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FOREWORD

Foreword

This publication constitutes the 40th report of the OECD’s Continuous Reporting System on
Migration. The report is divided into five chapters plus a statistical annex.

Chapter 1 provides a broad overview of recent trends in international migration flows and
migration policies. Chapter 2 takes a close look at the employment situation of immigrants and
highlights major changes in policies to support the integration of immigrants and their children.

Chapter 3 looks at the effect of migration on local labour and housing markets, as well as local
finances with a view to explain the difference between the public opinion perception of the effect of
migration and the results of most studies on the topic, which tend to identify small effects. Chapter 4
discusses how OECD countries can respond to external shocks causing sudden and substantial
movements of populations. Focusing on environmental and geopolitical shocks, it presents the
lessons learnt from recent shocks and examines alternative pathways and their potential with
respect to the current refugee crisis.

Chapter 5 presents succinct country-specific notes and statistics on developments in
international migration movements and policies in OECD countries in recent years. Finally, the
Statistical Annex includes a broad selection of recent and historical statistics on immigrant flows, the
foreign and foreign-born populations and naturalisations.

This year’s edition of the OECD International Migration Outlook is the joint work of staff of
the International Migration Division in the Directorate for Employment, Labour and Social Affairs.
Chapters 1 and 2 are a collective work of the staff of the International Migration Division with
contributions from Philippe de Bruycker (Université libre de Bruxelles) (policy section in Chapter 1).
Chapter 3 was prepared by Anne-Mareike Vanselow (Consultant to the OECD), Thomas Liebig
(OECD) and Ioannis Kaplanis (OECD). Chapter 4 was prepared by Jean-Christophe Dumont (OECD),
Richard Black (University of London), Giulia Maria Baldinelli (University of London) and
Martin Ruhs (Oxford University). Chapter 5 was prepared with contributions from John Salt
(University College London). Jean-Christophe Dumont edited the report. Research assistance and
statistical work were carried out by Véronique Gindrey and Philippe Hervé. Editorial assistance was
provided by Mireia Sirol Carrillo and Sylviane Yuron. Finally, thanks go to Randy Holden for the
editing of Chapters 1 and 5, and to Ken Kincaid for the editing of Chapter 4.

Latvia was not an OECD member at the time of preparation of this publication. Accordingly,
Latvia does not appear in the list of OECD members and is not included in the area totals.
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EDITORIAL: OECD COUNTRIES NEED TO ADDRESS THE MIGRATION BACKLASH

Editorial:
OECD countries need to address the migration backlash

The public is losing faith in the capacity of governments to manage migration. Opinion
polls in a wide range of countries suggest that the share of the public holding extreme
anti-immigration views has grown in recent years and that these extreme views are more
frequently heard in public debates.

In part, this is due to the perception that no end is in sight for large migration inflows
and that countries have lost control over them. In Europe, the massive increase of refugees
during the past few years has contributed to this perception. However, in most countries,
refugee flows are still a relatively small part of overall migration. The OECD has collected a
wealth of evidence showing that the medium and longer term effects of migration on
public finance, economic growth and the labour market are generally positive. But this
message is not getting through. People are concerned about the short-term impact of large
inflows of migrants, and refugees in particular, and many feel that migration is threatening
their economic, social as well as personal security. Common concerns are:

e Migration is unmanaged and borders are not secured.

e Immigrants stretch local services, such as social housing, health and education, to the
detriment of local populations.

e Immigration benefits the rich, with the poor finding themselves competing with
immigrants for jobs and with wages for low-skilled work depressed.

e Many migrants do not want to integrate and may even oppose the values of host societies.

However much the demographic and macro-economic arguments for migration are
true, they seem abstract and long-term to many people. As a result, they have only a
limited impact on public opinion, and mainly preach to the converted. Governments need
to develop better, more practical arguments if they are to counter anti-immigration voices.

The truth of the matter is that migration is clearly a fact of our life and is here to stay.
About 120 million people living in OECD countries were born elsewhere and one person out
of five is either a migrant or was born to a migrant parent. On average over the past decade,
more than 4 million new permanent migrants settled in OECD countries each year.

