
 
 

M
ig

ra
tio

n:
 C

ou
nt

in
g 

th
e 

no
lo

gi
ca

l D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
  O
ve

rv
ie

w
 T

ra
ns

it 
M

ig
ra

tio
n 

R
ep

or
t 

(D
10

) 
pr

ep
ar

ed
 u

nd
er

 t
he

 r
es

ea
rc

h 
pr

oj
ec

t 
C

LA
N

D
E

S
TI

N
O

 U
nd

oc
um

en
te

d 
U

nc
ou

nt
ab

le
. D

at
a 

an
d 

Tr
en

ds
 A

cr
os

s 
E

ur
op

e,
 fu

nd
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

6t
h 

Fr
am

ew
or

k 
Pr

og
ra

m
m

e 
fo

r 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

an
d 

Te
ch

un
de

r P
rio

rit
y 

7 
‘C

iti
ze

ns
 a

nd
 G

ov
er

na
nc

e 
in

 a
 K

no
w

le
dg

e-
B

as
ed

 S
oc

ie
ty

’ ,
 R

es
ea

rc
h 

D
G

, E
ur

op
ea

n 
C

om
m

is
si

on
  
Irregular Migration in and from the 
Neighbourhood of  the EU. A comparison of  
Morocco, Turkey and Ukraine 
 
Franck Düvell and Bastian Vollmer 
 Senior Researcher & Research Fellow, Centre on Migration, Policy 
and Society (COMPAS), University of Oxford 
 
September 2009  
 
 
 
CLANDESTINO: Undocumented Migration  
Counting the Uncountable. Data and Trends across Europe 
1

 

 



Undocumented Migration: Counting the Uncountable 
Data and Trends across Europe 

 

This interdisciplinary project is a response to the need for supporting policy makers in 
designing and implementing appropriate policies regarding undocumented migration. The 
project aims (a) to provide an inventory of data and estimates on undocumented migration 
(stocks and flows) in selected EU countries, (b) to analyse these data comparatively, (c) to 
discuss the ethical and methodological issues involved in the collection of data, the 
elaboration of estimates and their use, (d) to propose a new method for evaluating and 
classifying data/estimates on undocumented migration in the EU. Twelve selected EU 
countries (Greece, Italy, France and Spain in southern Europe; Netherlands, UK, Germany 
and Austria in Western and Central Europe; Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech 
Republic in Central Eastern Europe) are under study in this project. Three non EU transit 
migration countries used as key ‘stepping stones’ by undocumented migrants en route to the 
EU, notably Turkey, Ukraine and one Maghreb country, are also analysed. Where relevant, 
the project considers the factors affecting the shift between legal and undocumented status 
among migrant populations. The project work programme is complemented by two regional 
workshops with policy makers and academics, 12 fieldvisits each resulting in a series of 
meetings with key policy actors, NGOs and journalists working on migration in each of the 
EU countries studied. The CLANDESTINO database on irregular migration in Europe, the 
Project reports and Policy Briefs are available at: http://clandestino.eliamep.gr  
 
The Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) is the coordinating 
institution of the CLANDESTINO consortium. CLANDESTINO Partners include the 
International Centre for Migration Policy Development (ICMPD) in Vienna, the Hamburg 
Institute of Economics (HWWI), the Centre for International Relations (CIR) in Warsaw, the 
COMPAS research centre at the University of Oxford, and the Platform of International 
Cooperation on Undocumented Migrants (PICUM) in Brussels. 
 
The Centre on Migration, Policy and Society (COMPAS) at the University of Oxford is a 
research centre funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC). Its mission is 
to conduct high quality research in order to develop theory and knowledge, inform policy-
making and public debate, and engage users of research within the field of migration. Since 
2003 COMPAS has established an international reputation for original research and policy 
relevance. It has undertaken a strategic programme of multi-disciplinary social scientific 
research, publication and dissemination, events, knowledge transfer and user engagement 
activities with a broad set of academic and non-academic users in the UK and abroad.  The 
work of COMPAS during its second term, 2008-2013, will continue to tackle the issue of 
migration, with projects centring around four main themes: The Dynamics of Migration; 
Migrants and Labour Markets; Migration, the State and Governance, and Migrants, Civil 
Society and Everyday Life. Under the Directorship of Professor Michael Keith, COMPAS 
currently has 12 research staff from a range of social science backgrounds including 
sociology, economics, demography and anthropology, and is actively involved in many 
national, European and international networks and projects. For more information visit 
www.compas.ox.ac.uk 
 
Franck Düvell, PhD, is senior researcher at COMPAS, and member of the IMISCOE 
network, cluster one, which includes the study of undocumented migrations. He has 
conducted two consecutive research projects, ‘Irregular Migration in the UK’, 1998-99, 
funded by the Economic and Social Research Council, and participated, as UK partner in the 
EU-funded project IAPASIS, also concentrating on undocumented migration and related 
administrative and enforcement practices. He has published ‘Illegal Immigration in Europe’ 
(Palgrave/Macmillan, 2006), ‘Irregular Migration. Dilemmas of transnational mobility’ (with 
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Bill Jordan, Edward Elgar, 2002), ‘Migration. Boundaries of equality and justice (with Bill 
Jordan, Polity, 2003), ‘Globalisation of migration control. A tug-war between restrictionists 
and the human agency?’ (in Holger Henke, Lexington, 2005). His articles have been 
published, amongst others by Journal for Ethnic and Migration Studies, Critical Social Policy 
and Open Democracy. 
 
Bastian Vollmer is a Research Officer at COMPAS, University of Oxford and Fellow at the 
Institute for Migration and Ethnic Studies, University of Amsterdam. His current research 
addresses irregular and transit migration; logics and formations of policy-making; control 
mechanisms of national and European regimes of migration.  
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1. Introduction 
The European Union is vigorously protecting its external borders, notably against unwanted 
and irregular immigration. Considerable efforts are made and significant funds invested to 
enforce this goal, Fences are erected, as in the Spanish exclaves of Ceuta and Melilla, and on 
the Bulgarian-Turkish border, also fences from previous times, as between Ukraine and 
Slovakia are still in use. Some land borders are CCTV controlled as in Slovakia. In Greece, 
even mine-fields dating back to the tensions between Greece and Turkey are still present, 
though these are successively cleared. Blue borders are patrolled by air and sea by coast 
guards and navy, as in Spain, Italy, Malta and Greece. An echelon of controls was introduced 
that includes a stretch well within EU territory and expands far into non-EU countries, even 
as far as Kyiv (Ukraine), Van (Turkey and Nouakchott (Mauretania) which almost represents 
another, a ‘shadow border’ (Molodikova and Düvell 2009). These operations are enforced by 
national forces but increasingly coordinated by the EU’s border agency Frontex. This focus 
on the external borders comes despite the fact that irregular migrants overwhelmingly enter 
EU territory legally and then overstay or work in breach of employment regulation (see 
Düvell 2010). Thus the meaning attached to the security of external borders goes beyond the 
material. Indeed, it involves political principles, the integrity of borders, symbols, the 
sovereignty of the state, and emotions, fears for uncontrolled population movements. The 
focus of border controls as far as people are concerned is on irregular migration of citizens of 
the EU’s neighbourhood countries as well as on citizens from more distant countries that 
either only transit the countries on the fringes of the EU with the aim to enter this or who after 
a longer stay in these countries aim to move on to the north, respectively west. A variety of 
obstacles impede research of these phenomena: data is scarce, sometimes of poor quality and 
not usually comparable across countries; no clear distinction is made between irregular border 
crossings of the neighbourhood countries’ citizens and citizens from distant countries; flows 
are mixed and little distinction is made between those in need of international protection 
(refugees, minors) and other (economic) migrants; there is no internationally agreed definition 
of transit migration; and finally the discourse suffers from several biases and is highly 
politicized. 
 
This report addresses irregular migration to the EU’s neighbourhood countries, of citizens of 
these as well as from more distant countries that enter the EU from these countries. First, it 
surveys the emergence of the governance of irregular (transit) migration. Second, it 
distinguishes between irregular transit and on-migration, critically discusses current 
terminology and offers a tentative definition. Third, it engages in an effort to establish the 
scope this phenomena. Fourth, a comparison of three case studies on Ukraine, Turkey and 
Morocco will be presented along the lines of numbers, composition of nationalities, and 
policy developments. A final section will provide some conclusive and suggest tentative 
recommendations.  
 

2. Governance of Irregular and Transit Migration 
Over the past two decade, the European Union not only developed a joint and coherent 
approach to migration but also increasingly integrated source and transit countries in its 
neighbourhood and beyond into its efforts. This policy is sometimes dubbed the 
internationalization, or externalization of the EU’s migration policy. Migration issues are 
either addressed by separate policies or as elements of broader politics on international 
relations, development and trade. Irregular and transit migration was a driving concern in this 
process and addressed within diverse policy arenas. These include numerous multilateral and 
bilateral processes such as: the EU accession processes, European Neighbourhood Policy 
(ENP), the Budapest Process’ the Sőderkőping process, Euro-Mediterranean Partnership 
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(EMP) and the Barcelona process, the Mediterranean 5+5 Dialogue, the inter-governmental 
Dialogue on Transit Migration, and the Transit and Irregular Migration Management in Libya 
(TRIM) project. Further to this, various stability pacts (e.g. Stability Pact for South Eastern 
Europe), regional fora (e.g. MARRI – Migration, Asylum, Refugees Regional Initiative, 
Balkans), serve this policy. These processes facilitate exchange of knowledge, techniques, 
provision of equipment, seconding of staff and joint operations. Manifold governmental, 
intergovernmental and multilateral agencies such as the EU’s High Level Working Group 
migration (HLWG), General Directors’ Immigration Services Conference (GDISC), Frontex, 
Inernational Organization for Migration (IOM), International Centre for Migration Policy 
Development (ICMPD), United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the 
US State Department, have responded to the perceived challenges of irregular and transit 
migration and implement these policies. 
 

Tackling Irregular Migration in Europe 
In 1985, the Commission of the European Community in its first ever ‘guidelines for a 
community migration policy’ declared ‘illegal immigration’ a topic on the European level. 
This common European approach was reaffirmed by the Council of the European 
Community’s (1989) crucial Palma document setting out ‘areas of essential action’ such as ‘a 
system of surveillance at external frontiers’; `combating illegal immigration networks'; and a 
‘system to exchange information on people who are “inadmissible” to the EC’ (see Bunyan 
1993). The Palma document also introduced the principle doctrine of EU migration policies 
which is valid until today: internal free movements require tough immigration and external 
border controls. Much more important, however, was that the more committed governments, 
notably Germany, France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg, set up a parallel 
process, the Schengen agreement, to act as a pacemaker (Düvell 2002). In 1991, the 
Maastricht treaty, amongst others, intended to overcome the fragmented policies by merging 
all internal, legal and migration matters into a comprehensive policy pillar of ‘Justice and 
Home Affairs’ (JHA). In 1991, the EU’s principle body, the ministerial conference at its 
Berlin conference acknowledged that ‘illegal migration’ is a major political topic which 
should be addressed a) through joint efforts which should b) go beyond the EU’s boundaries 
(see next section). Agencies, such as the Centre for Information, Discussion and Exchange on 
the Crossing of Borders and Immigration (CIREFI) were established ‘for the purpose of 
fighting illegal immigration‘ and ‘to collect information on legitimate and illegitimate 
migration flows, illegitimate immigration methods, genuine and false travel documents, 
refused asylum seekers and illegal immigrants, deportations and carriers’ (Ad Hoc Group 
Immigration 1992). In 1998, the High Level Working Group Asylum and Migration (HLWG) 
was set up and mandated to (a) ‘develop a strategic approach and a coherent and integrated 
policy of the European Union for the most important countries and regions of origin and 
transit of asylum seekers and migrants, [and in opposite to its previous mandate] without 
geographical limitations’ (Council of the European Union 1999a) and (b) to produce 
‘horizontal analyses of a limited number of countries of origin of asylum seekers and illegal 
immigrants and ...to provide concrete suggestions for measures for managing and containing 
migration flows from these countries’ (Council of the European Union 1998)1. Finally, in 
1999 the Amsterdam treaty came into force, notably article IV, paragraphs 61 to 69 on 'visa, 
asylum, immigration and other politics regarding the free movement of persons ' set as a 
target to harmonise and improve cooperation on police, customs, and justice in migration and 
asylum matters within five years. EU commissioner Vitorino in his seminal draft of a 
‘community immigration policy’ (Commission of the European Union 2000a) first sketched a 
coherent policy on irregular migration. In course of the Amsterdam programme, preparations 
were made for a common external border control policy and a common border police force 
(Commission of the European Union 2002). Second, visa and more specifically bought or 

                                                 
1 Translated from German version. 
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falsified identity and/or travel documents (HLWG 1999) were identified crucial aspects of 
preventing unwanted migration and the Schengen Information System (SIS) introduced to 
collect data on visa applicants including those who were rejected, refused entry or previously 
deported. Vice versa, in order to qualify as a non-visa ‘white list’ country these had to 
demonstrate that they satisfy EU conditions and ‘reorganised their border control to better 
combat illegal migration’ (Deutsche Presse Agentur 12/6/2001). 
On the institutional side, various new agencies were introduced, notably the Strategic 
Committee for Immigration, Border and Asylum affairs (SCIBA), which like HLWG and 
Cirefi, lies beyond the scope of parliamentarian control (Bunyan 1993). On the executive 
level EURODAC, a finger print data base, FADO, a data bank for False and Authentic 
Documents, and EuroPol, the European Police play important roles. All these agencies were 
meant to represent an ‘early warning system illegal migration’ (Council of the European 
Union 1999). 
 
