, intra-European and
intercontinental geographic mobility. Another facteas the final collapse
of the European colonial system, because of whith tlhe 1950s colonized
areas had been major recipients of emigrant papoktcoming from
Europe. It is also important to note that while totonial system existed,
the arrival of various local groups from the cokmiwas seen as negative,
preferably obviated by the arrival of immigranterfr other “European”
populations, even when there was a dire need mréas® Thus until the

% This is nicely exemplified by the case of Franaich rejected the offer of its Algerian
governor for 100,000 local laborers after the Sdodorld War, in spite of the dire need for workers,
because of the perception that the immigrants wpakk a “sanitary, social and moral risk” (Joppke
2005. 106-8).
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collapse of the colonial systems there was nogeahter flow of migrants,
and in the 1950s and early 1960s only colonieshhditliberated themselves
from colonizers sent larger groups of migrants todpe (Joppke 2005. 93—
156). The other major factor was related to the that many of the
European countries had industries that were in néeagrant workers and,
in addition to the desperate search for much prethtEuropean” sources
of labor, programs were started in the 1960s tm@ttimmigrants from
Algeria, Morocco and Turkey. This has been widegmdnstrated and
widely theorized (Tilly 2006; Bonifazi 2008. 113).

After 1980, Europe surpassed the plus 0.1 pereset bf net migration,
and by the first decade following the turn of thillennium net immigration
rates of more than plus 0.2 percent can be obseiwecelation to the
relevant population figures. Thus the shift thatki@lace in the early 1980s
was for Europe and North America an intensifyingmigration pattern,
while other regions primarily figured as sourceseafigrants. There is a
clear link here to the new cycle of globalizatidtea1980, a new cycle of
openness that increased the relative loss or daimegoopulation on behalf
of the major regions (Chase-Dunn 1999; Chase-D¥nRijo Kawano and
Brewer 1999).

Thus altogether a pattern came to prevail in Eurapehe continent
evolved from the status of a source of emigrantsatoew home for
immigrants. It never reached the levels of Northehica, but a relatively
small proportion of emigrants from Asia, Africa, loatin America came to
work or settle in Europe. | now turn to Southeasteurope, a region of the
continent which before the Second World War was gomsource of
migrants in migratory links beyond and within Eueop

Southeastern Europe has shown increasing divesdic of net  Typesof
migration rates over the course of the past siegry. In the 1950s it was Development in
more or less homogenously a net emigrant regioth (thie exception of  Southeastern
countries in the south west of the Soviet UnionfteAchanges that took Europe
place between the 1960s and 1990s, it lost thisolgemeity and some parts
became immigrant areas, while others became orinesh@migrant areas.

One can identify four types of developmental patehat are related to
relative wealth and processes in the economic amaglayment structures.

These patterns reveal distinct trajectories of bgreent based on macro
figures. The four types can be summarized as cesntr

» that were emigrant countries in the 1950s and 8&04 and then

gradually became immigrant countries (type one),

» that remained emigrant countries throughout theogdtype two),

» that were immigrant countries and then became emigrountries

(type three),
» that oscillated between emigrant and immigranustétype four).

13



Type One: from
Emigrant to

Figure 2
Countries Analyzed According to Developmental $ype

Type 1
Type 2
Type3

il

Type 4

Type one on this map is the region that includestl@n European
countries such as Italy and Greece, but also cesntf Central Europe.
Type two is comprised of the countries of the skkedaBalkans, while type
three contains areas that once were the south nwestige of the former
Soviet Union around the Black Sea. Type four coveggor areas of the
former Yugoslavia, but as will become apparent tigjge merits further
analysis and can be included in the region of thkkdhs.

The first type is comprised of countries that hatkgative migration rate
in the 1950s, but where migration rates becametipesparallel to the

Immigrant Status  nrocess observed when taking the entire contimgntdonsideration. Type

one contains Southern and Central European cosnititside the Balkans
and the post-Soviet countries: Italy, Greece, Si@jeAustria, the Czech
Republic, Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary. This patteould be easily
expanded to include other major Southern Europeamtdes, such as
Spain and Portugal.
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Figure 3
Type One: Net Migration in Selected Countries Betame Immigrant
Countries, 1950-2010
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Source WPP 2010 revision.

