B7pl.

MIGRATION POLICY

SUMMARY

Though contentious, regularization remains a
frequently utilized policy tool to address the
European Union’s rising number of unauthor-
ized immigrants. The methods — and aims

— of offering regularization vary, as do the
immigrant groups targeted. In simplest terms,
regularization grants legal status to unauthor-
ized immigrants living and working illegally in
a particular country. Proponents say that it re-
duces crime by, in effect, regulating the “under-
ground” or informal labor market, and that it
provides a humanitarian safety valve to people
otherwise stuck in limbo. Since 1996, over 5
million people have been regularized through
a variety of methods, from mechanisms built
into policy frameworks, to “one-off” programs
focused on a discrete group of people or time
period, to the granting of legal status on an
individual, case-by-case basis.

While regularization policies were initially
implemented by northern European countries
(e.g., France, Belgium, and the Netherlands)

to regulate underground labor markets and
grant unauthorized workers legal status, in the
past two decades the trends have shifted. Now
northern European countries use regulariza-
tion almost exclusively for humanitarian pur-
poses, and southern European countries (Spain,
Greece, and Italy in particular) have large-scale
regularization programs that focus on migrant
workers. Despite the policy tool’s frequent use,
regularization has been the subject of much
debate, both in the court of public opinion and
in the highest political bodies of the European
Union (EU). In the past decade, the EU-level
dialogues have highlighted the view that regu-
larization negatively impacts neighbor states
and, on a large scale, is not politically digestible.
That said, since an EU-wide policy on the use
of regularization promises to be unpopular,
countries are likely to continue implementing
it on a case-by-case basis within the context

of their own political, economic, and social
dynamics.
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l. Introduction

In recent decades, many Member States of the European
Union (EU) have looked to regularization! measures as
a way of addressing the rising number of unauthorized
immigrants within their borders. Since their emergence
in the 1970s in France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
the United Kingdom, regularizations have been used as
a corrective device — in the absence of comprehensive
migration policies — to address the mismatch between
the number of immigrants legally permitted entry and
those who migrate regardless.2 EU Member States use
regularization policies to manage the informal economy
and irregular employment and to achieve humanitarian
goals by granting legal status to unauthorized immi-
grants — asylum seekers in particular — as an alterna-
tive to removal.

How is regularization defined? To what ends is it used?
Who is eligible? These are as much political questions as
they are sociological and economic ones. The terms and
conditions of regularization seek to balance the need for
unauthorized immigrants to be counted as legal and be
accounted for against public pressures — both across the
European Union and within its individual states — from
those who do not view “amnesties” favorably.3 Reflecting
this conflict, there is little coherent agreement within the
European Union on the definition, conditions, and scope
of regularization.

This inconsistency further reflects increasing controver-
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sy over the implications of regularization
and how it should be used. Proponents of
regularization argue that it increases tax
revenues, grants crucial legal status and
rights to people who have been living and
working in a given country for years (and
are unlikely to leave), and regulates the un-
derground economy. As such, it aids public
security objectives by preventing worker
exploitation and discouraging the unlawful
activities that often occur in an unregulated
labor market. Those opposed argue that
regularization encourages illegal immigra-
tion by implying that not only are there no
consequences for breaking the law, but that
it is, in effect, rewarded.*

Controversy aside, the use of regularization
measures has increased since they were
first introduced, particularly in southern
Europe. The majority of programs (73 per-
cent) were implemented between 1998 and
2008 in 18 EU states; since 1996 over 5
million people have been regularized.> This
underscores the fact that the flow of irregu-
lar migrants has steadily increased since
such measures were first implemented, and
because of this, states continue to prioritize
their own economic goals despite a com-
plex political reality in which discourse on
the EU level opposes such methods. As this
Insight will show, there is a marked dispar-
ity between the EU-level dialogue focused
on curbing regularization and the actual
practice of EU Member States.