From the mid 1990s and parallel to establishing a coherent supranational EU migration 
control system, efforts were made to expand this regime to other regions and accession and 
non-accession countries. Notably the Budapest process (28 participating governments) 
addresses external border issues with the aim to coordinating ‘measures for controlling illegal 
migration’ from Central and Eastern Europe2. Thus more efforts were put on controlling the 
hinterland and the routes, smugglers and carriers. From the mid 1990s, concerns were 
associated with the Mediterranean and in 1995, an agreement was reached between the EU 
and its non-EU Mediterranean neighbours (Maghreb states, Egypt, Israel, Syria, Lebanon, 
Palestine and others), the Barcelona process, which aimed at containing unwanted migration 
and readmitting irregular immigrants3. The European (31/11/1995) interpreted the 
overarching aim as ‘hold[ing] back the millions in North Africa, a flood of illegal migrants 
waiting to penetrate the borders‘. On top of this, the EU, US and Canada entered into 
coordinated efforts and established a ‘new transatlantic agenda’ to ‘jointly address the 
challenges of international crime, terrorism, drug trafficking and mass migration (Council of 
the European Union 1995). Equally, an ‘inter-regional framework agreement’ with the 
Mercosur (the common market in South America) countries was established. And in 2002, 
efforts were made to even integrate Asia into these policies and an Asian-European Meeting 
(ASEM) was held that involved the EU and 15 Asian countries4. In all cases the governments 
agreed in the necessity to work together in order to manage migration flows and in particular 
in view of irregular migration (Council of the European Union 2002b). The vision shining 
through these initiatives is to initiate policy processes that have a global scope. All this was 
intensified after the Council of the European Union’s Tampere conference which agreed to 
expand its fight against illegal migration, to integrate all countries of transit and origin into a 
comprehensive migration control policy and to globally export its policies (Council of the 
European Union 1999e). It was exemplified ‘to put the fight against illegal immigration to the 
front of the community’, to adopt ‘any measure necessary’, to enforce ‘a closed door policy 
for those who immigrate illegally and who must be effectively deported’; and to develop ‘a 
global approach for combating [illegal migration] networks including all suitable measures, 
from country of origin to destination’ (Council of the European Union 2000b)5. These claims 
were implemented through various pacts, for example, the stability pacts for Eastern Europe, 

                                                 
2 This involves 40 participating states, Albania, Australia, Belgium, Bosnia Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, UK, Island, Ireland, Italy, Canada, 
Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Liechtenstein, Macedonia, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Austria, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Swiss, Czech, Turkey, 
Hungary, Ukraine, USA, and Belarus. 
3 EU Development Conference, Barcelona, 27./28.11.1995 
4 Brunei, China, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, 
and Vietnam; also see www.europa.eu.int/external_relations/asem/intro 
 
5 A similar conference in Athens prepared the ground for tackling irregular migration across the 
Mediterranean in particular targeting Morocco (Tageszeitung 5/10/2001). 
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for South East Europe and the action plans with Ukraine and Russia, the ‘action plans’ on six 
countries/areas of major concern (Iraq, Morocco, Albania, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Afghanistan 
and its neighbouring regions) introduces by the HLWG. Meanwhile, there are hardly any 
European development aid, reconstruction, trade or technical cooperation negotiations or 
agreements with EurAsian, African, Asian or South American states that do not also include a 
paragraph on ‘illegal migration’ and readmission policies. Immigration concerns, notably 
over irregular migration are embedded in many other policy fields and represent a driving 
force in the development of a common European Union migration policy and a potentially 
global regime (for a comprehensive analysis see Düvell 2009). 
 

Tackling irregular Transit Migration 
The migration of citizens from distant countries who cross several other countries before they 
arrive at the external borders of and finally in the EU has become of increasing concern for all 
countries affected. This phenomenon became known as ‘transit migration’, the individuals as 
transit migrants and the involved countries are sometimes labelled transit countries. From a 
United Nations (UN) conference it seems to have entered the migration policy discourse 
during the early 1990s (UN/ECE 1993). Since then, it has become increasingly popular. In 
1994, the International Organization for Migration (IOM) urged its member states through a 
series of papers to recognise transit migration as an important matter in international 
migration and in particular in irregular and asylum migration (IOM 1994a, b, c, d, e). 
Widgren (1995), director of the intergovernmental International Centre for Migration Policy 
Development (ICMPD, Vienna) at the height of the European asylum panic warned that most 
asylum seekers were transiting Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries. In 1998, a 
strategy paper of the then Austrian presidency of the Council of the European Union 
emphasised the importance of ‘transit migration’ and ‘transit countries’. This was followed by 
six action plans on Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Iraq, Albania, Somalia and Morocco, drafted by 
the High Level Working Group on Asylum and Migration (HLWG) in 1999. In 2001, the 
Ministerial Conference of the 5+5 Dialogue on Migration in the Western Mediterranean 
(2001) reiterated the necessity of ‘joint management of the phenomenon’. Moreover, the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR 2001), alerted national authorities 
about the then emerging phenomenon of transit migration in post-conflict Balkan countries. 
The Council of Europe (CoE) emphasised that ‘perhaps the most salient migration 
phenomenon currently affecting Central and Eastern Europe is that of transit migrants’ 
(Council of Europe 2002: part 1). This was followed by a regional conference on ‘Migrants in 
Transit Countries’ which raised attention and encouraged national authorities to take 
according measures (CoE 2004). Meanwhile, in 2003, the ‘Söderköping process’, a ‘Cross-
Border Co-Operation Process’ on migration matters, was launched under the auspices of the 
Swedish government, bringing together the eastern EU countries and its non-EU neighbours. 
The process targets Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova in order to ‘tackle the problems of 
irregular transit migration and asylum problems’ (General Directors’ Immigration Service 
Conference, GDISC 2001). In 2003, ICMPD set up the Mediterranean Transit Migration 
Dialogue and invited concerned governments to enhance the ‘fight against illegal migration’ 
transiting the EU’s Mediterranean neighbours (ICMPD 2005b). The initiative is concerned 
with operational matters and intelligence aspects: routes and criminal activities are identified, 
intelligence exchanged, training provided and technical equipment shared amongst 
participants. This trend towards intelligence work and engaging in enforcement matters was 
recently reinforced by setting up a joint ICMPD/Europol/Frontex programme (ICMPD 2008). 
 
Figures are often released with the aim to alarm politics and public. For instance, in 1993, 
IOM claimed that 100,000 to 140,000 transit migrants had entered Czech Republic, 100,000 
Poland (UPI 1994, according to IOM information), and another 60,000 Romania (IOM 1993: 
8). This implies that a migrant wave had been ‘soaring’ on the eastern borders of the 
European Union (UPI 1994). The following year, IOM claimed that a ‘wave of Afghan 
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migrants was heading for western Europe’ (IOM 1995b: 2) whilst the IOM’s report on Turkey 
(1995a: 5) refers to ‘masses from the South and East’. Whilst earlier ICMPD figures (2004: 8) 
on Mediterranean transit migration were comparably moderate, suggesting that 35,000 sub-
Saharan Africans annually may be involved a IOM statement suggests there are up to one 
million migrants who are aiming to move north (Laurence Hart, IOM representative in Libya, 
quoted in BBC 2008). Such claims to confuse labour migrants in Libya with transit migrants 
and are based on the allegation that non-nationals who are residing in a medium income 
country such as Libya cannot be labour immigrants but must be transit migrants on their way 
to Europe. 
 
European governments and EU agencies have included measures targeting transit migration 
in a range of policies. Concerns have been associated with those countries which meanwhile 
became member states (2004: Baltic republics, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and Czech 
Republic, Slovenia, Malta and Cyprus; 2007: Romania and Bulgaria) as well as with the 
present candidate countries (Turkey and Croatia). For example, the Romanian government, in 
order to satisfy EU policy expectations, claimed ‘a significant reduction of transit migration 
from third countries through Romanian territory’ (Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
1999). Equally, Malta since it became a full EU member states shields the mainland and 
intercepts boat people on their way from Tunisia and Libya to Italy (Mainwaring 2008). 
‘Combating’ irregular migration, often of nationals from distant countries who are transiting 
Mediterranean countries is at the forefront of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) and 
the Barcelona process (Lutterbeck 2006: 70). Notably, measures like the Frontex (EU border 
agency) operations Hera and Minerva aim to prevent the arrival of ‘boat people’ on the 
Canary Islands and mainland in Spain reflect this trend. The fact that the migrants who depart 
from Morocco, Mauritania and even Senegal are often sub-Saharan migrants illustrate that 
such measures basically target ‘transit migrants’ aiming to leave the ‘transit country’. As a 
consequence, the control of land and sea borders is increasingly ‘militarised’ (ibid: 64). This 
can be observed in the Mediterranean between Morocco and Spain, Turkey and Greece, Italy 
and Albania, Libya and Italy and Malta, where armed and naval forces are regularly deployed 
in border controls. Several of these politics are jointly arranged by EU agencies and funded 
by the EU’s Argo programme and the European Refugee Fund. Libya is another country 
integrated into such policies. In 2006, the EU considered Libya for its European 
Neighbourhood Programme (ENP) and drafted according action plans (Bulletin Quotidien 
Europe 2006b) to formalize such practices. ENPs (see Guild 2005) aim to improve the EU 
neighbouring states’ capacity to control and restrict migration to and in particular through 
these countries. Negotiations have also been conducted with Moldova, Morocco, Tunisia and 
Ukraine (Azerbaijan and Georgia are also on the list), to name the migration relevant 
countries. For example, the EU-Ukraine Action Plan on Justice and Home Affairs in 2001 and 
the EU-Ukraine Action Plan of 2004 aim at improvements in such affairs (see also 
Zhyznomirska 2006). And in 2009, Italy reached agreements with Libya about joint sea 
patrols. 
 
A leading figure of the conservative party in Germany (CDU) states that, ‘we must also 
integrate countries of origin and transit. They must help to contain refugee flows and they 
must be obliged to readmit their own nationals. There is no other way than putting pressure 
on these countries. And money’ (Bosbach 2006). Apap et al. (2004: 19) confirm that 
countries, as for instance Turkey, ‘came under massive pressure from a number of EU 
member countries to curb … transit migration’. As a consequence, responsibility for 
preventing migrants unwanted in the EU from entering its territory has been shifted towards 
non-EU countries (FFM 1997). This process is facilitated through the politics of ‘sharing the 
burden’ of protecting global refugees (Thielemann 2003), candidate and membership 
procedures. Sometimes, however, it is criticised that EU countries simply ‘dump’ politically 
unwanted immigrants at their neighbours’ territories, e.g. through migration containment and 
return policies, instead of recognising their international obligations towards refugees 
(Watson 2003). Therefore, some would argue the EU’s ‘burden sharing’ policy is a 
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euphemism for ‘shifting the burden’ to its neighbouring countries who are held responsible 
for keeping unwanted immigrants off EU territory and who could therefore become a ‘buffer 
zone’ for migrants not wanted in the EU (Kirisci 2006). On the other hand, some non-EU 
governments also play a ‘transit migration’ card. Some use it in their negotiation with its 
neighbours and the EU as a whole, e.g. to divert attention from irregular migration of their 
own citizens (e.g. see de Haas 2007 on Morocco) or in exchange for improved border controls 
they negotiate eased visa regulations for their own citizens (as in the case of Ukraine). 
 
Map: Transit migration as it emerges from the discourse (see Düvell 2006b) 

 
 
The transit migration discourse coincides with EU efforts to negotiate return, deportation and 
readmission policies with many non-EU neighbours and various sending countries. 
Furthermore, carrier sanctions were introduced, obliging airlines, bus operators and shipping 
lines to return illegitimate migrants to their point of departure. Finally, the Dublin Convention 
was agreed, obliging refugees to apply for asylum in the first safe country in which they 
arrive. Thereby, refugees are obliged to stay in their transit countries, given this is safe, whilst 
transit countries are obliged to readmit transit migrants from countries that were chosen by 
refugees as their final destination. In autumn 2004, the Italian authorities in a dramatic move 
returned more than one thousand irregular migrants from various African countries back to 
their point of departure in Libya. It was a panic response and executed in the absence of an 
adequate policy framework. It was criticised by a European Parliament’s committee as 
‘refoulement’, a breach of international obligations, notably the 1951 Geneva Refugee 
Convention (see Andrijasevic 2006). Similar instances were reported from Ukraine (2008), 
Greece and again Italy (2009). Also readmission agreements are introduced with countries 
such as Senegal and Mali that seek to establish collaboration of transit and sending countries. 
 