This type is a linear developmental pattern thaiwsha strong linear
regression when time and net migration are related; much in line with
migration transition or migration cycles theories.

Figure 4
Net Migration over Time in Type One, 1950-2010
(All Data Points in Type One, Five-Year Intervalarkked by Midpoints)
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Source WPP 2010 revision.
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This type represents the overall European pattdrrdevelopment.
Whether state socialist or capitalist, the coustmeere basically sending
countries in the 1950s and 1960s. Some of them exremely open for
relative large-scale outmigration, such as Greedach experienced the
outmigration of hundreds of thousands after theetsreivil war, mainly
from rural areas. Some had a clear negative rateebfmigration in the
1950s, such as Italy, Hungary, Slovenia and Augaia other Southern
European countries, such as Spain and Portugalint@es like Bulgaria in
type two also produced large-scale emigration en150s. Beyond longer
term rural crises and transformation and post-vegettiement processes
(Bonifazi 2008. 122-3; Sassen 1990) this dominamicéhe emigration
pattern may show that, for instance, the well-kndswmgarian exodus in
1956 was not due solely to political reasons, asdfien been argu€dviost
of the people who left were young (less than twdiviy years of age),
primarily skilled male workers (two thirds of thein)ing either in Budapest
or regions of the country that traditionally hadebesources of migrants
leaving for Austria and/or the WéstMany of these people would have
looked for jobs in areas demanding industrial labdorders had had been
open, as was the case in Italy and Portugal, famgte. This emphasis on
social processes, however, should not be misurmtetsts a dismissal of the
clear relevance of political factors, such as thening of the border.

The negative net migration rates began to appreachin the 1970s and
in some cases even became positive. Rates in Aus&tame positive
between 1960 and 1965. Italy, Greece, and Slovietiaved in the 1970s.
Other countries crossed the zero line during th@049and in the case of
Slovakia even as late as after the collapse ot statialism. It is also
important to note that these countries actuallyengot out of the negative
5 and positive 5 people per thousand range of rgriation flows.

There is a peculiar feature of this linear mignattcansition in terms of
net migration. Namely, concerning income gaps, mainthese originally
emigrant countries did not change their positiamsomparison with the
major target areas. For instance, the income gawelea Hungary and
Germany can hardly be said to have closed ovecdhese of the last four
decades of the twentieth century, nonetheless ketwi©54 and 1999
Hungary followed a cyclical pattern of migratiorols toward Germany.
These net flows (the sum of Hungarian citizens mg\uetween Germany
and Hungary) follow the change in the income ghaps toffering support for
macro-economic arguments. Nevertheless, Hungarp d&ecame an
immigrant country while at the same time maintairie@migrant character
toward some of its main historical target areas.

’ For instance see Téth 1997. 36.
8 Ministry of Interior Document, “Az illegalisan kidlldre tavozott személyektib adatai” [Data
on illegal emigrants]Statisztikai Szemig8, no. 12 (1990): 986—1003.
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Figure 5
Net Migration Flow and GDP/Capita Ratios betweenr@any and
Hungary, 1954-1999
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Source Maddison databank and Statistisches Bundesamt.

Thus we have to look for the combination of intérnhange in the
transformations of employment structures and aaltili macroeconomic
changes in order to explain the change of net maran these countries on
a macro level.

Figure 6
Some Countries of Type One That Became Immigramt@es. Share of
Agriculture (% of GDP), 1960-2010
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As theorized by the world system approach, one irapprtant factor in
this transition could be that agriculture, which swance an important
element in the economic performance of these cmsptdeclined to a very
low level, a decrease which of course was follovydchanges in the
employment structurés.And as a parallel process, the service sector
overtook the other sectors, and in all the coustagthis type this sector
grew to comprise more than sixty percent of theeslwd the labor force.
State socialist countries experienced a greaterdingecnot only in
agriculture, but importantly in industry as wellutBit is important to note
that in comparison with countries belonging to ttieer types, each of these
countries was able to stabilize a larger indussfare above 30 percent of
the GDP and could maintain substantial employmevel§ in this sector, at
least for men. According to World Bank Data thisughis between 40 and
50 percent, with the exception of Greece. Oveadler the collapse of state
socialism, state socialist countries basically sfmed into the
developmental patterns of capitalist countries wmvitthis type and region,
and they experienced a one-time great loss of ptodusectors beyond the
slow gradual decline during the state socialisiquker

A related key element may be that during the petinder discussion
these countries were always able to maintain aaglpbsition above the
world average, and most of them actually were &blienprove this positive
gap relative to the global average.