Il.  What is Regularization?
Terms and Approaches

The goals and rationales underpinning
regularization programs vary significantly
across Europe. Different programs have
different eligibility requirements (some are
for entire immigrant groups, others only

for workers in a specific sector), political
objectives, target populations (tolerated
persons, migrant workers, children born
into irregularity, etc.), and programmatic
details (offering temporary versus per-
manent residence, for example). What is
considered regularization in Italy may be
normalization in Spain, and in Germany
simply an adjustment of status. That said,
all regularization systems have the same
objective: to grant legal status to people
who lack it.

A. Terms and Use

The term regularization encompasses a
variety of routes to temporary or perma-
nent legal status; potential beneficiaries
may include not only unauthorized per-
sons, but also people who are formally or
informally “tolerated” by governments
that have granted them temporary or
transitional status. The process of adjust-
ing status is labeled differently across EU
states. While this Insight outlines several
terms in use within the European Union,

it does not offer an exhaustive or official
taxonomy. Often third-country nationals
who are legally residing in a nation under a
temporary arrangement or tolerated status
are regularized through normalization,6 by
which they are given superior legal status
through either a temporary or permanent
permit.” This differs from the traditional
understanding of regularization, in which
legal status is given to an unauthorized mi-
grant who lacks official status altogether.8

Tolerated status most often refers to people
whose removal order has been suspended,
and is common practice in Germany and
Austria, as well as Poland, Slovakia, and
Romania.? Formal toleration falls short

of full regularization, as no official resi-



dence permit is granted.1° Those who are
formally tolerated include asylum seekers
whose applications have been rejected but
whose lives would be at risk should they
be returned to their country of origin. In
Germany, tolerated status, or Duldung,
does not provide for residence rights, al-
lows for only limited welfare benefits, and
prohibits regular employment and free
movement within the country.1! However,
toleration led to normalization in Ger-
many and Austria in the 1990s through

a two-stage process in which tolerated
persons were first offered short-term
residence permits (Austria) or suspension
of their expulsion orders (Germany), and
then later permanent legal status (see Ap-
pendix 1).12

B. Approaches: Programs versus
Mechanisms

One distinction useful in categorizing
regularization measures is that between
programs and mechanisms. Generally,
programs (also known as “one-offs”)
refer to one-time measures that respond
to particular circumstances (such as a
sudden increase in asylum applications)
or restrictive policy changes that have cre-
ated a large group of immigrants without
status. Mechanisms, by contrast, are often
part of a broader migration policy frame-
work, and can be either permanent or
open-ended.

1. Programs

Programs often target specific catego-

ries of people (rejected asylum seekers,
families in irregular situations, and other
cases of humanitarian concern), exist for a
limited time, and are not part of a regular
policy framework. Some programs have

a humanitarian focus, some have an eco-
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nomic rationale as well as a humanitarian
one, and others are purely labor focused.
Labor-focused regularization programs
aim to retain workers who are considered
economically beneficial or who work in
occupations perceived to experience labor
shortages.13 Italy’s passage of the Martelli
Law in 1990 reflected dual economic and
humanitarian purposes. Its goal was to
value family unification, guarantee Geneva
Convention protection of those from
persecuted regions, and allow migrants to
fulfill labor shortages.14

One-off programs can vary in their dis-
tribution. Some are for entire classes of
people. For example, in France in 1997
and 1998, immigrants who had been in
the country for seven years or longer, or
who had significant family ties in France,
were granted legal status in order to facili-
tate their economic and social integration.
Other programs target specific sectors of
the labor force (such as Italy’s 2009 law
that regularized people who worked as
home nurses or caregivers),15 and still
others are applied on an individual or
case-by-case basis. Most programs have
been created through legislation, the
main exceptions being France and a 2006
German program, adopted as a “common
position” by the Council of Ministers.16 Be-
tween 1973 and 2008, 68 programs were
implemented in Europe; a few targeted
multiple groups of people, and over half
were based on labor regulation. Of those
people granted regularization during this
period, 87 percent were unauthorized
labor migrants.17