The plethora of initiatives and the many actors engaged in ‘combating’ transit migration 
demonstrates that this has become a top policy aim. The policy goals are perfectly illustrated 
by an IOM document (1995b: 48 and 47) stating that transit countries shall either ‘pay 
attention to specific needs …of refugees’ and thereby prevent them from being prompted to 
move on; or they shall ‘return them …to their country of origin’. In other words, transit 
migration policies aim to identify and intercept potential transit migrants, prevent them from 
moving on to western Europe, and either enable them to stay in their transit country, for 
example by improving asylum procedures, or to return them to their country of origin. These 
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measures, however, not only target unwanted migration from distant but also from the 
neighbouring countries. 

 

3. Irregular Migration in the Neighbourhood Countries 
of the EU 
Almost all European non-EU and non-European countries in the neighbourhood of the 
European Union, notably Russia, Ukraine, Turkey, Lebanon Israel, Egypt, Libya, and 
Morocco as well as more distant countries like Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Yemen, Mauretania 
and Niger are known for hosting immigrants of various types. Neither in Russia, Turkey or 
Egypt are these recent phenomena but date back to the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. Indeed most 
countries are integrated into well-established regional and international migration systems 
dating back to Soviet times or to decades’ old political and economic links. From all these 
countries considerable levels of irregular movements are also reported, again dating back to 
the 1980s and 1990s. Hence, irregular migration is not only known in high income countries 
but is equally recorded in medium and low income countries (see Düvell 2006a). The United 
Nation’s population division (UN Secretariat 1997: 27) states that undocumented migration is 
‘one of the fastest growing forms of migration in the world today’. The current numbers of 
irregular migration reported from Russia ‘display an extreme range of numbers, ‘from 
700,000 up to a rather implausible 15 million’ (Heleniak 2002: 2), whilst in reality there were 
maybe around 9 million this decreased to about 5-6 million in 2008 after a major de-facto 
regularization. In Turkey, irregular immigrants are estimated to be 500,000 to one million, in 
Egypt there could be around 500,000 to 3 million (Zohri 2003); and in Morocco around 
15,000. Although figures are scarce it seems plausible to conclude that even though irregular 
migration was reported in previous decades it has grown over the past years. This is due to 
economic growth and employment incentives in various non-EU countries, but is also related 
to certain protectionist measures by the EU. Analysis of the structural factors in these 
countries demonstrate that certain sectors of the national labour markets of non-EU countries 
require immigrant including irregular labour, notably construction, agricultural and domestic 
workers and just like in the EU countries. Other countries, because of their proximity to major 
conflicts, receive large numbers of refugees, such as Egypt. Often, however, the non-EU 
receiving countries are ill-prepared to deal with and unwilling to accept immigrants and 
refugees. Therefore, migrants and refugees are frequently refused an adequate status and 
remain irregular. The considerable size of the irregular immigrant population in the countries 
in the neighbourhood of the EU demonstrates, however, that the EU can by no means be 
considered the only, maybe not even the main destination for irregular migrants. 
 

4. Irregular Transit Migration 
So far, there is no single definition for transit migration in international policy or international 
law. Instead, there are many and these have entered into political discourse by custom, so it 
seems. One of the earliest definitions was offered by UN/ECE (1993: 7) whereby transit 
migration is ‘migration in one country with the intention of seeking the possibility there to 
emigrate to another country as the country of final destination’. The Assembly of Inter-
Parliamentary Union in Geneva (2005: 4) assures that ‘the international community has a 
universally accepted definition of migrants in transit, which reads: "transit migrants are 
defined as aliens who stay in the country for some period of time while seeking to migrate 
permanently to another country”’. The only evidence, however, given for the alleged 
‘universal acceptance’ is an IOM publication. Other sources define transit migrants as ‘people 
who enter the territory of a state in order to travel on to another’ (Council of Europe 2002: 
part 1), ‘a short-term temporary stay of a migrant on his/her way from a country of origin to a 
country of destination’ (Ivakhniouk 2004: 6), or ‘the stage between emigration and 
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settlement’ (Papadopoulou 2005: 2). Most of these interpretations and definitions are either 
particular narrow or rather vague and they are as confusing as incoherent. Neither is length of 
time defined or indicated how intention can be established, nor is it made clear how one can 
be sure what a final destination country is. 
 
Further confusing is that transit migration is often identified with irregular migration and with 
human smuggling, trafficking and organised crime. Several sources insist that transit 
migration is often irregular or illegal. For example, a UN publication identifies transit 
migration with ‘flows of irregular and illegal migrants from the Third World and from East 
European countries’ UN/ECE (1993: 7) and stresses that transit migrants reach their 
destination ‘by means that are partially, if not fully, illegal’. The parliamentary assembly of 
the CoE (2001, para 3) too emphasises that ‘the two major characteristics of transit migration 
are its illicit nature and an elaborate criminal organisation’. Typical expressions are ‘illegal 
migration routes’ (Bulletin Quotidien Europe 2006a) and ‘illegal transit migration’ 
(Sipavicieno and Kanopiene 1997: 9) and descriptions such as ‘in general, transit migrants 
travel in groups and use the services of traffickers’ (ibid.) or that ‘the phenomenon of transit 
migration is mostly irregular’ ICMPD (2005a: 1). Some sources even label entire countries as 
‘transit country for traffickers, smugglers and irregular migrants’ (Zvizdovica 2001: 1). The 
‘Dialog on Mediterranean Transit Migration’ is indeed contextualised in the wider aim to 
‘prevent irregular migration’ (ICMPD 2005b). Sometimes, the debate over transit migration 
overlaps with the discourse on human trafficking (e.g. Stulhofer and Raboteg-Saric 2001). 
 
Over the course of time, transit migration became a discursive frame and a code for ‘illegal 
immigration’. This frame includes asylum seekers who are perceived ineligible and who are 
supposed to make their claim in the first safe country instead of moving on (see Dublin 
Convention below). Accordingly, countries found to be transited by migrants are thought of 
as problematic (GDISC 2006). Some publications presented transit migration as yet another 
threat to Europe. For example, the IOM (1994a) report on transit migration in Hungary 
alleged that up to two million migrants who are living in Central Europe in fact wanted to 
move to the West and that their number is continuing to grow. The following year Turkey 
was identified as a transit country: ‘transit migration through Turkey can be viewed as one of 
the most common of all recently established mobility flows between Africa and Asia and 
countries of Europe; ...thousands of migrants from the developing world who enter Europe 
are using Turkey as a transit area on their way to their preferred destinations’ (IOM, 1995a: 
4). Transit migration has also been associated with CEE countries and the Baltic republics 
(since 1994), with the Balkans (since 1999), and some Caucasus republics (Azerbaijan 2003). 
Most recently, some northern African countries, notably Morocco and Libya, were targeted 
(see Collyer 2006, de Haas 2007). 
 

Causes and patterns of transit migration 
In the recent past, there have been an increasing number of case studies conducted on transit 
migration focusing on Iranians (Kaytaz 2006), Iraqis (Danis et al. 2006) and West Africans 
(Brewer and Yükseder 2005) in Turkey (Yaghmaian 2005, Icduygu 2005), Kurds in Greece 
(Papadopoulou 2005), Somalis and Sudanese in Egypt (Roman 2006), migrants of various 
nationalities in Morocco (de Haas 2005, Collyer 2006) and Ukraine (Düvell 2008a). 
Kaytaz studied a group of Iranian Christian refugees who fled to Turkey where they were 
awaiting UNHCR decision and final resettlement to another country. Turkey applies the 
original geographical limitation of the 1951 Refugee Convention whereby refugees from non-
European countries cannot be accepted in Turkey but must be resettled. Further to this, 
refugee status determination can take anything between six month to three years, resulting in 
an unintended and long stay in Turkey. Her sample reveals a specific pattern whereby 
refugees are kept in transit by law and subsequently moved under state supervision. However, 
worldwide, only a fraction of the 15 million refugees who are assisted by UNHCR are moved 
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to their final destination through such programmes (2003: 29,098, see UNHCR 2006b). 
Meanwhile, rejected asylum seekers too often do not return but try irregular strategies to 
leave the country to the west. For economic migrants from developing countries it is next to 
impossible to obtain permission to work or a legal status. Thus, for legal, but also for social 
reasons, Turkey represents a hostile environment for refugees and migrants. As a 
consequence, non-nationals departing from Turkey to the EU not only act on initial intention 
to transit the country but also in response to unviable conditions and after a longer stay. On 
the other hand, Danis et al. (2006) find that even under the most adverse conditions Iraqi, 
Afghan and Maghrebi migrants in Istanbul who would conventionally be considered as in 
transit instead managed some ‘unofficial integration’ and are in fact at least temporary 
immigrants. Brewer and Yükseder (2005: 8) found that some only became (transit) migrants 
by accident because they were abandoned by human smugglers who were supposed to take 
them directly to Greece or Italy. Whilst in the early 1990s Africans spent an average of 13 
months in Turkey before moving on (IOM, 1995a) the average stay of African refugees in 
Turkey, before being considered for resettlement, has increased to two to three years (Brewer 
and Yükseder 2005). The length of stay in a country of transit is determined by politics (the 
prolonged stays are related to tightened border control regimes in the EU) but also depends on 
social capital and help by networks and NGOs and on the migrants’ success in accumulating 
funds to pay for the often clandestine passage to Europe. Success seems to differ by ethnic 
group and Africans in general and East Africans in particular seem to face the greatest 
difficulties, indeed they can get ‘stuck’ (ibid: 16). 
In a study on Egypt, Roman (2006) interprets refugees who were staying in Egypt for 10 or 
12 years, and who, because of emerging difficulties, have developed aspirations to move to 
Europe or the US as transit migrants. This is hardly plausible and such movements must 
instead be understood as a separate trajectory and a form of on-migration (also see de Haas 
2007). Roman (2006) also identifies Egypt a transit country for Sudanese even though only a 
very small proportion of the arriving migrants move on whilst the majority stays in Sudan. In 
a similar fashion Boubakri (2004) calls Libya a transit country but whilst Libya hosts 1.2-1.8 
million mainly labour migrants from sub-Saharan countries only a small proportion transited 
the country to Europe. For example, in 2004, only 11,000 migrants arriving in Malta and Italy 
departed from Libya (Washington Times 26.12.2004, Cuttitta 2005), with some coming also 
from Turkey and Tunisia. Thus labelling countries that are predominantly immigration 
countries as transit countries is misleading. It is also noted that in some countries, i.e. Czech 
Republic, ‘the period of transit migration is definitely the song of the past’ (Topinka 2005: 5). 
Other CEE countries that were previously transited by refugees have meanwhile adopted 
adequate policies and consequently turned into refugees hosting countries (Druke 2004: 120). 
Thus, what was initially perceived as transit migration either turns out to be immigration, 
respectively former transit countries are becoming immigration countries. 
 
Transit migration is conventionally explained with the attractions of rich western countries 
hinting that these are the ultimate destination of any migrant. Some studies suggest that transit 
migration can be explained with the relative ease with which some countries can be entered 
and transited in order to reach another (Futo et al. 2005). In particular ‘porous borders’, lax 
entry controls and liberal visa regulations and ‘geographic position’ at the crossroads between 
east and west are the most frequently cited preconditions for transit migration (e.g. IOM 
1995a, 2003). Thereby, it is alleged that the absence of efficient border and internal controls, 
or the corruption of authorities virtually invite (irregular) transit migration. Vice versa, transit 
migration can be explained with the limits in legal migration channels. As it becomes 
increasingly difficult for certain categories of people to legally migrate to the EU, those who 
nevertheless wish to come, either as workers, refugees or family members turn to long 
journeys  and are driven into complex and hazardous circumventions and paths. Empirical 
evidence suggests that migrants who are restricted from moving to Europe legally and who 
therefore turn to the services of human smugglers are often taken through a range of countries 
(e.g. Mavris 2002, Futo et al. 2005). This implies that it is the destination countries’ policies 
that contribute to the emergence and construction of transit migration. Thus, transit migration 
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is a strategic response to the constantly changing control regime and part of the complex 
interaction between migrants’ autonomy and states sovereignty.  
 
Other research found that onward movements are also caused by lack of social, economic and 
legal opportunities in the first country of arrival. For instance, Jordan and Düvell (2002) 
found Kurdish refugees in Greece, who after struggling to survive whilst trying to obtain 
refugee status finally gave up hope and moved on to the UK. Roman (2006: 7) argues that 
refugees from Sudan and Somalia to Egypt moved on because of ‘lack of local integration 
prospects’. In case of Africans in Istanbul, Brewer and Yükseder (2006) conclude that hostile 
environments, e.g. discrimination, racism, racial violence and police harassment play their 
part in preventing migrants from settling down and instead provoke them to move on. In 
Ukraine, lack of legal status, unfair asylum procedures and unviable economic conditions 
make it difficult for migrants and refugees to stay (Human Rights Watch 2005). This is 
further facilitated by the international policy framework, notably refugee resettlement 
arrangements. For example, Kaytaz (2006) found that Iranian refugees in Turkey deliberately 
and strategically apply for asylum, await decision and count on being resettled to their final 
destination. This demonstrates that the conditions in immigration and refugee receiving 
countries contribute considerable to on-migration. 
 