Figure 7
Type One: Countries That Became Immigrant Count@3P/Capita as
Related to World Averages 1950-2008
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All state socialist countries suffered a quick alndmatic decline toward
the average in the early 1990s, but they soon gok o levels above the
average. This decline in income in the early 1990gether with the
relevant political changes, produced additionalgeation, as noted above

9 World Bank, World Development Indicators & Globad\&lopment Finance.
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in the case of Hungarian emigrants departing forn@aay. But overall,
former state socialist countries within this typaimtained a global position
that calmed this wave of immigration, and macractires allowed the
move to an overall positive net migration rate. ifeweore importantly, with
the reentry into a relatively open capitalist sgst@nd being in the upper
layer of these countries), they began to receiveatgr number of
immigrants even within the region. Slovenia becdat&ractive” as a goal
for immigrants from the territories of the formeovtet Union, the Czech
Republic for immigrants from Vietnam and the Ukeimnd Hungary for
immigrants from Romania, China, and the Ukrainee Timore prosperous
successor states of the previously federative cesnfthe Czech Republic
and Slovenia) also received larger numbers of migrafrom states
previously within the same federative formation (&g and Kovéacs 2007.
26-59).

It is worth taking a closer look at how these clem the place of a
country in a global hierarchy on the basis of pgita GDP were related to
changes in net migration. One could consider tlzampte of Greece:

Figure 8
Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference fromAl Averages in
Greece, 1950-2010
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Source WPP and Maddision databank.

In the case of Greece the link between the twoqs®es is very clear,
and actually the change in net migration is welrelated with changes in
the difference between Greek per capita GDP andwbdd average.
Changes in income levels were soon followed byifaishnet migration. By
the end of the 1970s larger groups of Greek emigregturned home, as
they found the country more stable and prospenbus.also important that
in the 1990s citizens of Albania, Bulgaria and Raomaacountries that had
experienced a large-scale collapse of local indasstifound it more and
more attractive to go to Greece. Also as of the0%98he whole upper
Mediterranean region became a target area for mtigreoming from and
through North Africa. In addition, in the case ofe@ce the border with
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Turkey became a central point of entry of undocueenimmigrants
coming from Asia.

The above processes lend considerable credente trguments above
according to which positions in such global hienégs do matter. But the
relationship needs further investigation, as ttegeecases in which it is not
that clear or other mechanisms can be identifieaghddry constitutes one
such example.

Figure 9
Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference frdme World Average in
Hungary, 1950-2010
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Source WPP and Maddison databank.

Between the 1950s and the mid-1980s the procelsaesvére underway
in Hungary resembled those in Greece, althougledbetry did not become
an “immigrant” country as early as Greece. Evenemonportantly, the
situation in Hungary began to differ substantiatythe end of 1980s and
early 1990s. At that time there was an increagheroutflow of migrants to
Austria and Germany, as noted above. Thus a deiclitige overall global
position led to “expected” changes. But most prbpatiue to some
underestimation of outmigration and its relativphlpsperity in comparison
with neighboring countries with significant Hungari speaking minorities
(Romania and the Ukraine), Hungary was itself amaeciive goal for
immigrants, and the inflow from Romania, for instan as a sending
country of type two was larger than the increasténoutflow of citizens of
Hungary. This linkage can be well demonstratedHerlate 1990s and early
2000s, especially with regards to the categoryatwWot permits, by the
following graph:
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Figure 10
Immigration from Romania to Hungary, 1995-2005
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Source Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) migpati Maddison databank.