If we want to reap the full benefits of migration and to heal the social schisms that
seem to be appearing in too many countries, action is needed from policy makers on three
main fronts:

e Countries must acknowledge and address the fact that the impact of migration is not
the same for everyone. Immigrants are nearly always concentrated in specific regions
and urban areas - often the most disadvantaged ones. The local impact of large-scale
immigration may be far stronger than what is observed at the national level, and may be
working in a different direction. In particular, this edition of the OECD International
Migration Outlook shows that large sudden inflows of migrants can aggravate
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longstanding structural problems and bottlenecks in local infrastructure, such as
housing, transportation and education. Similarly, although this is not usually the case, in
some circumstances, large numbers of low-skilled migrants arriving in a particular area
may have a negative impact on the local labour market prospects of already present low-
skilled residents. Scaling up those local public services stretched by increased numbers
of migrants is a necessary part of an effective policy response, as is ensuring that
minimum wages and other labour market regulations are applied rigorously.

e Global challenges need global solutions. Leaving individual countries to deal with
massive inflows, as recently witnessed with the refugee crisis, cannot address the
problems adequately. International co-operation needs to be stepped up, with different
countries making different contributions.

e Needs must be identified and addressed more rapidly at both the global and local
level. Adapting to higher migration flows can take time, during which political
resistance builds up. If authorities fail to respond quickly to emerging migration
challenges, as witnessed during the recent refugee surge in Europe, the impression that
migration and (lack of) integration are out of control becomes entrenched. Preparing for
future developments requires:

— Better anticipation of future flows and the corresponding needs for infrastructure and
capacity, at all levels.

— Pre-commitment to take appropriate actions. When a migration crisis hits, it often takes
too long to agree on even ad hoc actions at the international level, and countries
should consider stronger pre-commitment before a crisis becomes unmanageable.
Here, lessons from other global challenges are illuminating; for example, systems are
in place to identify global health challenges and to ensure that they are addressed in a
co-ordinated and systematic way.

— Adapting policies to reflect crisis situations. This issue is considered at length in the OECD
International Migration Outlook. For example, a range of policy responses to address large
movements of refugees and migrants are available, but one which has not yet been
exploited in any substantial way is the use of legal alternative pathways to reduce
irregular flows.

We need a new generation of effective migration policies adequate to the challenges of
the 21st century. These policies must be both global and local at the same time. They must
be global, because no country can deal with large, unexpected migration flows alone and in
isolation. A stronger co-ordination framework needs to be in place and to react quickly at the
first signs of crisis. And local, because policies must promote quick and effective integration
of those who are going to stay in the local community. At the same time, local responses
must address the specific concerns of those who feel they do not experience direct benefits
from migration and rather fear that it will challenge the basic values of the host society.
Unless systematic and co-ordinated action is taken in a timely way to acknowledge and
vigorously address these concerns, migration policy will continue to seem abstract and
elitist, at best trailing behind the problems it is supposed to be addressing. And, as is already
apparent, the result is likely to be a more strident political populism.

Stefano Scarpetta
OECD Director for Employment, Labour and Social Affairs
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Executive summary

Main trends

Permanent migration flows increased sharply in the OECD area for the second year in
a row, preliminary 2015 data suggests. Around 4.8 million people migrated permanently to
OECD countries in 2015, slightly above the 2007 peak level and 10% more than in 2014.

Family reunification migration and free movement within the European Union each
accounted for about 30% of all permanent migration to the OECD. Migration from Romania,
Bulgaria, Italy and France increased sharply in 2014. One in three new migrants to
OECD countries comes from another OECD country. About 1 in 10 migrants to the OECD is
Chinese and 1 in 20 is Indian.

Temporary migration has also increased. In 2014, intra-firm mobility and secondment
of workers within the European Union and the European Free Trade Area rose by 17% and
38%. International recruitment of seasonal workers increased in several countries.

In 2015, there were 1.65 million new registered asylum seekers in the OECD, a record
high. Almost 1.3 million of them came to European OECD countries. Syrians made about
25% of applications, Afghans made 16%. Germany registered 440 000 formal asylum
applications in 2015 and more than one million pre-registrations. Sweden received the
most applications in proportion to its population (1.6%).

There were no major changes in OECD migration policies in 2015-16. In Canada,
however, a new application management system for economic immigrants entered into
force in 2015. In Europe, the “European Agenda for Migration” was adopted and
implemented in 2015, as well as other measures aiming at addressing the root causes and
aftermath of the recent migration flows surge and at reforming the common European
asylum system. In 2016, the European Commission proposed amendments to the blue card
directive for highly skilled workers and the conditions for the posting of workers within
the EU.

In 2011-15, migrants’ employment rates stayed level or slightly decreased in most
OECD countries, but migrant unemployment remained high in many. On average, about
60% of the immigrants in the OECD are employed (64.9% for the native-born) and their
unemployment rate reaches 9.3% (7.3% for the native-born).

In countries most affected by the refugee crisis, integration measures for asylum
seekers and refugees were stepped up. Expenditure on education and language courses
increased in Austria, Finland, Germany, Norway and Sweden. Several countries reduced
waiting times to enter the labour market or facilitated early access to language courses and
skills assessment.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The local impact of migration

Much of the empirical evidence on the impact of migration in host countries focuses
on the national level, although the impact is most felt locally. It is difficult to generalise
across domains (labour market, education, health, housing, etc.); the local impact of
migration usually depends on the specific socio-economic characteristics of migrants. For
example, available evidence suggests that immigrants tend to consume less health
services than the native-born, but use public transportation more often. In school, children
of immigrants, especially recent arrivals, often require more support and are thus more
costly per capita, notably because of language training.