2. Mechanisms

Mechanisms became prominent in the
1990s in response to the “asylum crisis”
that followed the dissolution of Yugosla-
via. Typically, they are implemented on
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Figure 1. Number of People Regularized through Programs, EU-27, 1996-2007
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Note: Data missing for Greece (1997, 2001) and Lithuania.
Source: Martin Baldwin-Edwards and Albert Kraler, Regularisations in Europe: Study on Practices in the
Area of Regularisation of lllegally Staying Third-Country Nationals in the Member States of the EU, 31.

a smaller scale and involve “earned” le-
galization based on long-term residence
or humanitarian considerations, such

as in the case of asylum seekers whose
applications have been rejected but who
cannot be deported without risk to life
and limb, immigrants with health issues,
and people with binding family ties.18 As
seen in Figure 2, France and Germany
have utilized this method in the greatest
numbers, but it should be noted that 21
of the 27 EU countries have used mecha-
nisms, albeit often on a small scale.19 The
United Kingdom, for example, has main-

tained an ongoing system of regulariza-
tion that grants long-term residence to
migrants who have been in the country
continuously for 14 years, and to families
with small children who have been in

the country for seven consecutive years.
Long-term residence grants migrants the
same social and economic rights as Brit-
ish citizens.20

The criteria of both regularization
mechanisms and programs are simi-
lar, and often include requirements for
the length and continuity of residence;
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Figure 2. Number of People Regularized through Mechanisms, EU-27, 1996-2007
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numbers should be taken as estimates, as the accuracy of government-provided data can be question-

able.

Source: Baldwin-Edwards and Kraler, Regularisations in Europe, 35.

current employment or proof of future
employment; and issues of humanitar-
ian concern, such as the undue length of
asylum procedures, inability to return to
the country of origin, or health and fam-
ily reasons. Some regularization systems
take into account the immigrant’s inte-
gration into the receiving society as well
as nationality and academic or profes-
sional qualifications.2!

The criterion most frequently empha-
sized in cases of economically focused
regularization is proof of employment,
either through employer sponsorship,
documentation of continuous employ-
ment over a designated period, or a con-

tract for future employment. For some
regularization programs in Spain and
[taly (in Italy in 2002, for example),22
employers had to apply for regular-
ization on behalf of the unauthorized
immigrant. Meanwhile, the length of
residency requirement varies. Often,
programs focused on regularizing labor
migrants require only that a person have
been in the country prior to the enact-
ment of the regularization.23 Humanitar-
ian programs, by contrast, are character-
ized by longer residency requirements.
For example, France’s Chevenement
Laws stated that, to be considered for
regularization, unauthorized immigrants
must have lived continuously in France
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for seven years. Subsequent French
regularization mechanisms, focused on
families and children, required fewer
years of residency but included age
and school enrollment stipulations.24
Similarly, in the Netherlands in 2007,
only those asylum seekers who had re-
sided in that nation continuously since
2001were eligible to receive a “general
pardon.”25

lll.  Regularization Trends
in the European Union

Over the past few decades, there has
been a regional shift in the purposes of
regularization programs, and in the na-
tions implementing them. What started
decades ago as a policy tool used to
accommodate and account for needed
labor in northern Europe has become
politically unviable in that region. Now
the majority of economically focused
regularization programs are to be found
in southern Europe, where the num-
ber of unauthorized immigrants (most
of them there to work) has increased
exponentially in recent years.26 Most
northern European countries ceased to
use large-scale regularization measures
to regulate labor after the 1990s, when
EU-level debates publicized opinion on
their adverse effects on neighboring
countries (citing, for example, addi-
tional inflows of people). By the end of
that decade, political will to regular-

ize was limited, and in some countries
programs were implemented only in
response to public pressure to address
the living and working conditions of un-
authorized migrants. It might be argued
that France, Luxembourg, Belgium, and
the United Kingdom put such programs
in place in reaction to protests and

sustained public pressure.2” These pro-
grams ranged from the very small and
targeted — such as the United King-
dom’s Domestic Worker Regularisation
Programme, which ran for ten years and
regularized fewer than 200 people —

to France’s 1998 Chevenement Laws,
which regularized 87,000 people mostly
for purposes of family reunification (see
Appendix A).