As this graph illustrates, one cannot simply lotkndividual countries,
but must consider larger systems containing vartgpes and dynamics of
development. Surely historical links and other nagtdms of cumulative
causation on a behavioral level also matter angespeocesses indicated by
macro positions and structures.

Type two countries started out like type one caastrbut they have not Type Two: Countries
completed any kind of transition toward net immigm. Thus we can see that Remained
that Southeastern Europe has been increasinglyseiveith regard to an Sending Countries
overall mode of migratory integration and its higtal trajectories.
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Figure 11
Type Two: Net Migration in Countries That Remaiigaigrant Countries,

1950-2010
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Source WPP 2010 revision.

From the perspective of overall trends, migratiates in these countries
were with very few exceptions consistently negativat within this there
was a cyclical move with some extreme values iretiréy 1990s.

Figure 12
Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant Cousitiet Migration
Over Time, 1950-2010
(All Data-Points in Type Two, Five-Year Intervalaided
by Midpoints)
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In the 1950s and early 1960s these countries vather similar to type
one countries. In other words one notes the beggsof a transition toward
immigration. However, already in the early staga®is of the countries had
relatively large-scale negative net migration acband beyond negative 0.5
percent. Later, during the late 1960s and early049The state socialist
countries like Romania and Bulgaria seemed to Wolloe transition seen in
type one, but this shift remained short-lived.Ha same period, Turkey, the
only capitalist country in the group, was experiegc intensified
outmigration due to the guest worker programs ptechdy Germany and
Austria, countries in which by this time migratioates were positive
(Fassmann and Reeger 2008).

A dramatic outmigration scenario emerged in themfoof massive
outflow during the early 1990s in the former stateialist countries, which
in the case of Albania was so intense that it redchrate of 30 people per
thousand. This figure is actually a negative outirethis type and shows
that regime change had immediate effects beyorgkloterm trends. As the
only non-socialist country, Turkey represented #erBnt pattern, and
actually it began to approach zero, as had Bulgamé Romania in the
1970s. Turkey was also able to maintain its motarfzed integration into
the global flow of people. Surely, in combinatioitwother factors size also
plays a role in this process, as smaller countesepgecially when they are
undergoing unsettling transitions or changes, cadyre massive outflows.

Figure 13
Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant Cousnitl@DP/Capita,
1950-2008
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As the GDP figures (as related to global average®al, as opposed to
type one, most of the countries in this categomyai@ed consistently below
the global average. The sole exception was Bulgaach actually did
surpass the global average in the 1970s. Turkewrbég approach the
average in the 1960s, and ever since then it has t@ving in parallel with
the global average. Thus development patterns eamelated to global
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positions and changes in these positions if onesarea them according to
per capita GDP.

The case of Bulgaria can be cited in clear suppbdur argument. Its
cyclical change in net migration is paralleled wibme delay by cyclical
changes in per capita GDP. Overall in Bulgaria ew¢imigration declines
when the per capita GDP approaches the global geevehile outmigration
rises steeply when the GDP collapses in relatinage

Figure 14
Net Migration and GDP/Capita Difference in Bulgarif950-2010
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Source WPP 2010 revision and Maddison databank.

Actually this period is related to the huge exodfithe Turkish minority
(Rangelova and Vladimirova 2004. 8). But it seehwt fagain this exodus
was due not simply to immediate ethno-political siderations, as was
suggested in the literature and in public discussiolhe target country,
Turkey, rose above the world average in this per8m very much like the
case of Romanian and Hungarian migratory links,the relationship
between Bulgaria and Turkey the ethnic componentdcbe simply the
behavioral link between changing macro positiond group level actions.
As | will demonstrate later, there is consideralgapirical evidence
indicating that Bulgarians (and Albanians) see theles as inferior in
development to Turkey. So ethnic considerations, heak-up of state
socialism, economic hierarchies and the collapgeeotapita GDP together
create scenarios in which a larger exodus may magpebably the same
historical development took place in Romania webard to its Hungarian
and German minorities. Furthermore, it seems tlsatopposed to the
neoclassical economic approach in migration thelargases of large-scale
outmigration it was not the actual differential tttmaattered with regard to
the receiving areas, but a relative position in parison with global
averages, which is not an individual level phenoomerOne notes large
differentials between type one countries such asgdty and the Czech
Republic versus many other European countries, uniii now these
countries have not produced large-scale outmigraitiothese directions,
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while countries around and below the global averdige® We can relate
these mechanisms to world system theory, looking dégplanations
according to global positions.