Large sudden inflows may exacerbate longstanding structural problems in local
infrastructure and adapting to higher demand can take time. Acknowledging that
migration is not the primary cause of such challenges is an important first step in
reconciling often negative public opinion with the facts of the situation.

Migration associated with environmental and geopolitical shocks

Environmental and geopolitical shocks are often associated with large-scale migration
flows, which can put legal migration and protection systems under strain.

Past experiences show that OECD countries make use of temporary relief measures for
people from countries in conflict or facing natural disasters. Some OECD countries operate
sizeable resettlement programmes in the context of geopolitical shocks, but temporary and
subsidiary protection remains, the most common response to upsurges in asylum seekers,
including the current crisis. Alternative pathways, such as labour, international study and
family channels, or humanitarian visas and private sponsorship programmes, are not
part of the usual response to increased flows, including in the context of the current
refugee crisis.

This year’s Outlook emphasizes that: effective international co-operation cannot be
taken for granted; protracted crises generate growing tensions between the need for
durable solutions and the general preference for short-term protection measures; and
selection, a common feature of most migration systems, needs to be rethought in the
context of an international protection framework.

Main findings
Migration is rising and has returned to its pre-crisis level

e Permanent migration flows to OECD countries amounted to 4.3 million entries in 2014
(+4% compared with 2013). According to preliminary data, this increased by around 10%
in 2015.

e The foreign-born population in OECD countries was 120 million people in 2014.

e In 2015, OECD countries registered 1.65 million asylum applications, double 2014 and
1992 levels.

e In 2013, there were almost 3 million international students enrolled in OECD countries,
23% from China.

The impact of migration at the local level should not be underestimated

e In all OECD countries, immigrants are overrepresented in urban areas.

10 INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OUTLOOK 2016 © OECD 2016



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e The impact on public infrastructure and services depends on the relative characteristics
of immigrants compared to the native born and on the public services and infrastructure
considered. High inflows can put pressure on local infrastructure. However, while
immigration can exacerbate structural problems, notably in housing and education, it is
generally not the main source of these challenges.

Migration policies could better respond to geopolitical and environmental shocks

e There is a limited range of international instruments for dealing with shock-related
migration.

e Despite the practical challenges of implementing alternative pathways for refugees,
the potential in terms of number of beneficiaries may be important, shown by the
Syrian crisis.

e In the OECD area, 18 200 work permits were granted to Syrians (nearly 2 million Syrian
18-to-59-year-olds were displaced to neighbouring countries) during the past five years,
while about 15 300 young Syrians received student visas to OECD countries (less than
10% of displaced Syrian university students) and more than 72 000 Syrians were reunited
with family members.

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OUTLOOK 2016 © OECD 2016 11
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Chapter 1

Recent developments in international
migration movements and policies

This chapter provides an overview of how international migration movements have
evolved in OECD countries. After a quick glance at 2015 migration flow trends, it
presents an analysis of the trends in permanent migration between 2007 and 2014,
by country and by main category of migration — migration for work, family or
humanitarian purposes, and migration within free movement areas. The next
section covers temporary labour migration flows, paying particular attention to
seasonal workers, posted workers and Working Holiday Makers. The chapter then
takes up the dramatic rise in the number of asylum seekers in OECD countries and
furnishes a brief overview of international student mobility, gender composition of
flows by country of destination, size of foreign-born populations, and the acquisition
of nationality in OECD countries. The chapter concludes with a policy section
relating the main changes in countries’ migration management frameworks, in
particular in the European Union.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli
authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights,
East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.



1. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION MOVEMENTS AND POLICIES

Introduction

In 2015, the overall growth rate of the gross domestic product (GDP) in the OECD area
stood at 2%, a slight increase from 2014. Of 34 OECD member countries, 32 showed positive
growth in 2015. Since the last quarter of 2013, the overall unemployment rate in the
OECD area fell by over 1 percentage point to reach 6.6% by end-2015 - 6 million fewer
unemployed in two years. This change applies to most countries, although its magnitude
varies from one country to another. Seven countries have an unemployment rate that
remains above 10%, this is also the case for the Eurozone as a whole. The macroeconomic
environment and the improving employment situation constitute a relatively favourable
context for labour migration.

This chapter first takes a look at these most recent trends, and then offers a global
view of international migration flows and policies. It covers total permanent movements
into OECD countries, entries by category, temporary labour migration, asylum movements,
international students and movements by gender and country of origin. Particular
attention is paid to recent trends in asylum seekers, fuelled partly by the deteriorating
security situation in Syria and Libya. The chapter then provides an overview of the size and
composition of foreign-born populations, and acquisition of citizenship. The second part of
this chapter is a policy section, which culls major recent policy developments that regulate
the entry and stay of foreign nationals in OECD countries. Large-scale revisions in
migration frameworks are reviewed, as well as specific policy changes affecting particular
categories of migrants, and revisions of asylum procedures and enforcement measures.