Today, most northern European coun-
tries do not politically endorse the idea
of regularization as a sound migra-

tion policy tool to address unauthor-
ized labor migrants. Countries such as
France, Ireland, Poland, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Austria, and Germany have
vocally opposed regularization, particu-
larly large-scale one-offs, despite having
used them in the past. France legalized
over 100,000 people between 2000 and
2006 through mechanisms, but since
2007 has only maintained mechanisms
for migrants in specific professions.
Similarly, the Netherlands abolished the
permanent regularization of unauthor-
ized resident workers in 2003, after
implementing it for over ten years.28
Although the United Kingdom contin-
ues to regularize migrants on an ad hoc
basis through its long-residence conces-
sion mechanism, policymakers oppose
the idea of large-scale regularization
programs, preferring to regularize
immigrants on a case-by-case basis or
through discrete, small-scale programs
focused on extraordinary circumstanc-
es.2?

Sweden is also vehemently opposed

to regularization, but for a different
reason. Sweden has the most open labor
migration policies in Europe, and op-
poses regularization on the basis that

it should be unnecessary. This position



deviates from other northern EU coun-
tries that wish to restrict labor migra-
tion more generally, but continue to use
regularization programs for humani-
tarian purposes. Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, France, Germany, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom have all implemented pro-
grams for hardship cases,3° unsuccessful
asylum seekers, and war refugees (see
Appendix A).

Similarly, there are few regularization
programs in Eastern Europe. Poland and
Lithuania are the only eastern EU coun-
tries with official programs (which are
very small).31 Mechanisms that exist in
the other eastern countries are limited
in scope and are primarily humanitar-
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ian in nature. Bulgaria’s Law for Asylum
and the Refugees, as amended in 2005,
provides for regularization mechanisms
that grant asylum, humanitarian status,
and temporary protection; Cyprus and
Latvia only rarely grant temporary resi-
dence permits on humanitarian grounds
(though since 2005, only 30 residence
permits have been issued in Latvia);
Malta grants humanitarian permits to
asylum applicants and rejected asylum
seekers; Romania offers extended resi-
dence permits and temporary toleration;
and the Slovak Republic provides formal
toleration though its 2002 Act on the
Stay of Aliens.32 In 2002 Slovenia passed
an Amendment to the Law on Temporary
Refuge, allowing Bosnians to obtain per-
manent residence and other rights.

Figure 3. Number of Programs Implemented by EU Countries, 1973-2008 (68 in total)
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While economically based regulariza-
tion became unpopular in northern
Europe, it increased in both magnitude
and scope in southern Europe in the
face of increasing migration flows from
North and sub-Saharan Africa. Govern-
ments in southern Europe advertised it
to the public as a means of controlling
the illegal employment of large numbers
of immigrant workers, and thus curbing
the informal market.33 Regularization
measures implemented in Italy, Spain,
and Greece accounted for 84 percent of
known applications to EU regularization
programs between 1997 and 2007.34
[taly regularized the highest number of
people, followed by Spain and Greece.
Meanwhile, in Portugal over 200,000
people were regularized between 2001
and 2004.

Southern Europe’s regularization mea-
sures are not occurring in a political
vacuum; countries here are highly sensi-
tive to the surrounding debate, both at
the state and EU levels. To that end, the
language used to describe these mea-

sures is carefully crafted. Italy and Spain,

the European Union’s top “regularizers,”
have come to refer to their recent ac-
tions as de facto. Such actions include
[taly’s 2006 measures and Spain’s 2005
program, which granted legal status to
over 570,000 immigrants who had lived
there for two years or more.35 Facing
EU-level criticism, Spain in 2006 an-
nounced that it would no longer imple-
ment major one-off regularization pro-
grams, an action distancing it from the
much-criticized large-scale “amnesties”
for which southern Europe (and Spain in
particular) had become known.