Changes in the composition of an economy accordirsgctors may also
offer some insight into how this sending pattemrmaéed dominant in this
group of countries. Concerning the compositionhaf €conomies since the
1980s, one notes changes similar to those that plake in type one
countries, but the collapse of these economieshénstate socialist and
capitalist periods is sharper and had longer-tesnsequences. For instance,
in Albania (the country that produced the greagastdus over the course of
the entire period and over the whole region) tltistrial collapse was not
only vertical, but actually stabilized at a verywldevel of around 20
percent. As opposed to type one countries, thegetiges hardly surpassed
30 percent of GDP with regard to industry, whiclowh that they were not
able to “attract” enough global industrial capiéalen to achieve the levels
of former state socialist countries in type one.

Figure 15
Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant Cousitiiedustry (% of
GDP), 1960-2010
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Source World Bank Data. Development Indicators

Actually some of these countries experienced “redization,” which
was a clear sign of the collapse of the employnsénicture and also an
indication that people were desperately looking flmwer value
opportunities at a time when social security hao dleen shattered. Even in
Romania, where the share of agriculture declinethfthe late 1980s, male
employment in agriculture increased from 25 per¢ent0 percent during
the 1990s in terms of total male employment. Tharestof agriculture in
female employment was consistently high in thesentriees, though this
rate declined during the transition period.

19 This criticism is an older argument against nessitzl theories. See Portes and Borécz 1989.
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Type Three:
Countries that
Became Emigrant
Countries

This shows that in the case of some former stat@alssi countries the
intrusion of global capital led to larger scaleroigration not because of the
rediscovery of a “traditional” pattern, but becaugecould ruin an
alternative type of modern industry, somewhat dadenlocally as long as
the state socialist framework existed.

Figure 16
Type Two: Countries That Remained Emigrant Cousitégriculture (% of
GDP), 1960-2010
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Source World Bank Data. Development Indicators.

The industrial collapse and the inability to regtia losses in the service
sector of the economy that came in the wake of toikapse led to a
massive and continuous exodus in countries thag wet able to surpass or
to remain above global average income in the reg@muntries that were
above world averages were able to re-strengtheamstnd and expand the
service sector substantially, and these two sethois could slow down the
exodus of the early 1990s. In other words, theyewadsle to attract larger
numbers of immigrants to counterbalance outmignatio

The post-Soviet countries in the south-western segenof the Soviet
Union show a very different developmental pattefgpe two countries
were close to type one countries, as they werenaigrant countries in the
1950s. In the 1950s and early 1960s, however, tgpee countries were
either those countries in which there was zero maration (Ukraine,
Azerbaijan) or immigrant countries (Georgia, Moldoand Armenia) that
received larger numbers of migrants from variousspaf the Soviet Union,
including Belarus, Russia, and the Ukraine. In ¢hse of these countries,
the scale of positive net migration was much higthen the rates ever
reached on an overall European level or in “cldssienigrant countries
like France. They were relatively highly developmalintries in the Soviet
Union which not only were the beneficiaries of istraent in industry, but
also had higher quality agriculture, which in thate socialist system was
actually overvalued due to internal market problems
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Figure 17
Type Three: Net Migration Rates in Countries Thatd@ne Emigrant
Countries, 1950-2010
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Figure 18

Type Three: Decrease. Net Migration over Time ini@oes That Became
Emigrant Countries, 1950-2010
(All Data Points in Type Three, Five-Year Intervilarked by Midpoints)
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Source WPP 2010 revision.

There is a claim widespread in history writing aesbecially in the
historiography of ethnic groups and smaller natiaesording to which
internal migration within the Soviet Union and inher state socialist
countries was a forced process orchestrated bypthiécal authorities.
Unquestionably political authorities did have aerol geographic mobility,
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but it can also be demonstrated that the areasdgbatved migrants actually
enjoyed a higher level of economic prosperity irmparison with many
parts of the Soviet Union (Garndstaff 1980, 12215y, Table 6.5).