Main findings
e Permanent migration flows to OECD countries amounted to 4.3 million entries in 2014 (+4%
compared with 2013). According to preliminary data, they increased by around 10% in 2015.

e Humanitarian and free movement were the two migration categories on the rise in 2014
(+13% and +8%, respectively).

e Family migration and free movement migration each accounted for a third of the total
in 2014.

e In 2014, international recruitment of seasonal workers increased in most countries
outside the European Union, and in Poland.

e Poland has quickly become the leading destination in the OECD area for seasonal
workers with 387 000 permits issued in 2014, which was more than twice the number of
seasonal workers admitted to the United States that year.

e In 2014 intra-firm mobility and secondment of workers between countries of the
European Union and EFTA rose by 17% and 38%, respectively.

e In 2014 Australia, the United States, New Zealand and Canada received over
440 000 young holiday workers (+4% compared to 2013), employed mainly in seasonal
agricultural activities and in hotels and restaurants.

14 INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OUTLOOK 2016 © OECD 2016



1. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION MOVEMENTS AND POLICIES

e In 2015 OECD countries recorded a number of asylum seekers unprecedented since
World War II. Applications for asylum in the OECD area doubled that year, reaching
1.65 million.

e Syria is by far the main country of origin of asylum seekers, with 370 000 applications
in 2015.

e Germany registered 440 000 asylum applications in 2015, accounting for one-quarter of
all applications in the OECD area. Sweden received the highest number of applications
in proportion to its population (1.6%).

@ In 2013 there were almost 3 million international students enrolled in OECD countries,
23% of whom came from China.

e On average, international students make up 8% of total tertiary enrolment in
OECD countries. This share rises to 13% at the master’s level and to 22% at the doctoral
level. Among international students, 55% of the doctoral graduates earned a degree in
either science or engineering.

e In 2014, one in three new immigrants to the OECD was a citizen of another OECD country.
Emigration of Romanian, Bulgarian, Italian and French citizens to OECD countries
increased sharply in 2014.

e Eight OECD countries received more migrant women than migrant men in 2014.
e The total foreign-born population in OECD countries stood at 120 million persons in 2014.

e The increase in the foreign-born population accounted for approximately three-quarters
of the total population increase in EU/EFTA countries over the period.

e In 2014, almost two million people acquired the nationality of an OECD country. This
represents an average of 2.5% of foreign populations in OECD countries.

Recent trends in international migration
Migration trends in 2015 based on preliminary and partial data

The conflict in Syria and the subsequent refugee crisis, which worsened dramatically
in 2015, had an unprecedented impact on migration flows to some OECD countries. This
makes it difficult to discuss global trends for the area as a whole. However, given the
importance of these events, it is necessary to analyse preliminary and/or partial data that
are available for a number of countries (Annex Table 1.A1.1).

Germany is more than ever at the centre of the picture, with 50% more new migrants
in 2015 than in 2014 - which was already a peak year - according to estimations by the
German national statistical office. In particular, 430 000 Syrians, 150 000 Afghans
and 120 000 Iraqgis appeared in the German asylum pre-registration system “EASY” in 2015.
With recognition rates in 2015 close to 100% for Syrians and Iraqis, and 70% for Afghans, up
to 650 000 people from these three countries who have entered Germany in 2015 have
been, or will eventually be, granted refugee status. German national statistics for 2015
show that migration from within the EU also rose in 2015, by 4%. These statistics include
temporary and permanent movements, but applying this increase to the permanent
inflows registered in 2014, one can imagine between 450 000 and 500 000 new permanent
entries from other EU countries. With at least 1 million new permanent entries in 2015
(although not all will be registered as such in 2015), Germany stood at comparable
immigration levels as the United States, if not higher.

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OUTLOOK 2016 © OECD 2016 15
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Besides Germany, half of the countries for which data are available received a sharply
higher number of migrants in 2015 than in 2014 and among them, many EU countries such
as Austria (+12%), Denmark (+16%), Ireland (+17%), Luxembourg (+8%), the Netherlands
(+13%) and Sweden (+7%). Preliminary migration figures also show rising flows in Israel
(+7%), New Zealand (+14%), Japan (+10%) and Korea (+7%). After several years of increase,
inflows to France (flows coming from third-countries only), Switzerland and to the
United Kingdom were stable in 2015, at high levels. The only countries recording lower flow
levels in 2015 than in 2014 are Finland and Norway.