Transit movements constantly change paths, points of departure and arrival; frequently, 
migrants respond to new opportunities or new or increasing control policies or are blown off 
course. For example, during the mid 1990s it was observed that migrants from distant 
countries, because of increasing controls along the Polish-German borders moved south 
through Romania and Hungary trying to find a loophole into the EU (FFM 1996). Equally, it 
was reported that new restrictive measures in Spain, initially aimed at movements across the 
Straits of Gibraltar, compelled would-be migrants from sub-Saharan countries to instead 
depart from the Moroccan Atlantic coast and cross over to the Canary Islands. Once controls 
were intensified there, the migrants began to use Mauritania as a stepping stone to the 
Canaries (German Foreign Policy 2006). And since the EU is making coordinated efforts to 
stop this some boats leave from as far as Senegal crossing the western Atlantic Ocean in 
attempts to reach the Canary Islands (Wandler 2006) whilst others travel from Morocco, 
Algeria and Mauretania to Turkey and then on to Greece (own observation). In such cases, 
the previous flow usually continuous though at a lower level whilst new paths emerge; hence 
movements not simply shift but rather split and diversify. 
 
Western observers sometimes only concentrate on the transit aspect of countries of CEE and 
CIS countries, such as Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Hungary, Romania, Slovakia and Czech 
Republic. This is dating back to the late 1980s when migrants to Eastern bloc countries – 
students and workers - were taken by surprise by the sudden political changes and as a 
consequence were deprived of their status, prevented from finishing their studies and 
exempted from housing and benefits (see FFM 1996). This compelled many to migrate to 
other countries, notably in the West. They were then perceived as transit migrants and ever 
since CEE and CIS countries are labelled transit countries. Instead, Krassinets (1998: 7) 
suggests that in Russia, for example, only migrants from countries further away and with no 
cultural links with Russia tend to continue their migration whilst migrants from former Soviet 
republics and meanwhile independent countries tend to be immigrants. Indeed, western 
observers often forget that the USSR and other countries of the eastern bloc formed a specific 
system of international relations with other socialist countries in the Middle East, Africa and 
Asia. For many decades, this facilitated immigration of students, labour migrants and military 
personnel which partially continues until today. 
 
Further to this, issues of social class also play a role in transit migration. Travellers must 
normally prove that they are bona fide tourists or businessmen. Tourists must convince 
immigration officers in the visa offices or at the borders of their honest intentions, that they 
have the means to subsidise themselves and have jobs, houses, and families to which they will 
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return whilst labour migrants must meet immigration criteria which are increasingly based on 
secondary and tertiary education and high skills. Both categories must then be able to simply 
book a flight to their final destination. Those who have some funds but are unable to obtain a 
visa, e.g. because they lack the required education or skills, may instead fly to a country close 
to their final destination, for example, from Nigeria to Kyiv and then try to move on. But 
those with little or no resources, who can only afford the cheapest transportation, need to 
travel on trains, busses, lorries or even walk through a range of countries toward their 
intended destination and can only go ‘as far as their money would take them’ (Van Hear 
2004). Some migrants need to work and earn money in order to finance their next step. 
Hence, it seems plausible to suggest that the poorer the migrants the higher the tendency to 
migrate overland; and the poorer they are the more likely it is they must stay in countries en 
route to work, hence the longer they will stay in the transit country.  
 
Finally, transit movements often display the same characteristics as migration in general. 
Transit migrants originate from neighbouring countries; they often have knowledge of the 
(transit) countries’ language and access to some networks (see, for example, the IOM (2003) 
report on Azerbaijan). Another report on Turkey (IOM 1995a) found that the majority of 
supposed transit migrants were from neighbouring Iran and Iraq (often of Kurdish or ethnic 
Turkish background), two-thirds were Muslim, more than a third spoke either Turkish or 
Kurdish, and 20 per cent, respectively 33 per cent referred to family or friends. And in 
Ukraine Armenians, Chechens and Moldovans share language, history and culture. In these 
cases, transit migration is facilitate by migration systems, network effects and even ‘ethnic 
corridors’ (Mosneaga 2008). Other movements, however, such as that of Bengalis through 
Turkey or Pakistani through Ukraine seem to lack such relations and must be explained with 
opportunity structures and the role the migration industry plays in the movement of people. 
 

Clarifying the Concept 
Research conducted by Düvell 2007) in several countries on the fringes of Europe came 
across migrants from distant countries, such as Algerians in Turkey or Somalis in Ukraine 
who enter these countries with the clear intention (i.e. efforts are made to leave the country) 
to only stay for a limited period of time before moving on to an EU member state. If they 
succeed - hence emigrating from one country and travelling through other countries, without 
staying there for long, without integrating into the countries’ social systems and with the 
intention of immigration to another country - this specific form of migration can certainly be 
understood as transit migration. In the same countries, however, migrants are found who stay 
there for longer periods of time, up to several years, who only after considering their situation 
conclude, e.g. because there is a lack of opportunities, that they better move to another 
country. Other migrants entered, for instance, Ukraine with the intention of staying but find 
conditions frustrating and decide to move to another country. Because they lack intention 
from the outset they differ from the first case and represent a different pattern. Therefore, this 
can hardly be understood as transit migration but instead must be considered a separate 
trajectory. Finally, there are migrants who intend to only transit certain countries but fail to do 
so, e.g. because border controls are insurmountable or because they fear the risks of 
clandestine border crossings and stay; hence whilst their intention was transit they de facto 
become (involuntary) immigrants and represent yet again another type. These are just a few 
of the many patterns found in the field; they shall be sufficient, however, to illustrate the 
complexity and variety of the types found in research. These kinds of dynamic migrations can 
be subsumed under the umbrella typology of on-migration of which transit migration would 
be a sub-category. Four variables can be used to distinguish the many migration patterns: time 
(i.e. length of stay), (changing) intentions (i.e. to stay or move on), level of integration in the 
country of their present stay (i.e. do they work, rent accommodation, learn the language etc), 
the legal dimension (i.e. whether entry and stay in the transit country and entry to the next 
country is regular or irregular), identity of the migrants (how do they categorise themselves). 
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Evidently, these variables can change considerably, which would alter the definition 
substantially. 
 

Quantifying Irregular Transit Migration 
The scope of migration of citizens from distant countries that enter EU territory from a 
neighbouring country and in particular the scope of genuine transit migration is difficult and 
problematic to establish. This is due to epistemological reasons, i.e. to identify who is and 
who is a transit migrant, who is on on-migrant; the kind and quality of sources available; and 
the kind and quality of data collection. There are four available sources, experts’ estimates, 
asylum applications in the of the EU countries on the fringes of the EU, figures on 
apprehension of irregular immigrants in the neighbouring and the EU country of arrival. 
Thus, almost all data is based on enforcement activities but not on methods for quantifying 
populations. There are problems with all data, notably with apprehension data, that can be 
taken into account but not eliminated. One set of problems relates to data collection. For 
instance, border guards who arrest a clandestine entrant might dislike and avoid subsequent 
paperwork and instead release or return the person without taking any record of the arrest. 
Vice versa, border guards might need to demonstrate success and thus might exaggerate 
numbers, i.e. by including perfectly legitimate foreigners that were only suspected of any 
wrong doing. Most often, apprehension figures refer to cases, not persons thus any person that 
is apprehended, refused entry or returned and which tries and is apprehended again is counted 
twice or even more (see Futo and Jandl 2005: 216). Frequently, apprehension figures do not 
disclose nationality thus it is impossible to clarify who is an irregular immigrant from the 
neighbourhood country and who is a transit migrant from a distant country. Some scholars 
such as Futo and Jandl (2005, 2006) refer to ‘apprehensions including foreigners and citizens’ 
of the given country. And also reporting practices change from time to time, for instance 
Ukraine, for earlier years did not report otherwise regular CIS citizens trying to cross into an 
EU country irregularly. Figures of the various agencies in one and the same country differ, as 
between ICMPD and Söderköping process in Ukraine (Futo and Jandl 2005, ‘at the border’ 
and ‘in-country’ arrests in 2005: 4,053/32,726, Söderköping process 17,941/14,441 in 2005). 
Thus rendering exact quantifications practically impossible, and can border unprofessional 
and unethical behaviour. 
 
Nevertheless, various agencies circulate numbers. The United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime (UNODC 2006: 5), for example, estimates that there are 300,000 (irregular) transit 
migration on the outskirts of the EU. Spanish and EU sources (European Commission 2005: 
5) assumed that in ‘20,000 immigrants are waiting in Algeria (in addition to approximately 
another 10,000 immigrants in Morocco) to start their journey to reach Ceuta and Melilla’. As 
quoted above, IOM representative came up with up to one million awaiting transfer to Europe 
whilst ICMPD put their estimate at a modest 35,000 annually. Tunisian sources argue that 
only 1 in 5 migrants are apprehended (Zekri 2005) and thus suggest a multiplier of 5. 
UNDOC applied a multiplier of 3 and arrived at their estimate by multiplying approximately 
96,000 migrants accordingly (65,000 apprehensions on the sea borders and 31,000 through 
land borders: 63,000 entered from an African country, 9,000 from Turkey or the Middle East, 
15,000 from a Balkan state and 5,000 through a CIS country, UNODC 2006). Other sources 
have indicated that in the period 2002 and 2003, 14,000 apprehensions at sea were recorded 
in Italy, 11,000 in Spain, 4.750 in Cyprus, 4,000 in Greece, and 1,700 by Malta. In sum, it 
amounts to 36,000 (Baldwin-Edwards 2005: 17). The sources of this study were based on data 
provided by the ICMPD, which led to an estimation of some 100,000-120,000 migrants who 
were crossing the Mediterranean around 2003. Düvell’s collection (appendix 2) of any data 
from many sources across various years leads to 50,635 apprehensions in 2005 and a jump to 
79,247 in 2006 in the EU border countries and another 105,000 apprehensions in 2005 in the 
EU’s neighbourhood countries, partially including its own citizens (Table 1, Annex 1). In 
sum, the sources presented in annex 1 deliver a figure amounting to 161,000 apprehensions. 
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Of these 161,000, it was stated that 33,000 were nationals in the country of apprehension. For 
2005, Futo and Jandl instead report 73,037 in country apprehensions from neighbouring and 
distant and 42,957 on-the border apprehensions, overwhelmingly from neighbouring 
countries. Finally, 41,000 persons mostly from distant countries claimed asylum in an EU 
border country in 2005, thus most have entered irregularly and would qualify as transit 
countries. The most recent figures published by Frontex (European Agency for the 
Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member States of the 
European Union) claim 151,000 arrests in 2008. Most such figures only indicate trends and 
approximation and shall not be understood as estimations or exact figures in any respect. 
 
Table 1: Various figures on irregular transit migrants (ITMs) 
Frontex 2008 151,000 Apprehensions on EU border 
Düvell 2005 105,000 Apprehensions in EU neighbourhood countries 
Düvell 2005 50,635 Apprehensions in EU border country 
Futo and Jandl 2005 42,957 Apprehensions on EU border in CEE and Balkan countries 
ICMPD  35,000 ITM in north Africa 
 
Table 2: Guesses of irregular transit migration 
FCO 2006 2-3,000,000 ITMs outside EU borders 
IOM 2008 1,000,000 ITMs in Libya 
UNDOC 2005 300,000 ITMs outside EU borders 
 
These figures are based on different actions, data sets and methods, e.g. in-country 
apprehensions in non-EU countries (e.g. Turkey, Ukraine, Algeria, Mali), regular but 
suspected clandestine border crossers (Mauritania), on-the-border apprehensions on exit 
(Bulgaria, Macedonia, Ukraine, Libya and Tunisia), on-the-border apprehensions on entry 
(EU border countries) and in-country apprehensions in EU country. In addition, in some 
cases, figures also include illegal entry, illegal exit and illegal working (Turkey), while in 
comparison to the cases of Bulgaria and Macedonia, only people apprehended for trying to 
cross illegally into an EU country (Greece), were included. Others figures are just guesses and 
are usually much higher. 
 

5. Irregular and Transit Migration in Turkey, Ukraine 
and Morocco 
Ukraine, Turkey and Morocco have very different relations with the EU, Turkey is a 
candidate country and successively adopts to EU policy and law standards, Ukraine is a 
Council of Europe country and also not an EU candidate country partially follows EU 
precedence, meanwhile, Morocco is not integrated into any European policy framework. In 
terms of migration, all three are characterised by a long history of large-scale migration, 
mostly to EU countries and/or to Russia. Meanwhile, migration through and to these countries 
have also gained considerable relevance. All three societies are multi-ethnic by nature, 
Ukraine even has an advanced minority policy in place; none, however, considers itself an 
immigration country. This section compares three case studies conducted by national experts 
along five dimensions, the legal framework, pathways into irregularity, quantifications, 
composition and routes and policy framework and discourses. It is only as good as the 
country reports they are based upon (Kaya 2008, Pylynskyi 2008, Lahlou 2008). 
 