Russia lost population during the first decadesovahg the Second
World War. The Ukraine had a positive net migratiate comparable to the
negative net migration rate that prevailed in Russhe Soviet Republic of
Moldova gained large number of migrants due to theid growth of
industrial production. In the 1960s employment griewthe Caucasian
Soviet Republics. Georgia actually lost a large bemof Armenian
migrants to Armenia. Azerbaijan lost some of itspartance in the oil
industry. This outmigration was not very significaand it remained well
below negative 0.5 percent.

Concerning GDP hierarchies, unfortunately themoisystematic data for
these countries before 1988, only sporadic figuréscording to the
Maddison databank, these countries were well alaoriel averages in terms
of per capita GDP in the 1970s. They were almogté&s@ent higher than the
global mean per capita GDP. There is some evidaooerding to which this
position was more or less maintained until 1990068® can assume that this
trend began earlier, and also that this had beznabke in the 1960s and even
probably the 1950s. As Bérocz has shown, the wb@&R was above the
world averages between 1950 and 1989, and the Irepulinder
consideration were seen as well-to-do (Bérocz 2086--38).

Figure 19
Type Three: Immigrant Countries That Became EmigGountries.
GDP/Capita, 1950-2008
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Source Maddison databank.

The change in the migration pattern and the swiadiarge-scale exodus
was surely due to the collapse of these economiesgithe break-up of the
Soviet Union and the transition away from stataasmn. The collapse was
so dramatic that most of them fell from above tlabgl average positions
to 50 percent of the world average of per capitaPG&nd only Azerbaijan
and Armenia got back above the average again aftertain period. These

28



intraregional differences and the individual linkago the global position of
the relevant countries may prove the point that redative position with

regards to global averages can be an importanorfant the migratory

profile of a country. The case of Moldova demorisgdhis very clearly.

Figure 20
Net Migration Rate and GDP/Capita Difference frorodl Averages in
Moldova, 1950-2010
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Source WPP 2010 revision and Maddison databank.

When Moldova was an immigrant country in terms ef papita GDP it
was well above the global average, and the dedinés position was
directly correlated to the shift to an overall emigt status. Moldova
actually fell to a level of 40 percent of world meger capita GDP, and this
was why it had almost a world record level of reamte dependency, as
shown by Boérécz in a recent study (Bérécz 2012)s Tdependency type
integration into both the world economy and thevflaf people can lead to a
situation in which tens of thousands of childrea kaft behind by parents
seeking jobs in Spain, Italy or Greece.

In the 1990s, from the perspective of the compmsitf the economy on
the basis of sectors, these countries showed pat@milar to those that
prevailed in the countries that were sources of igmamts. The industrial
sector was strong in late state socialism and Itagsed during the
transition. The cases of Moldova and Georgia ape®ally striking, as the
share of industry in GDP declined from 40 percentalmost 10 percent,
followed later only by partial gains. The other noy producing very
intensive outmigration was Armenia (with a dropindustry from 50 to 30
percent), while the others, the Ukraine and Azgabairemained relatively
stable.
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Type Four:
Cyclical Changes
in the Former
Republics of
Yugoslavia

Figure 21
Type Three: Countries That Became Emigrant Counitir@ustry as a
Percentage of GDP since 1970
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Source World Bank Data. Development Indicators

Agriculture also played an important role even befthe collapse of
state socialism, but there was significant re-rmaéion of these economies
and labor markets, which then led to a global deatadn of these
economies and to a pressure situation. Thus it Seleat changes in global
positions and related processes of the fall ofsth@e of industry and re-
ruralization together changed the overall integraf these countries into
the global flow of people. Since the 1990s the whagion around the
Black Sea has been an emigrant region serving @pasitory of labor
migrants from Russia and wealthier states of SeontB@rope (Molodikova
2008. 5-35).