Preliminary data indicate that, overall, migration flows to the OECD area are at their
highest level in 2015, with 4.8 million new permanent entries, a +10% increase compared
to 2014 (Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1. Permanent migration flows to OECD countries, 2006-15

Millions
5.0
4.8
4.7
45 + 4.4
4.3
41 41 n 41
a0 b 4.0 4.0 .
35
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Notes: Data for 2006 to 2014 is the sum of standardised figures for countries where they are available (accounting for
95% of the total), and unstandardised figures for other countries.
Source: OECD calculations based on national statistics.
e Data relating to 2015 are estimated based on growth rates published in official national statistics.
StatLink Sa=P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933395282

Trends in migration flows by country of destination and by category in 2014

Permanent migration to OECD countries increased by approximately 4% in 20141
(Table 1.1). This is the second consecutive rise, to 4.3 million new migrants - the highest
level since 2008. However, this increase largely had to do with Germany, which contributed
to about two-thirds of the growth. The United States remains the main OECD destination
country in 2014, with one million new migrants (+3%), and Germany kept its second place
with more than half a million new permanent migrants in 2014 (+23%). The evolution
observed in Germany is partly due to the increase in migration from other EU/EFTA
countries (+80 000, +23%) and only marginally to the increase in the number of refugees
(+11 000, +36%). Permanent migration to the United Kingdom also increased - by 7% - but
remained below the average annual flow observed since 2007, at 310 000 persons. After six
years of decline, permanent migration to Spain rebounded above 200 000 in 2014.

Among the other major destination countries, in absolute terms inflows were stable at
260 000 in both Canada and France, and fell in Australia (-9%) and Italy (-19%). In Italy,
which experienced a third year in a row of weak economic growth, humanitarian migration
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1. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION MOVEMENTS AND POLICIES

Table 1.1. Inflows of permanent immigrants into selected OECD countries,

2007-14
Variation (%)
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
2014/13 2013/12 2014/07
Standardised statistics
United States 1052400 1107100 1130200 1041900 1061400 1031000 989900 1016500 +3 -4 -3
Germany 232900 228300 201500 222500 290800 399900 468800 574500 | +23 +17 +147
United Kingdom 343300 317300 359200 394800 320100 283600 290600 311500 +7 +2 -9
Canada 236800 247200 252200 280700 248700 257900 258600 259 300 +0 +0 +10
France 206200 214100 213200 224300 231200 251200 259400 258 900 -0 +3 +26
Australia 191900 205900 221000 208500 219500 245100 253500 231000 -9 +3 +20
Italy 571900 490400 390300 355700 317300 258400 251400 204100| -19 -3 -64
Spain 645600 386700 315300 280400 273200 196300 180400 183700 +2 -8 -72
Switzerland 122200 139100 114800 115000 124300 125600 136200 134 600 -1 +8 +10
Netherlands 76 800 87 000 87 400 93800 104200 99900 109200 124100 | +14 +9 +62
Belgium 83100 95 000 95 500 96 700 95 600 99 000 93 300 93100 -0 -6 +12
Sweden 74 400 71000 71500 65 600 71800 81700 86 700 84 500 -3 +6 +14
Korea 44 200 39000 36 700 51100 56 900 55 600 66 700 75700 +13 +20 +71
Austria 47100 49 500 45700 45900 55200| 70800 68 300 74 600 +9 -4 +58
Japan 108 500 97 700 65 500 55700 59 100 66 800 63 600 63 500 -0 -5 -4
Denmark 30300 45 600 38 400 42 400 41300 43 800 52 400 55500 +6 +20 +83
Norway 43900 49 300 48 900 56 800 61600 59900 60 300 55000 -9 +1 +25
New Zealand 51700 51200 47 500 48 500 44 500 42 700 44 400 49500 | +11 +4 -4
Mexico 6800 15100 23900 26 400 21700 21000 | 5440| 43500 -20 . .
Czech Republic 100 600 76 200 38 200 28 000 20700 28 600 27 800 38500 | +38 -3 -62
Portugal 42 800 71000 57 300 43 800 36 900 30700 27 000 35900 | +33 -12 -16
Ireland 120 400 56 700 30 000 26 800 25 600 26 800 28 300 32800 +16 +6 -73
Finland 17 500 19900 18100 18 200 20 400 23 300 23900 23 600 -1 +3 +35
Luxembourg . . . . . . 18 000 18 800 +4
Total number of persons
All countries 4451300 4160300 3902300 3823500 3802000 3799600 3913100 4 042700 +3 +3 -10

Settlement countries 1532800 1611400 1650900 1579600 1574100 1576700 1546400 1556300 +1 -2 +2

EU included above 2592900 2208700 1961600 19383900 1904300 1894000 1985500 2114100 +6 +5 -18

Of which: free movements 1215700 900000 734900 739300 831700 926200 1002936 1114244| +11 +8 -8
Annual percent change