Legal frameworks of regular and irregular migration 

Turkey records 202,000 registered immigrants, 0.29per cent of the total population, of which 
only one quarter are workers or students, all others fall into the various category which 
includes family related statuses and asylum seekers (50,000). Ukraine hosts approximately 
280,000 regular immigrants (foreigners and stateless persons including 4,000 refugees and 
asylum seekers), 0.58 per cent of the total population, not including ethnic Ukrainians or 
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other Ukrainian citizens who returned from other former Soviet Union countries. Of these 
immigrants, 40,000 are students, 11,000 are workers and an unknown number is self-
employed. In Morocco the number of registered immigrants is recorded at 51,500, 0.17 per 
cent of the total population. They are overwhelmingly from OECD countries plus students 
from other African countries. Thus in all three countries levels of immigration are low. These 
figures, however, do not provide an accurate picture of immigration as in all countries 
irregular immigration is significant (see below). In all three countries, immigration law is 
strict, sometimes patchy and incomprehensive. Turkey has a liberal visa regime; citizens from 
certain countries can obtain the Turkish visa simply on arrival and can henceforth enter 
Turkey legally6. On the other hand, access to residence visa, which are a precondition for 
work permits is limited. Refugees from non-European countries are not recognized, this is 
due to a geographic limitation in the legislation. In Ukraine, entry of citizens from other 
former Soviet Union (CIS) countries is visa-free, as is entry from EU countries, and liberal 
whilst most other arrivals require a visa. In Ukraine, immigration law and politics are 
incomprehensive, incoherent, in-transparent, and contradictory at times and its 
implementation undermined further by unclear responsibilities, constantly changing 
legislation, and corruption. Immigration is regulated by quota. Refugee law is strict, 
cumbersome and recognition rates are around 1-3 per cent. And in Morocco, foreign citizens 
normally require a visa in order to enter the country. Exempted from this are citizens Senegal, 
Niger, Tunisia, Mali, Gabon, Ivory Coast, DRC and Republic of Congo. A modern 
immigration law - Law 02/03 on ‘entry into the Kingdom of Morocco, the stay of foreigners, 
emigration and illegal immigration’ - was only introduced in 2003 and in response to a 
terrorist attack in Casablanca. Thus, it is sometimes considered an emergency law introduced 
with the view to prevent irregular migration to the EU, as Lahlou (2008) criticizes. Deterrent 
measures address ‘irregular exit’ from Morocco (article 50) and in cases of apprehension a 
fine of Dirham 3,000 to Dirham 10,000 (approximately US$350 to US$1,180) or 
imprisonment from one month to six months is due. Furthermore, detention procedures and 
new expulsion measures were enacted (article 38). The refugee law is strict and less than a 
1,000 have been recognized. 
 
Illegal or irregular immigration is not clearly defined in law. As a rule of thumb, any 
migration that is not explicitly permitted is de facto considered illegal, just like in the EU 
countries. In Turkey, a person who breaches migration law (passport, visa, residence and 
work permit legislation) is considered an ‘illegal migrant’. Although no explicit provision in 
law defines an ‘illegal migrant’ per se, numerous regulations define ‘illegality’ by stating 
what are the underlying conditions and what is ‘not allowed’, hence breaching such 
prohibitions and conditions qualify as ‘illegality’. In Ukraine, legislation focuses on 
documents and nationality of migrants instead of modes of entry/border crossings in breach of 
laws. The terms ‘foreigner’ and ‘stateless person’ inherit the definition of an irregular 
migrant. Another feature of definition seemed to be the decision making processes ‘on the 
ground’, i.e. the influence of enforcement agents deciding on the ground which persons may 
be considered as irregular migrants. And in Moroccan legislation aimed to strengthen police 
empowerment combined with new enforcement frameworks. Legislations were increasingly 
geared towards the combined ‘fight against human trafficking’ and ‘terrorist networks’.  
 

Policy developments  
Turkey, Ukraine and Morocco by and large follow restrictionist policy principle based as 
much on national policies as on EU expectations (see below). Control mechanisms, however, 
differ, whilst Ukraine and Morocco are geared towards internal controls Turkey’s emphasis 
lies on external controls. Exit controls of irregular migrants seem to be stricter in Ukraine and 
Morocco than in Turkey. Finally, in all countries irregular migration in general and human 

                                                 
6 Passport Law, Art. 5. 
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smuggling in particular is criminalised. Law enforcement, however, is undermined by 
common tolerance of irregular practices of all kinds and corruption, notably in Ukraine. 
 
Turkey’s land borders are highly militarized, due to the Kurdish and other conflicts in the 
region; geographic conditions, however, make them difficult to guard. Irregular migration 
gradually became identified with security concerns and the powerful body of the Turkish 
National Security Council (NSC) gradually got involved in irregular migration matters. 
Notably in 2002, the NSC adapted a resolution, which addressed the combat of this kind of 
migration with a specific focus on networks and organized crime. Consequently, Turkey 
shifted its main enforcement focus to the control of smuggling and in 2002, human smuggling 
and trafficking was introduced into the Turkish Criminal Code by the Articles 201a and 201b 
(see also İçduygu 2003). ‘Migrant smuggling’ may be charged with high fines or three to 
eight years imprisonment. In case of organized networks, the sentence may be raised by half 
of the time (Kaya 2008). In the light of other enforcement operations, for instance, against 
irregular immigrants and irregular working officers seem to apply a rather lax policy. 
In Ukraine, the lack of coherent policy on migration, of policies towards labour migrants, the 
insufficient number of relevant bilateral agreements on labour migration, and of consular 
services outside Ukraine, especially in African and Asian countries is criticized (Pylynskyi 
2008). Notably the Presidential Decree (No. 22, 18/1/2001) underlines the issue of irregular 
migrants travelling through Ukraine and announces ‘arrangements […] to intensify the 
struggle with irregular migration’. The main politics against irregular migration seems to be 
detention and deportations. Whilst in 2001, only 7 per cent of detected irregular migrants 
were deported, this increased to 12.5 per cent in 2005 and to 17.3 per cent in 2006. These 
politics, however, are considered problematic as the measures designed to address irregular 
migration indeed often target asylum seekers and undermine access to refugee status 
determination procedures and fair processes (Düvell 2008). Similar to Turkey, legislation 
focuses on human smuggling. Highly problematic seems to be the issue of corruption within 
enforcement agencies. Pylynskyi (2008: 7) referred to policemen ‘that view of immigrants as 
a kind of “money source” and a “feeder” (through bribes)’. 
In Morocco, four events and forces contributed to the emergence of new migration policies: 
(a) large-scale clandestine entries by irregular migrants arriving by boat first in Southern 
Spain from the late 1990s and second on the Canary Islands around the mid 2000s, (b) EU 
demands to tackle irregular border crossings, (c) the Casablanca terrorists attacks in May 
2003 and (d) migrants storming the Spanish exclaves of Ceuta and Melilla in 2005. First, the 
Spanish Integrated External Border Surveillance System (SIVE) was established in 2002 
focused mainly on the south of the Iberian peninsula but also on the waters surrounding the 
Canary Islands as to prevent irregular entries from Morocco, Mauritania and Senegal. From 
October 2004, Frontex operations introduced to Mediterranean and Atlantic waters. Second, 
Moroccan enforcement agencies were re-structured such as the Directorate of Migration and 
Border Surveillance (DMBS), a sub-agency in the Ministry of the Interior, and a Migration 
Observatory introduced. These were specifically tuned towards the combat of irregular 
migration flows and especially irregular exits from Morocco across its sea borders. The 
Moroccan political climate particular changed in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks in 
Casablanca on the 16 May 2003. Although Moroccan authorities did not link migratory 
policies with policies combating terrorism per se, the subject of irregular migration got 
gradually drawn into the politics of combating human smuggling and trafficking networks 
(Lahlou 2008). Soon afterwards, hundreds of migrants stormed the borders of Spanish 
exclaves of Melilla and Ceuta and through light on the issue of land borders. In response to 
the presence of irregular immigrants in Morocco, the authorities rounded-up thousands of 
people, including some with proper documents, and deported them to the Algerian border 
where they were left behind (de Haas 2009). Since then, police forces increasingly conduct 
raids in immigrant neighbourhoods. 
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Main pathways into irregularity  
Pathways into irregularity do not differ much from patterns and mechanisms found in EU 
countries. Overstaying tourist and other visa, working irregularly or remaining in the country 
after a failed asylum application are found to be the most common forms. 
In Turkey, a significant pathway is represented by people entering the country as tourist who 
overstay their visa. However, working in breach of employment regulations seems to be an 
even more important feature (Kaya 2008). Enforcement operations handle apprehensions of 
migrants without working permission in a lax manner and rarely this offence is prosecuted as 
long as the employment is not related to criminal activities. Another, and increasingly more 
prominent group, is ‘absconded’ asylum seekers. By law, asylum seekers whose application is 
in process are assigned to reside in a specific location, satellite cities, which they are only 
allowed to leave with permission of the authorities. Anybody leaving on their own account, 
e.g. to take up employment in Istanbul or Antalya, is considered illegal and become subject to 
deportation. Also rejected asylum seekers who do not leave Turkey within 15 days are 
considered illegal. Both can be prosecuted with fines and/or imprisonment. 
In Morocco ‘any foreigner disembarking or arriving on the Moroccan territory must report to 
the competent authorities, in charge of control at the border crossings, in possession of a 
passport issued by the State of which it is a national, or any other valid document recognized 
by the Moroccan State as a valid and subsisting travel document and provided, where 
relevant, with the required visa, issued by the administration’ (law No. 02/03). If they fail 
doing so they are categorized as ‘irregular migrant’. Also overstaying a visa is a common 
breach of immigration legislation and it is assumed that this is a common pathway in to 
irregularity in Morocco. And in case of the eight African countries, which are exempted from 
visa requirements, the common breach of immigration legislation is assumed to be irregular 
exit.  
In the case of Ukraine (see Pylynskyi 2008), typical pathways into irregularity are clandestine 
entry, overstaying and irregular residence, working in breach and irregular exit. In more 
general terms, the breach of employment regulations is the most common pathway, while visa 
overstayers seem to count for a second prominent group. For instance, according to anecdotal 
evidences, immigrants on student visa instead engage in irregular employment or business. 
Refused asylum seekers represent another category though a certain proportion does not wait 
for the outcome of their case but clandestinely travels on to an EU country. Specific group are 
asylum seekers who (a) enjoy a status but lack proper documentation or who (b) are entitled 
to work but cannot obtain according permits due to incomprehensive legislation. Thus, they 
are literally undocumented but not legally irregular.  
 

Quantifications – estimations and available data 
Estimates on the scope of irregular migrants in these three countries are of questionable 
quality. Most are highly biased and strongly politicised, others are pure guesswork. Instead, 
figures of official numbers of apprehensions prove to be more liable source. Also numbers 
from international organisations such as the ILO and EU agencies as well as the NGO sector 
seem to be useful sources of information. Nevertheless, figures published by countries’ 
authorities or estimates published by sources that appear reliable need to be none the less 
treated with caution. 
 
The main source of data in the Turkey is Ministry of Interior and more specifically, the newly 
established ‘People Movements Bureau and the Bureau for Foreigners, Borders and Asylum’ 
(Table 3). Only some expert guesstimates were found in Turkey, but no estimates that could 
be denoted as methodologically reliable. Kirisci (2008) stated that the number may be 
between 150,000 and million whereas Icduygu estimated a number between 500.000 1 
million. According to İcduygu and Yukseker (2008) the true picture may be at least two or 
three times the number of migrants than apprehended by the authorities.  
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Table 3: Total Number of Illegal Migrants Apprehended in Turkey: Illegal entry, exit, presence and breach of visa 
and residence permit 
Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Number 29426 47529 94514 92365 82825 56219 61228 57428 51983 64292 
Source: People Movements Bureau 
 
The number of (irregular) transit migration in proportion to overall migration flows were 
assessed as very high in Ukraine. The main source of data is the ‘State Department of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Registration’ at the Ministry of Interior and the State Border 
Guard service of Ukraine. 
 
Table: 4: Data on illegal migrants detected in 2007/ 2008 in Ukraine 
 In October 
 2007  2008  +/- 
1. Illegal migrants detected 10479 11348 +8,3% 
2. Including illegally crossed the state border of Ukraine 1337 730 -1,8 % 
3. Groups of illegal migrants detected 101 83     -17,8% 
4. Arrested people that belong to groups 820 594 -27,5% 

5. Arrests of managers and accomplice of illegal trafficking 17/34 33/41 + 1,9 % / 
+24% 

6. Expel from the country 9336 10723 + 14,8% 
Source: State Department of Citizenship, Immigration and Registration’ at the Ministry of Interior 
 
Table 5: Apprehensions on the borders of Ukraine 
2004 2005 2006 
9945 17941 25782 
Source: State Border Guard service of Ukraine, Söderköping Process 
 
A World Bank report using UN data referred to 6.9 million migrants in Ukraine and estimated 
that 1.6 million migrants among those residing in Ukraine have no regular but irregular status. 
However, Pylynskyi (2008) draws attention to such numbers as being an example of the 
misunderstanding of the history of demographic development in Ukraine, especially as 
regards the migrant group of people coming from the USSR. People from the former USSR 
born outside of the territory of the former Ukrainian Soviet Republic were counted as 
migrants, but legal as well as discursive circumstances make the categorisation of this 
migrants group rather ambiguous. Pylynskyi (2008) regarded the migration of citizens of the 
USSR as internal migration instead of international migration, in other words, these people, 
which is by far the largest group, should not be regarded as ‘migrants’. This misconception 
strongly falsifies the above estimates of regular as well as irregular migrants in Ukraine. 
 