IV. Conclusion

The debate over the merits and short-
comings of regularization systems
shows no signs of abating. Those
opposed claim that not only do such
systems reward illegal immigration, but
they have not always been successful in
meeting their purported aims. In some
cases (particularly in southern Europe)
implementation has been poorly man-
aged, restrictive requirements have led
to under-enrollment and the falsification
of documents, and temporary residence
permits have lapsed, leaving migrants in
unauthorized limbo once again.

These and other concerns are reflected
in the European Union’s increasingly
more conservative stance on regulariza-
tion. Overall, there has been a shift away
from general amnesties through large-
scale programs, as was seen in earlier
decades, to the targeted regularization
of specific groups of people (for humani-
tarian or strategic economic reasons)
through mechanisms.36 Meanwhile,
there have been repeated EU-level pro-
posals to limit Member States’ freedom
to implement regularization programs.
These are driven by the belief that one
Member State’s regularization policies
affect its neighbors, as the immigrants
regularized are then free to move about
the entire European Union. The Council
Decision 2006/688 required members
inform the EU Commission of planned
regularization policies that could po-
tentially impact other states.37 Subse-
quently, in 2008, the French Presidency
included a provision banning mass regu-
larization in its draft of the European
Pact on Immigration and



Asylum. Ultimately, this provision was
removed to secure necessary support
from Spain, but the general consensus
was in its favor, and the final language of
the pact allowed for only case-by-case —
not general — regularization.38

Despite overall EU support for limiting
the use of regularization, the fact that
[taly and Belgium both implemented
large-scale regularization measures in
2009 demonstrates that EU rhetoric may
not reflect the reality on the ground. It
seems that, at the state level, govern-
ments will continue to act in their own
best interests. This divergence with
EU-level proposals may be even more
pronounced at the local level. Several cit-
ies have publicly favored regularization
— notably London, where all mayoral
candidates in 2008 advocated it. There is
growing unrest within city governments
faced with large unauthorized popula-
tions resulting from national policies
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over which they have no control (some
cities and regions such as in Germany
and France have discretion over these
types of policies, but most do not).

At the same time, both individual Mem-
ber States and the European Union have
emphasized the importance of recogniz-
ing humanitarian cases. The Return Di-
rective, a recent EU policy, contains rules
governing when Member States can
grant immigrants the right to stay — for
example, on grounds of compassion or
humanitarianism, but only as an excep-
tional measure.39 According to a survey
undertaken by the International Center
for Migration Policy Development, how-
ever, EU governments are not in favor of
a uniform EU policy on regularization.40
Further divergence can be expected as
each country uses regularization as a
policy tool to reduce its stock of unau-
thorized migrants.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Regularization by Country, Year, and Total Number of Programs, 1973-20084"