All countries -7 -5 -2 -0 -0 +3 +3

Settlement countries +5 +2 -4 -0 +0 -2 +1

EU included above -15 -11 -1 -2 -1 +5 +6

Of which: free movements -26 -18 +1 +12 +11 +8 +11
National statistics (unstandardised)
Chile 79 400 68 400 57 100 63 900 76300 105100 132100 138000 +4 +26 +74
Poland 40 600 41800 41300 41100 41300 47100 46 600 60000 | +29 -1 +48
Hungary 22 600 35500 25 600 23900 22 500 20 300 21300 26000 | +22 +5 +15
Israel 18100 13700 14 600 16 600 16 900 16 600 16 900 24100 | +43 +2 +33
Greece 46 300 41500 35 800 35400 33000 32 000 31300 29 500 -6 -2 -36
Slovenia 30500 43 800 24100 11200 18 000 17 300 15700 18400 | +17 -9 -40
Iceland 9300 7500 3400 3000 2800 2800 3900 4300| +10 +39 -54
Slovak Republic 14 800 16 500 14 400 12700 8200 2900 2500 2400 -4 -14 -84
Estonia 2000 1900 2200 1200 1700 1100 1600 1300 -19 +45 -35
Turkey . . . 29900 . . .
Total (except Turkey) 263600 270600 218500 209000 220700 245200 271900 304000 | +12 +11 +15
Percent change +23 +3 -19 -4 +6 +11 +11 +12

Notes: Includes only foreign nationals. The inflows include status changes, namely persons in the country on a temporary status who
obtained the right to stay on a longer-term basis. Breaks in series are indicated with a “|”. Series for some countries have been
significantly revised, notably for Belgium and France.
.. Information not available.
Source: OECD International Migration Database.

StatLink si=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933396215
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is the only category rising. Other notable evolutions in 2014 include sharp rises in Korea
(+13%), Japan (+11%) and Austria (+9%), and a small drop in Switzerland following four
years of increase. Immigration flows to Chile - for which standardised data are not
available — have been growing since 2009 to reach 140 000 in 2014. According to national
data, migration flows to Poland rose sharply to reach a record level (60 000), and Israel
received more immigrants than in any of the past ten years due to sharp increases of
migration flows from France and Ukraine (+4 000 each).

Overall, permanent labour migration to OECD countries declined again in 2014, by 3%
(Figure 1.2, Panels A and C). However, this overall figure can be seen as the end effect of a
9% drop in the EU/EFTA countries and a 5% increase in the non-EU/EFTA OECD countries
altogether. In particular, Italy (-33%) and, to a lesser extent, Spain (-20%) pulled the overall
figure on permanent labour migration down. In the case of Italy, the sharp fall is explained
partly by administrative factors.? Not taking Italy into account, labour migration flows to
the remaining OECD countries would be up by +2% and those to the EU/EFTA would be
stable. In 2014, two-thirds of OECD countries received more permanent migrant workers
than in 2013, notably France (+25%) and Canada (+20%). Among other OECD countries, the
United States and United Kingdom register a significant decline (-6%).

Family migration is another category that has been steadily declining since 2008.
In 2014, the number of family migrants dropped by -1.7% from 2013. As a result, they now
represent only 33% of total permanent migration to OECD countries (Figure 1.2, Panel B),
whereas they had accounted for almost 40% in 2009. However, family migration increased
in many countries in 2014, such as Germany (+13%) and Sweden (+7%). At the other end,
Italy (-24%) and Canada (-16%) displayed sharp decreases. Despite a small decline in 2014,
the United States remains by far the largest destination country for family migrants, with
650 000 (half the total), followed by France (100 000) and Canada (66 000).

In terms of migration, humanitarian issues drew most of the OECD countries’
attention in 2015. However, already in 2014 humanitarian migration was the fastest
growing category in the OECD area, with almost 13% more new refugees recognised than
in 2013. In total, OECD countries welcomed 350 000 refugees — the highest level
since 2006 — of whom 135 000 in the United States and 160 000 in the OECD EU countries.
However, their share among all migrants remained relatively small (9%). Most
OECD countries received more humanitarian migrants in 2014, with the highest increases
(in absolute terms) observed in the United States (+14 000), Germany (+12 000), Sweden
(+7 000) and Italy (+6 000). Australia, Austria, Canada, Norway and the United Kingdom
were the only countries where humanitarian migration declined in 2014.

In 2014, one in three migration movements occurred within areas of free circulation,
mainly the EU. This type of migration was as frequent as family migration. Migration
movements within the EU/EFTA increased by 9%. Germany, which received more than
400 000 EU/EFTA citizens in 2014, accounts for most of the observed increase, which is limited
to 3% for this category in the rest of the OECD area. The second favourite destination country
for intra-EU/EFTA migrants is France, followed by Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom. While
the last two attracted more citizens of other EU/EFTA countries in 2014 than in 2013, France
and Italy have experienced a sharp decrease in migration from other EU/EFTA countries.