In Morocco and the Maghreb, in 2002, irregular transit migration was estimated at 15,000 to 
20,000 (Barros et al. 2002). In October 2005, after the incidents in Ceuta and Melilla, the 
European Commission put forward a figure of 10,000 people (in Morocco) and 20,000 
(Algeria) who may be potential irregular transit migrants on their way into the EU. The latest 
estimates of the number of migrants in transit and/or residing in Morocco is 10,000 to 15,000 
people and conducted by ONUSida (Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS, Cairo) and 
the Moroccan Ministry of Health (Lahlou 2008). Apprehension data sets jointly collected by 
Moroccan and the Spanish authorities point to a significant decrease in irregular transit 
migration, down from 36,000 in 2003 to 13,000 in 2007. 
 
Table 6: Apprehensions of irregular migrants by Moroccan authorities between 2000 and 2007 
  2000 2001 2002  2003 2004 2005 2006   2007 
Moroccans 9.353 13.327 16.034 12.493 9.353 7.440 7.091  6.023 
Foreigners 15.056 13.100 15.363 23.851 17.252 21.140 9.469  6.954 
Total 24.409 26.427 31.397 36.344 26.605 28.580 16.560 12.977 
Source: Ministry of Interior, Directorate of migration and border surveillance 
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Compositions and routes 
The composition of irregular (transit) migrants in Turkey, as scientists argue, is dominated by 
Iranians, Iraqis and Afghans (Daniş 2006, IOM 2003). Official data sets, however, provide a 
slightly, but not substantially, different picture (Table 6). Between September 2006 and 
November 2008, an increasing number of (irregular) migrants arrived from Palestine 
representing the highest of number of nationalities. A starkly increasing number from 
Mauritania and Somalia can also be observed (İcduygu and Yukseker 2008). There is no data 
available on the composition of sex in Turkey, but it was reported that the proportion of 
women is substantial with the majority from Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, Azerbaijan and 
Georgia (Kaşka 2006). Danis (2006) described Istanbul as the main migration hub where 
migrants from the Middle East, Asia and Africa come together and establish contacts. Many 
plan their journey to enter the EU. One common route is by land through the Greek-Turkish 
border entering Greece, even though the area is still mined (BBC 2005). The border is 
landmarked by the river Evros. The crossing seems to be often facilitated by smugglers 
though migrants also try to cross the river on their own. Most of them seem to make more 
than one attempt. During the first nine months of the year 2007, 4.532 migrants and 97 
smugglers were apprehended (Kathimerini 2007). Another common route for migrants 
attempting to reach the EU from Turkey is to cross the Aegean Sea by rafts, small power 
boats, yachts or stowaway in commercial vessels to reach the Greek islands Samos, Lesvos, 
Kos, and Chios. Between January and October 2007, and according to the UNHCR 4,500 
migrants were apprehended or rescued (Agence Europe Press 2007). 
 
Table 7: Total numbers of irregular migrants by nationality, in Turkey (between 1995-2007, descending) 
Iraq Pakistan Moldova Afghanistan Iran Romania Georgia Bangladesh Ukraine Russia 
123508 57700 54104 44525 26327 23335 20873 20683 19026 18439 

Source: People Movements Bureau as of the end of 2007 
 
In the case of Ukraine, in 2007, the number of apprehended irregular immigrants was 11.300 
persons. Citizens from about 100 different countries were apprehended over the past few 
years. However, about 72 per cent of these were citizens of another CIS country, 20 per cent 
from Russia (Chechnya), 14 per cent each from Azerbaijan and Moldova, 11 per cent from 
Uzbekistan but only around 15 per cent from non-CIS countries. The composition of those 
apprehended on the border, about 12,000 from 2005-7, differs significantly from this. 
Moldovans represent the largest single group, around one third, together with other 
nationalities CIS citizens represent 50 per cent, whilst another 50o per cent are citizens from 
non-CIS countries. This demonstrates that irregular immigrants are mostly CIS citizens and 
transit migrants are often non-CIS citizens. 
 
Table 8: Total numbers of irregular immigrants by nationality, in Ukraine (2007, descending) 
Russia Azerbaijan Moldova Uzbekistan Georgia Armenia China India Pakistan  Vietnam 
2222 1531 1431 1195 991 862 541 354 291 240 
Source: Ministry of Internal Affairs of Ukraine 
 
Table 9: Irregular border crossings (rounded) in Ukraine, main nationalities, 2005-7 
 Moldova India China Pakistan Georgia Russia Vietnam Bangladesh Iraq Somalia 
2005 1300 500 780 200 500 450 400 210 30 20 
2006 1800 620 400 380 350 230 180 120 100 40 
2007 1250 300 100 550 450 220 150 100 150 120 
Total 4350 1420 1280 1130 1300 900 730 430 280 180 
Source: State Border Guard Service of Ukraine 
 
In Morocco, most irregular migrants come from sub-Saharan countries, only a small 
proportion originates from Asia. Regular and irregular transit migration as well as 
immigration of migrants from sub-Saharan Africa has been increasing since the late 1990s. 
The majority of irregular migrants enter from Algeria. According to de Haas (2009) this 
irregular entry takes place at the border east of Oujda, which means that these migrants have 

 22



crossed the Sahara overland. The number sub-Saharan migrants varied at minimal range over 
the past few years and settled between 10,000 and 12,000 people (Lahlou 2008). A survey 
conducted by Amerm-Afvic-Cisp (2007) produced the following proportions of countries of 
origin: Nigeria (15.7%), Mali (13.1%), Senegal (12.8%), Ivory Coast (9.2%), Guinea (7.3%), 
Cameron (7.0%), Democratic Republic of Congo (6%) and Gambia (4.9%). One may assume 
that many of these migrants intend to cross Morocco and try to enter the EU. However, a 
substantial proportion of migrants fail to enter or simply prefer to stay and settle in Morocco. 
Most of these migrants originate from unstable and poorer countries, and hence decide to 
settle in Morocco on a more long-term basis. The lack of an immigration status makes such 
migrants vulnerable to exploitive employment. Afvic-Cisp (2007) pointed out a ratio of 
irregular migrants in Morocco being 80% men and 20% women. Other sources the proportion 
of women may be about 36% (UNFPA 2006). The age of sub-Saharan irregular migrants in 
transit varies between 15 and 47 years. The median was reported at 27.7 years. 95.4% were 
younger than 36 years and 66.1%, were between 26 and 35 years old. Feminization of 
irregular migration was report in the case of Morocco. 
 

Public discourses and engagement 
In all countries, mass media plays an ambiguous role. In Turkey, the discourse on irregular 
immigration focuses on the labour market effects and is presented as a tension between 
Turkish citizens and migrants. Notably a crowding-out effect was alleged that was related to 
unemployment of Turkish nationals. This dominated media coverage for some time. There is 
the claim of ‘millions’ of migrants and at least one million of ‘illegal migrant workers’ who 
were one of the major reasons for unemployment among Turkish citizens. Another threat 
links irregular migration to security issues, in particular Armenian migrants are perceived as a 
security threat. Women, apart from domestic workers, are widely and negatively portrayed as 
prostitutes from Eastern European countries. Migrants from backgrounds close to Turkish 
culture are presented more positively. And also transit migrants from distant countries, 
notably in Africa, are presented with comprehension and as victims of western policies. Thus, 
a selective and often distorting and biased media coverage was reported. 
The Moroccan media landscape can be distinguished by three categories. The first is 
‘instrumental coverage’ reporting on new law and regulation. This coverage is predominantly 
by Le Matin or Aujourd'hui le Maroc (close to the security services) is mostly ‘government-
friendly’. The second category – the newspapers TelQuel, Le Journal Hebdomadaire or Le 
Soir – is more independent and demonstrates ‘a willingness to analyze, research and 
investigate on the ground’ (Lahlou 2008: 31). The third category, notably L’Economiste, is 
committed to a more neutral coverage. It covers criticism towards the EU policy making, but 
also publishes reports on conditions imposed on irregular migrants. A growing and seemingly 
vibrant NGO sector in Morocco was reported, which starkly influences the public discourse 
(Lahlou 2008). At almost the same degree this could be found in Turkey (although not 
included in the expert’s report), whereas in Ukraine, a critical public opposition is largely 
absent from the discourse. In Morocco for instance, an increasingly dynamic movement of 
associations defending migrant rights at regional and local level can be observed. For instance 
the local Association des Amis et Familles des Victimes de l’Immigration Clandestine 
(Friends and families of Victims of Irregular Immigration) effectively supports the interests of 
irregular migrants in Morocco. The association likewise aims to improve conditions and 
treatment of such migrants, especially from sub-Saharan Africa. 
In Turkey and Morocco, the public discourse addresses the increasing appearance of a sex 
industry. Child prostitution of trafficked girls (13/14 years) into Morocco (especially Rabat) 
becomes increasingly an issue in public debates. As reported, the community seem to turn a 
blind eye on such realities in their neighbourhoods, which stand for changing attitudes among 
members of civil society towards migrants, i.e. from feelings of pity to feelings of rejection. 
Such growing xenophobic behaviour and feelings of rejection was referred to as being a result 
of ‘a sense of invasion by another distress for a population that believes having enough to 
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bear on its own’ (Lahlou 2008). A less drastic picture but likewise stigmatizing effect of 
migrants working in sex industry was found in Turkey. Female prostitutes became a popular 
stigmatization of female foreigners coming from ex-socialist countries and residing in 
Istanbul. Such migrants are commonly called ‘Natasha’ (Perouse 2006: 106) In more general 
terms, sex industry was reported as highly corrupt in Turkey and has a substantial influence 
on the irregular migrant population in this particular industry sector (Kaya 2008). 
In Ukrainian, national media coverage rarely touches on issues of irregular migration. If there 
is some coverage, most media coverage tends to simplify migration processes. Another threat 
concentrates on conflicts among various different subdivisions of state departments, which 
distorts and biases information on legal and irregular migration realities that leaks to the 
public (Pylynskyi 2008). An increase of coverage especially comes into play when political 
forces aim to use this issue in order to mobilise voters for prospective elections. An arising 
issue seems to be xenophobic movements among the public spheres in Ukraine. Skinheads 
and racist groups are gaining prominence and represent a marginal group in the Ukrainian 
society, and yet, represent a disturbing factor (Pylynskyi 2008). On the local level, notably in 
Zakarpattyia, western Ukraine, frequently, media reproduces border guard reports on 
apprehensions and thus demonstrate success in enforcement matters and also that the 
authorities are in control of such affairs. 
 

EU policy impact  
The three countries analysed here do not consider themselves as immigration countries, 
neither are they prepared nor do they have the administration and resources to deal with large-
scale immigration and integration. As a consequence, immigration is seen as not in the 
national interest of these countries. It is thus appreciated and was for long tolerated, even 
provoked, that migrants, notably those from countries with no links to Ukraine or Turkey, do 
not stay but move on towards the European Union. In the EU this was observed with concern 
and efforts were made to communicate these and to establish collaboration between the EU 
and the countries that are transited my migrants in order to contain unwanted migration and to 
enhance integration potential in the non-EU countries. The national experts’ reports compared 
here agree that the EU has decisive influence on the countries’ policy-making and outcomes. 
This, however, is noted with some scepticism. The most precarious relationship seemed to 
exist between Turkey and the EU due to decade-long and sometimes frustrating accession 
negotiations. So far, Turkey successively adapts the EU’s acquis communitaire by 
introducing the Turkish National Action Plan for Asylum and Immigration (2003), this is 
understood as to suffice the ‘initiation of harmonization process with the EU legislation in the 
field of asylum has been identified as a priority in the Accession Partnership Document 2003’ 
(Kaya 2008). This action plan was developed by the Turkish General Directorate of Security 
at the Ministry of Interior, which envisaged two laws: a law on foreign nationals and a law on 
asylum. Both legislations are envisaged to come into force in 2012. The EU’s acquis 
communitaire, however, is perceived is as an instrument that puts Turkey under pressure as to 
bend to EU interests. It is suspected that Turkey is designated to become a ‘dumping ground’ 
or a ‘buffer zone’ for migrants unwanted in the EU (Kirisci). The EU’s strategy is seemingly 
regarded as hypocritical approach since Turkey is asked to liberalize immigration regulations 
and to admit more immigrants into the country and at the same time strengthen its borders 
with the EU as to ensure transit migration is prevented (Kaya 2008). This trend of 
understanding the policy intentions of the EU as regards its direct neighbours was also 
reported from Ukraine. However, this intention is perceived in a less critical manner, instead 
enforcement agencies rather try to demonstrate how agreements between Ukraine and the EU, 
for instance, on readmission and detention will be implemented by 2010. In Morocco, a clear 
impetus stem from the strengthening of Morocco’s partnership with the EU and its new 
special relationship with Spain specifically during the policy process of the Law No. 02/03 
(see above). SIVE and Frontex are obvious and visible expressions of Spanish and EU policy 
engagement though Moroccan security forces too were substantial strengthened. In Moroccan 
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discourse the incidents of migrants storming the fences of Ceuta and Melilla were presented 
as a predictable consequence of the nearly complete closure of the pathway to Spain (i.e. EU) 
(Lahlou 2008). According to critics, Morocco and other countries such as Tunisia are bowing 
to pressure from the EU in order to become a more powerful player in the North-African – 
EU relationship (Belguendouz 2005). Moroccan authorities are perceived to give in to the 
European policy ‘of outsourcing the management of migration flows’ (Lahlou 2008: 30). In a 
subsequent step, Morocco sought to enhance its diplomatic engagement in the region and 
actively contributed to the further expansion of the European migration control regime (also 
see Düvell 2003). Special attention was given to Algeria, Mali and Niger. For instance, 
Algeria was incorporated in securitising Moroccan borders From December 2005, Moroccan 
authorities began deporting sub-Saharan migrants to their neighbouring as well as to the 
countries of origin with the justification that these people may try to transit through Morocco. 
Thus, Algeria, Mauretania, Niger and Mali too were included in a system that addressed 
transit migration along its entire route. 
 