This type requires further attention, since duéhtoviolent collapse of this
federal state there were probably developmentsabet “incidental” in the
sense that some of the flows of migration would have taken place
without the dramatic political changes and the whesnselves. There is a
consensus in migration literature that the collapéeold states and the
creation of new ones may produce waves of migrafde Haas 2011).
Further analysis is necessary in order to determwhether the overall
patterns found in the key states of Yugoslaviamdded one of the above
types or in fact other processes were at work,qeees that led to a distinct
cyclical pattern.
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Figure 22
Type Four: Oscillation. Net Migration Rates in thermer Yugoslav
Republics, 1950-2010
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Source WPP 2010 revision

In the case of Serbia and Croatia, during the 18&0s and early 1960s
there was a move toward higher levels of outmigratue to a large extent
to guest worker programs initiated by Germany andtAa. But during the
early 1970s this process was not continued, anghtipthe early 1990s (the
break-up of the federal state itself) there was alerately positive net
migration rate, which grew with the territorial fitg that influenced various
ethnic groups across the emerging new borders. @heew cycle began.
This contention regarding the cyclical nature a$ {attern receives a boost
from two additional observations.

If one recalculates Brunnbauer's data, one seesosuillation in
emigration in Yugoslavia even between the two WNdrs, first during
the great economic crisis and then after 1938 (Bvaner 2009. 22). The
level was shifting between 10,000 and 40,000 peopi¢h particular
emphasis on European migratory links. With regarthe overseas links, a
new cycle did not emerge at the end of the 1930st pmbably due to
political changes concerning immigration into theitedd States and the
overall transatlantic relationships.

Secondly, if one considers changes in the overalbay position of
Yugoslavia and within Croatia and Serbia, the oéé&'ugoslav per capita
GDP above global averages correlates with the afseet migration to
positive levels up until the early 1990s, whenantfthis link breaks down,
most probably due to the war and the concomitambaipg of people.
Because of the lack of comparable and consistetat foa the 1970s and
1980s, it is not possible to address the questfomhether these changes
could be related to changes in the economic strei@nd the labor market.
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Figure 23
Type Four: Oscillation. GDP/Capita in Some Formerggslav Republics,
1950-2010
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Nonetheless, overall one can conclude that bef®85 Y ugoslavia was
following changes observed in countries in type.daathermore, had the
break-up of the federal state been avoided, thatcpmight have followed
the pattern observed in Slovenia and other countrigdype one. Or there
may merely have been a historical oscillation irmt of net migration that
was simply somewhat distorted by the collapse effétderal state. In order
to answer this question, one would have to pursuhdr analysis on the
basis of more reliable data.

3 A Possible Behavioral Link

It is widely acknowledged that in the case of pectipes such as the
macro type above there is no real behavioral aisalged the actual
decisions of people to migrate are simply assurhezligh the construction
of an argument according to which the overall sgen@r such decisions
was created due to macro-structural changes (de Biahl; Sassen 1990).
In this paper | would like to raise the possibilihat there may be a more
direct link. There is increasing empirical eviderafethe rather “accurate”
knowledge of people concerning the overall standdhdheir country in
global hierarchies of per capita GDP. Repeated eysrindicate that in
many countries around the world people are cleawsre of hierarchical
development and that they position their own caestrather “well” within
these hierarchies (Thornton et al. 2012. 1053—-1P®&#egh et al. 2012).

Data for Bulgaria and Hungary, two countries repnésd in the analysis
of migratory developments, are important from fhesspective.
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Figure 24
Bulgaria 2009, GDP/Capita for 2006 According to @tny Rating
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Figure 25

Hungary 2010, Average Country Ratings (2010), abdP{&apita (2007)
for Ten Countries
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“Pénzlgyi kultira Magyarorszagon” [Finance cultureHungary] INNOTARS_08-PENZKULT)
Nemzeti Innovacios Hivatal, Corvinus UniversityRiidapest.

In both cases, in representative surveys, whernonegnts were asked
what score they would give their own countries aaderal other countries
between zero and ten, they provided a rather demsikierarchical map or

33



developmental slope. More importantly, this sloperelated well with
actual per capita GDP figures for a few years earlThe overall Pearson
correlation was as high as 0.91 in the case of@8idgand it was also very
high in the case of Hungary, 0.89. It is also int@ot to note that there was
an overall consensus among respondents and no ditigrences could be
found among subgroups of respondents.