Other OECD countries are part of free circulation areas. In South America, Chile for
example is an associate country of the Southern Common Market (Mercosur). The
Mercosur Residence Agreement, signed by the six full member countries and six associate
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Figure 1.2. Permanent migration flows to OECD countries by category of entry,
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countries, covers all of South America but French Guyana. This “free establishment area”
displays a number of similarities with the free movement of persons in the
European Union (see Box 1.1). Chile is also one of the founding members of the Pacific
Alliance in 2011 - together with Colombia, Mexico and Peru — which establishes among its
priorities the facilitation of mobility. In 2012, Chile received 15 600 migrants under one of
these international agreement titles (OAS/OECD, 2015). Immigrants holding this kind of
title represent 16% of the total annual inflows. The countries of origin of the vast majority
of immigrants to Chile are Peru, Bolivia, Colombia and Argentina, which are part of the
Mercosur Residence Agreement.

On average, OECD countries received seven new migrants per thousand inhabitants

in 2014 (Figure 1.3). The OECD country that stands out most when migration flows are
expressed as a ratio to total population is Luxembourg, with the equivalent of almost 4% of

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OUTLOOK 2016 © OECD 2016

19


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933395295

1. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION MOVEMENTS AND POLICIES

Box 1.1. Free establishment in the European Union and in Mercosur

The right of free movement within the European Union is not unique to that region. A
similar right has been established for the countries of South America in the context of the
Mercosur trade agreement (Acosta Acarazo and Geddes, 2014).

Mercosur (from the Spanish Mercado Comiin del Sur) was established by the Treaty of
Asuncién (Paraguay) in 1991 with the objective of encouraging the free movement of
goods, services and factors of production throughout its member states. The current
membership consists of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela, with
Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru and Suriname as associate members. With the
exception of the French overseas department of Guyana, the entire South American
continent now has links with Mercosur. It is now, at least in principle, a full customs union
and trading bloc. Associate members are not part of the customs union and do not have
voting rights, but have preferential trade access. The trade and commercial aspects of
Mercosur will not be considered further here; the focus will be on the provisions for
migration between member and associate member states.

The Mercosur Residence Agreement was adopted in 2002 to address intra-regional
migration, but was only implemented in 2009, because of national delays related to putting
in place the formalities necessary to make it operational. The agreement covers all states
of Mercosur, whether they are full or associate members. Under this agreement, a national
of any signatory state can establish residence in any other state covered by the agreement,
subject only to the absence of a criminal record over the previous five years. A document
for this purpose is generally available from the police of the origin country. Persons in an
irregular situation may also apply for temporary residence. The residence permit granted
is for two years. Holders of the temporary permit must apply for permanent residence
90 days before its expiration, and be able to show legitimate means of livelihood for
themselves and accompanying family members. Those not applying become subject to the
immigration laws of the country of residence. Note that border controls are not eliminated
by the agreement and that persons moving under its provisions are still required to obtain
a residence permit. The mobility provisions are thus perhaps more accurately described as
the right of “free establishment” rather than “free movement”.

By contrast, nationals of a member state of the European Union, in order to establish
residence in another member state, must either have a job or sufficient resources and
health insurance to ensure that they and their families do not become a burden on
member states. No residence permit is required, although member states may require that
persons moving under the provision register with the authorities. Migrants can be expelled
on grounds of public security or public health, but the migrant is not required to
demonstrate the absence of such grounds upon entry, nor indeed do previous criminal
convictions constitute automatic grounds for expulsion. After five years of uninterrupted
residence, European Union nationals are granted the right of permanent residence, subject
to no conditions whatsoever. In addition, there are no border controls in those member
states covered by the Schengen Agreement. The migration regime can thus be described as
“free movement” within Schengen countries and free establishment outside of Schengen.

In summary then, Mercosur imposes essentially no conditions on a temporary stay but a
means-of-livelihood requirement for a permanent stay, whereas in the European Union
the reverse holds.
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Box 1.1. Free establishment in the European Union and in Mercosur (cont.)

A second significant difference between free establishment under Mercosur and the
European Union concerns enforcement mechanisms. In the European Union, the right of
free movement is a fundamental right guaranteed by European citizenship, which was
established under the Maastricht Treaty of 1992. Enforcement proceedings can be
launched by the European Commission and there is a court (the Court of Justice of the
European Union) with jurisdiction in cases involving the right of free establishment.