 

6. Conclusive Remarks 
Irregular immigration and transit migration are interrelated but distinctly different forms of 
migration. Irregular immigrants to low or medium income countries in the neighbourhood of 
the European Union cannot per se be understood as in transit, instead, often they are refugees 
are labour migrants to these countries. And not all transit migrants are irregular in the 
countries they aim to transit but hold permission to stay in that country. Finally, it is observed 
that immigrants to non-EU countries at some point in their life decide to move on to an EU 
country whilst others who initially aimed to transit such countries instead stay and become 
immigrants. Thus migrants switch between both categories and a single label such as ‘transit 
migrants’ is inappropriate. Indeed, the migration processes are dynamic, the categories 
irregular and transit migration fluid, the phenomena complex in nature and definitions 
blurred. Accordingly, the countries in the neighbourhood of the EU simultaneously 
accommodate irregular immigrants and are used as transit zones, thus a single label, such as 
‘transit country’ is inappropriate. All this poses substantial problems as to categorise or 
quantify these migrant groups.  
 
The EU’s influence on such countries’ policy-making was emphasised in all of the three 
cases. Notably policies that are suspected to turn such countries into ‘buffer zones’ have been 
critically received. Anyway, Countries that are used by migrants as stepping stone to the EU 
successively introduce new enforcement frameworks combined with enhancing immigration 
law enforcement. A particular focus lies on the ‘fight against networks of smugglers/human 
trafficking’ sometimes fused with measures to fight terrorist networks. The underlying policy 
effect is a criminalization effect of transit and irregular migration. Partially as a consequence, 
a protection gap arises for refugees and other categories of migrants, notably minors whilst en 
route (Düvell 2008b). A more nuanced legal framework that strictly distinguishes between 
‘the criminal’ and ‘the migrant’ as well as the employed enforcement actions applied for each 
legal category may have a sensitizing effect instead of a criminalizing effect on the migration 
process of such kind. 
 
Quantifying irregular and transit migration is highly problematic. The reasons lie in the 
phenomena’s complex nature and the blurred legal concepts, the sometimes poor state-of-
research as well as lack of data. The quality of estimations is low and lacks academic 
standards, most are highly biased and strongly politicised, others are pure guesswork. The 
most liable sources of figures are official numbers of apprehensions. Other seemingly reliable 
numbers are produced by international organisations such as the ILO and EU agencies as well 
as the NGO sector. A suggested ‘triangulation’ of data sets could reduce inaccurate 
guesswork and produce more realistic numbers of numbers of (irregular) transit migrants. 
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And yet, this method could only produce rather vague derivatives or indicators. Nevertheless, 
this method of comparing and checking one data set against the other, may offer an 
innovative method of drawing new knowledge on transit migration routes and the changing 
numbers in people of such routes accordingly. 
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Annex 1 
Triangulating data sets 
Because no clear distinction is possible between irregular immigrants and irregular transit 
migrants in the countries neighbouring the EU it is impossible to establish the level of 
irregular transit migrants in the EU’s noughboorhood. Only those that have entered the EU 
from a neighbouring country after a short stay can be considered on-, secondary or transit 
migrants. However, different data sets may be combined and checked against each other in 
order to circumvent or reduce this difficulty of categorisation. Data sets may be triangulated 
and tentative derivatives of existing migration figures generated though the incoherent and 
uneven data available makes any comparison or a rigorous triangulation impossible.  
 
Since not all irregular migrants are transit migrants in countries that constitute the fringes of 
the EU, one may pinpoint on the numbers that represent a possible ‘transit move’, either 
regular or irregular. For this reason, the data of asylum seeker applications were included 
since crossing borders in breach of most countries’ immigration legislation is not an irregular 
migratory movement when it is done by prospective asylum seekers fulfilling the conditions 
of the 1951 Geneva Convention. Trends of such transit moves can be identified from which 
country they originate from, and thus the route and potential transit zone can be identified. 
These routes can be compared with for instance apprehension figures of irregular migrants at 
the border into the EU. The apprehension figures can be checked for the migrants’ nationality 
and if a Chinese migrant was apprehended at the border into Hungary at the border with 
Ukraine, one may identify this migrant as ‘transit migrant’, i.e. a possible route starting in 
China, through Russia through Ukraine, into the EU. In other words, the following data sets 
only represent derivatives of figures and underlie assumptions; however, it stands for a unique 
and innovative way of identifying and quantifying this group of migrants. Three data sets 
were chosen in order to suffice this task:  
 

• Apprehension figures at the border into an EU member state (ICMPD-data sets) 
• Apprehension figures of irregular migrants within the EU member states (EU member 

states’ data sets) 
• Asylum applications in EU member states (such as Hungary, Poland, or Greece, 

Spain) neighbouring such ‘transit countries’ 
 
The following three tables provide an overview for the countries that seemed to be the most 
relevant countries as regards transit migration. These were the EU member states that directly 
share borders with a ‘transit country’ such as Morocco (via the sea border) Ukraine and 
Turkey.  
 
Putting such an ‘attempted’ triangulation into practice the following observation may be 
exemplified. While the numbers of asylum seekers from Algeria, Nigeria in Spain have 
steadily been reduced over the period from 2004 to 2008 (apart from one exception) the 
figure of applications in Italy and Greece from Nigerian people for instance, increased 
dramatically in the case of Italy and less dramatically in the case Greece. It can be suggested 
that the transit route through Morocco in order to reach Spain was reduced due to a shift of 
this route. This shift moved eastwards possibly going through Chad, Niger and Libya crossing 
the Mediterranean Sea in order to reach the Italian or Greek shores. The Italian Island of 
Lampedusa, the Italian mainland or alternatively the longer way trying to reach the Western 
Greek shores. In other words transit shifts have taken place, i.e. shifts from one zone to 
another. One of the reasons for this very shift from Morocco to a different route through 
Libya for instance, may be a vast investment into new sea surveillance systems such as SIVE 
deployed by the Spanish and Moroccan authorities (as discussed in more detail below), which 
deterred migrants more and more from making a decision to go onto the route leading through 
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Morocco to Spain and deciding to take a different, an alternative and yet more hazardous 
way.  
 
Another exemplification may be the migration route from (East) Asia through Turkey and 
Ukraine. While the number of asylum application by migrants from Pakistan has increased 
drastically in Greece, the apprehension figures at the Greek-Turkish border has likewise 
increased. This may point to and increase of transit migrants residing or migrating through 
Turkey who were/are trying to reach Greece.  
 
Likewise, the (East)Asian-EU transit route seemed to have moved from Slovakia as entry 
point into the EU to another point of entry into the EU. The application figures for China, 
India and Bangladesh have drastically decreased in Slovakia, and so did the apprehension 
figures for Chinese and Indian migrants within Slovakia. The apprehension figure of irregular 
migrants within Slovakia from India and China reduced by more than 50% from 2004 to 
2005. Since a common (East) Asian – EU route lead through Ukraine, most of such Asian 
migrants who have formerly tried to enter the EU at the Slovakian border may either have 
tried different entry points into the EU such as Hungary Poland or Romania, or these transit 
migrants are stranded in the Ukraine or maybe tried a new route further North or South of 
Ukraine, i.e. through Belarus to Latvia or through/into Romania and Bulgaria to Greece or 
elsewhere.  This change in the (East) Asian – EU route of transit migration can be tentatively 
confirmed when looking at other entry points into the EU such as Hungary. The apprehension 
figure at the Hungarian-Ukrainian border has doubled in the same years (2004- 2005) and the 
apprehension figure of Ukrainians within Hungary has increased by more than twice-fold 
(2004-2005). Anecdotal evidence have confirmed that one may assume that such apprehended 
Ukrainians may be migrants originating from other countries, who were however identified as 
Ukrainians by Hungarian authorities. This would once more underline the above shift of the 
transit route or the change in points of entries into the EU from one country to another. Once 
more, the reason for this might be the endeavours by Slovakian border operations to shield 
their porous green border with Ukraine. And yet, the migration flows have only shifted 
elsewhere. More drastic measures did not prevent people from moving. Deterrent measures 
such as new enforcement operations seem to affect migrants’ decision-making processes in 
terms of their strategic planning as regards their move to another place. However, the 
executive decision and intention to leave the country and make their way to another place 
which maybe the EU as destination can not be changed.  
 
One may illustrate the phenomenon of ‘transit migration’ furthermore by presenting three 
countries in which transit migration was recorded in the past. A comparative perspective will 
demonstrate similar and differing issues of quantifications that arose in these three cases, but 
at the same time, the general frameworks of (irregular) transit migration in the each country 
will be taken into account. The issues of quantification are closely intertwined with 
qualitative issues of this complex phenomenon of migratory movement. 
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Table 1: Apprehension of irregular migrants within the country 
Apprehension Country of 

origin 
2004 2005 2006 2007 

Bulgaria       
 Afghanistan  585 480   
 Turkey 362 259   
 India 97 56   
Greece7      
 Albania  52132 57466 66818 
 Afghanistan  1771 5260 11611 
 Iraq  1064 8157 12549 
Hungary      
 Moldova 1622 747   
 Ukraine 1563 3905   
 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
749 854   

Latvia      
 Estonia  1211   
 Lithuania  884   
 Russian 

Federation 
 773   

Lithuania      
 Latvia 70    
 Russian 

Federation 
69    

Poland      
 Ukraine  3118 1957   
 Russian 

Federation 
930 1548   

Romania      
 Moldavia 890 1450   
 Turkey 152 135   
 India 89 34   
Slovakia      
 Russian 

Federation 
1921 1278   

 Moldova 941 1126   
 India 1295 582   
 China 993 435   
 Georgia 828 356   
Source: Futo and Jandl (2004, 2005, 2006) ICMPD Yearbook on Illegal Migration, Human Smuggling and 
Trafficking in Central and Eastern Europe, 2004-20006. 
 
Table 2: Apprehension of irregular migrants at the border of the country 
Apprehension 
at border of 
the country   

Border section 
of 
apprehension 

2004 2005 2006 2007 

Bulgaria       
 Greece  1597 1240   
 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
968 868   

 Turkey 733 666   
Estonia      
 Russian 

Federation 
n/a 14   

 Latvia 35 9   
Greece8      
 Albania   33618  

 
42897 

 Turkey9   22151 33570 

                                                 
7 See Maroukis, 2008; adopted from Ministry of Interior, National Statistical Service of Greece. 
8 Ministry of Interior, Greece 
9 Sea and land border. 
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Hungary      
 Ukraine 475 1079 670  
 Romania 406 616 599  
 Serbia 12 409 472  
Latvia      
 Lithuania  23   
 Belarus  11   
 Russian 

Federation 
 8   

Poland      
 Ukraine 713 769 836  
 Belarus 66 86 48  
Romania      
 Moldova 232 259 1042  
 Ukraine 35 24 73  
Slovakia      
 Ukraine  2554 2308  
 Poland   322 207  
Source: Futo and Jandl (2004, 2005, 2006) ICMPD Yearbook on Illegal Migration, Human Smuggling and 
Trafficking in Central and Eastern Europe, 2004-2006. 
 