Total Number

Program Total Number Reqularizations Type and Permit Targeted
Year Applications gGranted Offered Population
lllegally
1990 30,000 30,000 | Program (E)2@ employed
o workers
g Normalizatiog Bosnian war
,.C
1998 85.000 85,000 Program (H) refugees under
(permanent temporary
residence) protection
Total 115,000 115,000
197375 8,420 7,448 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Long-term
asylum seekers;
1995-99 6,137 6,137 | Program (H) nondeportable
aliens; other
humanitarian
= cases
=
=)
0]
m
Long-term
asylum seekers;
Program (H) nondeportable
2000 55,000 37,900 | (long-term resi- aliens; other
dence) humanitarian
cases/persons
with substantial
ties
Total 69, 557 51,485
1992— War refugees
= 2002 4,989 4,989 | Program (H) from the former
£ Yugoslavia
= g
C
a
2000 3,000 3,000 | Program (H) Kosovar
refugees
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Total 7,989 7,989
Unauthorized
1973 40,000 40,000 | Program (E) migrants
(employment)
Program (E) Unauthorized
1981-82 150,000 130,000 | (permanent migrants
residence) (employment)
Long-term asy-
lum seekers who
1991 50,000 15,000 | Program (H) entered before
1989
3
=
©
L Family
Chevenement members; .
foreigners with-
Laws out dependents;
1997-98 135,000 87,000 | Program (H) ’
refused asylum
(permanent
. seekers and de
residence) )
facto refugees;
ill persons
Families with 1
2006 33,538 6,924 | Program (H) or more children
in school
Total 408,538 278,924
Asylum
seekers who
Program (H)
X entered before
1996 7,856 7,856 (r<_33|dence per- 1990 and had
mit)
more than 8
2 years residency
C
g Rejected asylum
@ seekers who
O 1999 18,258 18,258 | Program (H) entered before
1993
Long-term
2006 71,857 49,613 | Program (H) tolerated
persons
Total 97,971 75,727
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Program (E) .
1997 371,641 N/A | (six-month Unauthorized
. migrants
permit)
Program (E)
_ (“green card”: .
1998 228,200 219,000 | 1-3 years renew- | onadthorized
2000 . migrants
able residence
and work permit)
° Program (E)
= 2001 367,500 341,300 (6-mont.h work Upauthorlzed
2 and residence migrants
o permit)€
Persons with
2005 90,000 90,000 | Program (E) ) .
expired permits
2005 96,400 95,800 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Subcategories
2007 20,000 20,000 | Program (E) of unauthorized
migrants.‘c
Total 1,173,741 N/A
> Unauthorized
o migrants
D
c 2004 1,540 1,194 | Program (E/H) (workers and
= family)
2 Parents of Irish
= arents of Iris
o 2005 17,900 16,683 | Program (H) children
Total 19,440 17,877
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1982 12,000 12,000 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Program (E) ,
1986-88 118,700 118,700 | (temporary work | onauthorized
. migrants
permit)
Martelli Law Unauthorized
1990 234,841 234,841 | Program (E) migrants
(2-year (workers and
residence) students)
Program (E) rlf]li'larzt:tc;rlzed
> | 1995-96 256,000 238,000 | (1- or 2-year 9
S residence) (workers and
= students)
Program (E) ,
1938 308,000 193,200 | (temporary work Unauthorized
: migrants
permit)
Bossi-Fini Law Ur_1author|zed
Program (E) migrants
2002 702,156 650,000 (caretakers and
(temporary1-year :
ermit) domestic
P workers)
2006 500,000 350,000 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Total 2,131,697 1,796,741
Residents who
arrived after
1996 54 51 | Program immigration law
and did not meet
£ requirements
@®
>
-C 0
5 1999 385 157 | Program (E) Ur_lauthorlzed
migrants
2004 103 77 | Program (E) Ur_1author|zed
migrants
Total 542 285
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Unauthorized
workers
1986 1,100 1,100 | Program (E) (Spanish and
Portuguese)
War refugees
1994 470 470 | Program (H) from the former
Yugoslavia
War refugees
g’ 1995 996 996 | Program (H) from the former
_é Yugoslavia
e War refugees
a 1996 1,500 1,500 | Program (H) from the former
Yugoslavia
Program (H)
(6-month
residence permit | Rejected asylum
to find employ- seekers; other
2001 2,882 1,839 ment, after which | unauthorized
longer-term migrants
residence permit
possible)
Total 6,948 5,905
1975 18,000 15,000 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Cases rejected
1978 180 180 | Program (E) under previous
measures
B :
s | 1979 1,800 1,800 | Program (E) Unauthorized
e migrants
=
= .
z 1999 7,604 1,877 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
2004 2,300 2,300 | Program (H) Long-term
asylum seekers
2007 30,000 25,000 | Program (H) Long-term
asylum seekers
Total 59,884 46,157
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2003 3,508 2,747 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
2 Unauthorized
<_Ou 2003 282 282 | Program (E) migrants wishing
- to leave Poland
2007-08 2,022 177 | Program (E) Ur_1author|zed
migrants
Total 5,812 3,206
Program (E) i
1992-93 80,000 38,364 | (temporary unautnorized
residence) 9
1996 35,000 31,000 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Program (E)
(1-year residency
permit with
possibility of
renewal up to )
g | 200t 185,000 185,000 | 4 times; after 5 | - nauthorized
=) . migrants
= years, applicant
c automatically
eligible for
permanent
residence)
Brazilian
2003 19,408 19,408 | Program (E) unauthorized
workers (Lula
agreement)
2004 40,000 19,261 | Program (E) Unauthorized
migrants
Vet 359,408 293,033
o
© | 2006-06 31,000 17,000 | Program (H) Rejected asylum
= seekers
(%)
Total 31,000 17,000
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1999 12,000 12,000 | Program (H) E:sssgsg
i
§ Bosnian
o
7 2002 2.400 2.200 | Program (H) refugees under
temporary
protection
Total 14,400 14,200
Program (E)
(1-year i