The mismatch in the case of some countries could doe to
misunderstandings concerning the names of the gesr{the country name
of the Netherlands was not correctly understoodBiungaria as Holland
would have been more easily identified by respotsjeMisestimates could
also be due to misperceptions concerning relatresgerity in some larger
countries, such as Russia and Turkey (in the casulgaria) and China
and Russia (in the case of Hungary). In the cas@éuokey, Russia and
China the factor of overall global weight could yla role as it seems
weight and developmental levels are combined idipyperceptions.

From the perspective of migration, this might swgjgthat ordinary
people are fairly aware of their country’s place giobal economic
hierarchies, knowledge and they might even folloharges in these
hierarchies. This may well entail that when theatigé position of their
home country declines beyond the perception otsiral changes and their
consequences they might themselves directly percaivchange in the
relative position.

For instance interestingly, one notes that Bulgeriassubstantially
underestimate the relative prosperity of their hiame, which may be due
to prevalent pessimism that developed because loh@ term negative
decline of their relative place in the global econo hierarchy, as described
above. This overall frustration might influence ttemdency to emigrate.
Thus there may be a more direct link between mmnatates and macro
changes than generally assumed in the literatuteesubject.

4 Conclusions

In the beginning of the period under discussiorhaaicthe countries in
the region was either following European patterfhsmigration or was
actually serving as a migratory target (for inseantthe case of Moldova).
In the 1970s and 1980s (in other words well betbee actual collapse of
state socialism) diverging patterns began to emiérgelifferences between
which became acute after the collapse. Some ofstiferegions (the
Balkans and the region around the Black Sea withen Soviet Union)
actually became sources of migrants, while othersst notably Italy and
Austria became destination countries of larger nemah migrants. This is a
distinctive story of the construction of inner degency within a larger
region the countries of which had a great dealoimmon, and this process
needs to be analyzed with particular care.

Thus smaller meaningful historical, geographic @agi can be
constructed on the basis of migratory patternss&hregions do not follow
the “classic” divisions, and the state socialistl @apitalist local histories
are related to one another, regardless of divesgertate socialism was not
isolated from global flows, and, more importantlypartially reproduced
global hierarchies and had its own effects on i@gonal migration.
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In a modified form, the world system approach ipfut in furthering an
understanding of longer term developmental patteimghe case of state
socialist economies, the direct intervention of Marapitalism had a long-
lasting impact on the migratory links between tlmurdries within the
region under discussion. Actually, most of the fernstate socialist
countries in the region became dependent on remés as shown by
Borocz (Borocz 2012). When state socialism colldpadhe late 1980s, the
economies of the countries of the region were based huge industrial
sector. Countries that were unable to counterbaldhe collapse of local
industry became sending countries and were partiaruralized and
partially pushed into large scale emigration. Tthesbreak-up of socialism
also did not have a uniform impact on the countiegjuestion, and the
impact also depended on historical developmentafrahthies and the
related ability of the various countries to regaome of the losses in the
industrial sector with gains in the service sector.

The analysis offered here lends credence to theclasic macro-
economic theory of migration, but following Bérbéend de Haas | argue
that its validity with regard to per capita GDPféeientials is strengthened if
it is linked to positions in global hierarchies {86z 2009; de Haas 2010). It
thus needs to be re-contextualized into a worldesysapproach. The key
point is that it is not simply GDP differentialsathmatter, but rather relative
positions within the global economy, which themsslhvare in part the
results historical processes and linkages. In otfends, one needs to go
back to the theories of global structural changésch is the subject matter
of global history and the literature on development

In addition, | have also argued that global hidnaes and the positions of
a given country in these hierarchies may well byfaccurately perceived
by the local and migrant populations. It seems #¢hatore direct link can be
found between global structures and behaviors enpérception of global
hierarchies. People seem to have ideas of develtphszales that can very
clearly linked to actual per capita GDP figuresu3tpeople might well be
aware of global inequalities and may even haverdéeas of complex
sequences that mighdlso orientate them in their decisions regarding
migration. This hypothesis, however, merits furtmesearch, especially
from the perspective of how positions in globalrérehies are perceived by
people considering emigration.
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