By contrast, there are no formal means for enforcement of the free establishment right
for nationals of Mercosur signatory countries, and no sanctions for violations. The rights
are “guaranteed” by the requirement of reciprocity among signatory countries;
disagreements are addressed by discussions at the Mercosur Specialised Migration Forum,
which is made up of senior migration officials from signatory countries and meets at least
annually. As a result of the lack of formal enforcement mechanisms, implementation of
the residence agreement is not entirely uniform across Mercosur countries. Some impose
higher permit fees, some offer better conditions than the residence agreement, and others
apply it only to nationals of a reduced group of countries. Recently, Colombia suspended
Mercosur visas and permits for nationals of Venezuela, in retaliation for the fact that no
such permits were being issued to Colombians by Venezuela.

Although implementation of the Mercosur Residence Agreement seems rather variable
at the current time, establishment of a continental citizenship is planned for 2021. This
will likely result in both harmonisation of the conditions of movement across countries,
and firmer legal guarantees of the right of free establishment to nationals of South
American countries.

Finally, both the Mercosur Residence Agreement and the free movement of persons in
the European Union grant equal treatment with nationals of the destination country with
respect to social, cultural and economic rights. They also both ensure access to the labour
market and to social and tax advantages, subject to the conditions of the residence permit.

Figure 1.3. Permanent migration flows into selected OECD countries, 2014
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Source: OECD International Migration Database.
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its population entering every year. Switzerland follows with 1.7%; these two countries have
a very large share of migrants coming from other EU/EFTA countries. Most other countries
with ratios above average are settlement countries like New Zealand, Australia and
Canada, and northern European countries.

At the other end of the spectrum, ratios below one per thousand are found in large
countries with little immigration such as Mexico and Japan, as well as some eastern
European countries. This ratio is also very low for the United States (3.2 per thousand) and
for the EU taken as whole -1i.e. taking into account entries solely from outside the EU -
with 2.5 per thousand.

Temporary labour migration

Temporary labour migration concerns workers of all skill levels and across a very wide
range of categories. In non-European OECD countries, temporary labour migration has
returned to its level before the 2007/08 economic crisis, and in some cases exceeded it. The
intra-European mobility of workers continues to rise and concerns various types of
movement: postings, cross-border work, temporary work, etc.

Seasonal workers

Seasonal labour migration, which is often linked to agricultural activities, can also
cover non-farm activities with seasonal peaks, especially those linked to hospitality
(e.g. hotels, catering, retail, and other tourist-related service businesses). Residence
permits for seasonal work are issued only to workers in the agricultural sector in Canada
(Seasonal Agricultural Worker Programme), Finland (berry picking), Sweden (also covering
the forest sector) and New Zealand (Recognised Seasonal Employer Programme).

Changes in flows of foreign seasonal workers are closely linked to changes in
economic activity. These workers are often from neighbouring countries, or countries
which have signed a bilateral agreement with the host country. In non-European
OECD countries, the decline in inflows after the global economic crisis in 2007 was
followed by an upturn, with volumes in 2014 in some countries outstripping the pre-crisis
level. In the United States, seasonal migration in the agricultural sector (H-2A visas)
remained above its 2007 level and has even increased in recent years, to a record
89 000 workers in 2014. The number of visas issued to non-farm seasonal workers
(H-2B visas) also rose to 68 000 in 2014, well below the historical peak of 2007 (130 000).
Unlike H-2A permits, H-2B visas are issued on a quota basis. Most seasonal workers in the
United States come from Mexico (85%), with the other main countries of origin being
Jamaica (4%), Guatemala (3%) and South Africa (2%). The maximum authorised length of
stay in the United States under such permits is three years.

Canada, which ranks second in terms of destination countries for seasonal workers,
admitted 29 000 seasonal workers in 2014, a figure in constant progression and currently
28% higher than the pre-crisis level. In Australia, the Seasonal Worker Programme
replaced, in 2012, the Pacific Seasonal Worker Pilot Scheme, originally launched in 2008 to
meet objectives including the economic development of the Pacific island nations and
Timor-Leste. It allows for the recruitment of low skilled workers in nine countries, mainly
for the horticultural sector. Most seasonal labour requirements are in fact already satisfied
by the large number of Working Holiday Makers (see Table 1.2) and inflows of seasonal
workers into Australia are below the established ceiling, even if they are visibly increasing.
Seasonal workers in New Zealand are also mainly from the Pacific Islands - including Fiji
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Table 1.2. Workers who obtained a seasonal work permit
by main destination country, 2007-14

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 | 2014/2013 2014/2007
Thousands Change (%)

United States 51 64 60 56 55 65 74 89 +20 +76
(agricultural workers)
United States 130 94 45 47 51 50 58 68 +18 -47
(non agricultural

Seasonal workers workers)

to main non-EU Canada 23 28 23 24 25 25 28 29 +5 +28

OECD countries  Mexico 28 23 31 29 28 23 15 15 +2 -45
New Zealand 7 10 8 8