1985 38,181 34,832 | renewable Unauthorized
residence and 9
work permit)

Unauthorized
Program (E & H) migrants
1991 130,406 109,135 | (3-year (workers and
residence) family members)
Unauthorized
Program (E & H) migrants
199 25,128 21,382 | (S-year (workers and
3 residence) family members)
(o
? Program (E)

2000 247,598 199,926 (1-year _tempo- Upauthorlzed
rary residence/ migrants
work)

Program (E)

2001 351,629 232,674 (1-year Unauthorized
temporary migrants
residence)

Program (E)

2005 691,655 578,375 | (1-year Unauthorized
renewable migrants
residence)

Total 1,484,597 1,176,324
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Citizens of
Commonwealth
and former
colonies
Citizens of
Commonwealth
and former
colonies

Long-term
1999 12,415 11,140 | Program (H) asylum seekers
(backlogs)

1974-78 1,809 1,809 | Program

1977 462 462 | Program

Long-term
2000 11,660 10,235 | Program (H) asylum seekers
(backlogs)

United Kingdom

Long-term
2004 9,235 9,235 | Program (H) asylum seekers
(families)

Long-term
2005 11,245 11,245 | Program (H) asylum seekers
(families)

Long-term
2006 5,000 5,000 | Program (H) asylum seekers
(families)

Total 51,826 49,126

=1 20,654,071 4,062,279h
Total

Notes:

a “E” indicates employment-based or labor-market-oriented programs. It should be noted that “E” programs did
not necessarily require proof of employment, but rather are aimed at regularizing those without authorization for
Burposes of the labor market.

“H” indicates humanitarian-based programs.
€ Baldwin-Edwards and Kraler, Appendix B, 7.

It should be noted that Germany implemented ten regularization programs for tolerated migrants between
1991 and 2005 that are not included above. For more information on these programs, see Baldwin-Edwards and
Kraler, Appendix B, 54.
€ The initial permit was only for six months but was extended four times; therefore in reality it lasted for two

ears.

Subcategories included those who had received Greek schooling as pupils, parents of pupils, and claimants of
Greek ethnicity who had been rejected. See Baldwin-Edwards and Kraler, Appendix A, 59.

9 “Erased persons” refers to former permanent residents from Yugoslavia’s successor states who failed to obtain
ﬁermanent residence after independence.

This number does not reflect the total, since figures for Greece’s 1997 regularization were not available.

All regularization numbers come from Kraler, “Regularisation: A Misguided Option,” but details on the various
programs come from the above sources. It should be mentioned that figures on regularizations varied across the
Kraler report, the European Parliament briefing, the Baldwin-Edwards/Kraler REGINE report, and the Levinson
study. This table reflects the numbers found by Kraler, unless otherwise noted.

Source: Kraler, “Regularisation: A Misguided Option,” 37-38; European Parliament, “Trends on Regularisation of
Third Country Nationals, 8; Levinson, The Regularisation of Unauthorized Migrants; Rijpma and Pastore,” Review
of Current International Approaches.”
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