Table 3: Asylum Applications 2004 – 2008 at the fringes within the EU 
Country of 
asylum  

Country of 
origin 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Bulgaria   1130 820 640 980 705 
 Afghanistan  426 385 277 77 55 
 Armenia 86 60 58 64 70 
 India 69 54 <9 <13 <10 
Estonia  10 10 10 10 10 
 Belarus n/a n/a n/a 5 <5 
 Russian 

Federation 
n/a n/a 6 <5 <5 

Finland  3860 3570 2330 1430 4020 
 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
837 457 283 142 161 

 Bulgaria 238 570 445 <35 <65 
 Somalia 253 321 91 81 1176 
Greece  4470 9050 12270 25110 19880 
 Iraq 936 971 1414 5474 1760 
 Nigeria 325 <458 391 390 746 
 Georgia 323 1897 428 1559 2241 
 Pakistan 247 1154 2378 9144 6914 
Hungary  1600 1610 2120 3430 3120 
 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
180 243 384 723 1593 

 Vietnam 105 319 406 862 <50 
 China 64  165 275 417 55 
Italy  9720 9550 10350 14050 31160 
 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
1991 1704 581 1113 8511

 Eritrea 831 1313 2151 2260 2739 
 Nigeria <333 <547 830 1336 5333 
 Sudan 486 637 n/a 383 <829 
Latvia  10 20 10 30 50 
 Bangladesh n/a n/a <5 6 <5 
 Armenia n/a n/a <5 <5 <5 
 Russian 

Federation 
n/a n/a <5 <5 5 

Lithuania  170 120 140 130 220 
 Russian 

Federation 
102 86 111 53 138 

 Belarus n/a n/a 7 7 12 
Poland  8080 6860 4430 7210 7200 
 Russian 7182 6244 3772 6536 6647 
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Federation 
 Ukraine 72 84 45 29 25 
Romania  660 590 460 660 1080 
 Iraq 109 103 68 243 133 
 China 92 49 45 26 53 
 Turkey 48 42 22 49 79 
Slovakia  11400 3550 2870 2640 910 
 India 2969 561 727 619 90 
 Russian 

Federation 
2413 1037 463 307 107 

 China 1271 280 164 96 44 
 Moldova 826 309 385 208 110 
 Bangladesh 544 277 183 108 42 
Spain  5540 5250 5300 7660 4480 
 Nigeria 1029 726 632 674 801 
 Algeria 991 406 230 243 151 
 Columbia 760 1655 2239 2437 753 
 Morocco <228 <173 281 258 119 

Source: Frontex 2009, Laitinen, 2009 

 Border Number of 
interceptions % of total 

sea Lampedusa 31,300 20.6 
 Sicily 3,300 2.2 
 Sardinia 1,600 1.1 
 Italian mainland 800 0.5 
 Malta 2,800 1.8 
 Greece/Turkey 29,100 19.2 
 Canary Islands 9,200 6.1 
 Spanish mainland and Balearics 7,000 4.6 
Total sea 85,100 56 
land Ceuta and Melilla/Morocco 7,500 4.9 
 Greece/Turkey 14,500 9.6 
Total across Southern borders (land and sea) 107,100 70.5 
 Greece/Albania 38,600 25.4 
 Poland 3,298 2.2 
 Slovakia 978 0.6 
 Hungary 877 0.6 
 Romania 756 0.5 
 Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania   291 0.2 
Total land 66,800 44 
Total 151,900 100 
   

 

Source: UNHCR Statistical Yearbook 2004 and 2005; UNHCR Asylum Levels and Trends in Industrial Countries 
2007 and 2008; Latest statistical data only provides total figures of asylum application for 2008.  
 
Table 4: Interceptions at EU land and sea borders during 2008 



 
 

Annex 2 
Table 1: Reported arrival (apprehension) of irregular (transit) migrants in the EU, 2000-2006, collected by Düvell 

  Country, 
from/to 

Period Number Foreigners/ Nationality
nationals 

Death(estimation)/Missing Reception/ Detention Source 

  

Spain (1993-99 
2000 
2001 
2002 
 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

43,726 
15,000 
18,500 
21,000 (16,676) 
 
19,300 
15,700 
11,781 
40,102 

 
Morocco, Mali, Gambia, 
Guinea, Cote d’Ivoire, 
Ghana, Sudan, Liberia, 
Mauretania, Nigeria, 
Guinea-Bissau, India, 
Bangladesh 

 
 
 
 
 
6412

2802

4442 

 

Tarifa, Algeciras, Malaga, 
Murcia 

Spijkerboer 2006, p. 4 
Alscher 2005, p. 15 
ibid 
UNODC 2006, p. 5 (APDHA 2006, 
p. 8) 
Alscher 
Ibid 
APDHA 2006, p. 12 
Ibid 

West Africa-
Canaries9

(1994) 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
1-8 2004 
1-8 2005 

         2 
     875 (75 boats) 
  2,387 (177 boats) 
  4,246 
  9,929 
  9,220 
  8,519 
  4,751 
33,126 
412 boats 
279 boats 

 
Morocco9, Mali, Senegal, 
Gambia, Guinea, Togo, 
Ivory Coste, Cameroon, 
Pakistan 

 
 
230 (300) 
  88 (120) 
152 (250) 
236 (400) 
289 (500) 
368 (1,900) 
1,167 (7,000) 
(Mauretania) 1,200 

Fuerteventura, Lanzarote, 
Gran Canary (2), Tenerife 
(3), Gomera, Hierro 

Islands Commission 2006 
Barros 2002, p. 87 
Spijkerboer 2006, p. 4 
Islands Commission 2006 
ibid 
Spijkerboer 2006, p. 4 
Islands Commission 2006 
ibid 
APDHA 2006, p. 8 
UNODC 2006, p. 8 
Ibid 
Ibid 

North Africa-
Spain 

(96-99) 
 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2004 
2005 
2006 

(48,726/1,656 boats, 
Gibr. only) 
12,6001 (84 %) 
14,4301 (78 %) 
  8,6011 (41 %) 
  7,249 (46 %) 
  7,066 (60 %) 
  7,976 (20 %) 

   Barros et al. 2002, p. 87 
 
Alscher 2005, p. 15-16 
 
 
APDHA 2006, p. 8 
ibid 
ibid 

Morocco-
Ceuta, Melilla 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
 

47,00510

42,10210

37,66110

25,53610

9,00010; (429, 68111) 
 

28 
Ceuta (Calamocarro), 
Melilla 

Amnesty International 2005 
ibid 
ibid 
ibid 
ibid; APDHA 2005, p. 11; 
(European Commission 2005, p. 6) 



 
2005 

3,50011 (224, 18812) Labour net 2006; (ibid) 

Italy (1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

49,999 
26,817 
20,143 
23,719 
24,202 
24,508 
19,646-23.000 
20,547 

Kosovo, Romania.) 
Romania, Egypt, Morocco, 
Algeria, Tunisia, Eritrea, 
Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan, 
Nigeria, Palestine 

  Spijkerboer 2006, p. 3 
ibid 
ibid 
ibid 
Commissione 2007, p. 6 
Ibid 
Ibid.; IHT 20/8/06 
ibid 

Turkey-South 
Italy 

n.a.      

  

n.a.

North Africa-
Lampedusa 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
 
1-8 06 

    182 (19 boats) 
    490 (25 boats) 
  5,374 (124 boats) 
  5,106 (87 boats) 
10,497 
22,000 (6,901) 
 
10,000 

   Parlagreco 2006, p. 5 
 
 
 
Andrijasevic 2006 
UNHCR 2005b, p. 400; Parlagreco 
IHT, 20/8/06 

North Africa-
Sicily 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
1-8 06 

  2,782 
  5,504 
18,225 
14,017 
13,594 
22,8248 

13,302 

96-06, 729/1,123 Accoglienza (Lampedusa),  
411 
280 

Crotone, Trapani (Sicily) 
Spijkerboer 2006, p.3; (death 
Parlagreco, p. 7) 
 
 
Spijkerboer 2006, p. 3 
Ibid 
UNODC 2006, p. 9 
Parlagreco 2006, p. 5 

North Africa-
Malta 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
1-6 08 

     24 
     63 
1,686 (21 boats) 
  502 (12 boats) 
1,388 (42 boats) 
1,822 (58 boats) 
1,502 

Somalia, Egypt, Eritrea, 
Sudan, Ghana (33 different 
countries) 
 

 Ta’Kandja, Floriana, Safi 
Barracks 

Malta National Statistics Office 
2006; Malta Media news 16/8/05 
 
 
 
European Union 2006 

Turkey-
Republic of 
Cyprus 

2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 

             (725) 
3,682 (3,796) 
2,417 (5,287) 
1,188 (1-9/05 4,748) 

 
Bangladesh, Syria, 
Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, 
Iraq, Palestine, Jordan, 
Ukraine, Georgia, Lebanon 

 Larnaca Com o t EC 2006, p. 3 
Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 72 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 61 
Ibid; Com o t EC 2006 

Turkey-
Greece 

2000 
2001 
2002 

2,7755

4,9495 (>5,000) 
5,9705

  Athens (airport), Andros, 
Chios, Evros region, Githio, 
Ierapetra, Igoumenitsa, 

ECRE 2003; UNHCRb 2004 
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2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

7,3605

6,985 
7,944 
17,096 

Kalamata, Karistos, 
Mykonos, Mytilene, 
Rethymno, Rhodos, Sitia, 
Syros and Zakinthos 

 
 
 
 
 

Turkey-
Greece/Evros 

1992-95 
2002 
2004 
2005 
2006 

22,906 
10,000 
2,957 
3,706 
12,178 

 
Turkey, Iran, Iraq, Syria, 
Afghanistan, India, 
Pakistan, Palestine, 
Moldova, Tunisia, Algeria, 
Morocco, Mauretania, 
Somalia, Nigeria, Georgia, 
4

 
2002-05, 231/393

Alexandroupolis, Peplos, 
Feres, Soufli, Tichero 

Migration News, vol. 3, no. 4 
Marine Marketing 2003 
Ministry of Public Order, quoted in 
Baldwin-Edwards 2006b 
ibid 
 

Greek Aegean 
and other 
islands (incl. 
Crete) 

2000 
 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

3,645 
 
6,864 
3,945 
1,599 
4,028 
4,238 
4,918 

Turkey, Lebanon, Jordan, 
Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, 
Pakistan, Sri Lanka, 
Turkey, Egypt, Somalia, 
Sudan, Ivory Coast, 
Mauritius, India, 
Azerbaijan 

2000-2 197min. 
 
 
 
 
 
98 
73 

Lesbos (Mitilini), Naxos, 
Chios, Samos, Lerros, 
Patmos, Kos, Rhodos, Evia, 
Rodopi (Vena) 

Kathimerini 31/1/03, own 
calculation 
 
US State Department 2002, 2003, 
2005, Kathimerini7

Ministry of Public Order, quoted in 
Baldwin-Edwards 2006b 
Ibid; Picum newsletter, 5/2007 

Macedonia-
Greece 

2003 3,000 approx    Kathimerini, as calculated from 
monthly numbers 

Albania-Greece       

      

  

  

1-4/05
1-4/06 

3,850 
4,693 

Kathimerini, 19/5/06

Egypt (and 
Turkey) to 
Greece 
(Crete)6

2003 
2004 
2005 

>  78 
> 764 
> 847 

Palestine, Egypt   Kathimerini, div. issues 

Bulgaria-
Greece 

n.a. n.a.

Ukraine-CEE 2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
Jan 06-Sept 
06 

3,016 
1,408 
2,023 
2,386 
4,053 

Moldovans, CIS, Palestine, 
Pakistan, Africa (Ghana, 
Liberia), South East Asia 

  Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 218 
ibid 
ibid 
ibid 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 235 
 

Ukraine-Poland 2003
2004 
2005 

749 
1,061 
1,140 

Ukraine, Moldowa, 
Vietnam, China, Pakistan 

 Przemysl Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 164 
Ibid 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 180 
 Ukraine-

Slovakia 
2003 
2004 

935 
3,352+854 

Ukraine, Russia, CIS, 
China, Vietnam, India, 
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2005   

  

     
      

2,554 Bangladesh, Pakistan
Ukraine-
Hungary 

2004 
2005 

475 
1,079 

   Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 117 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 130 

Ukraine-
Romania 

2003 
2004 
2005 

71 
35 
24 

   Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 170 
Ibid 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 174 

Belarus-Poland 2003
2004 
2005 

37 
66 
107 

Russia (Chechen), Belarus  Biala Podlaska, Bialystok Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 164 
Ibid 
Futo & Jandl 2006, p. 180 
  

TOTAL 
1 Own calculations from Alscher 2005, 2 Spijkerboer 2006, p. 9; 3 Lib.com. 2006. An examination of the holding centres for illegal immigrants in and around Greece in so-
called Fortress Europe, http://libcom.org/news/article.php/greece-immigrant-detention-camps-270506; 4 Nationalities as they appear from on online media and other report 
survey, e.g. annual Landmine Monitor, http://www.icbl.org/lm/2005/greece.html; 5 Calculated from ECRE statement and UNHCR figures; 6Media reports do not enable to 
clarify where the ships were departing; 7All Kathimerine news cuts are made available at www.migrantsingreece.org; 8 An EU document gives the figure of 22,939 for 
combined arrivals on Sicily and Lampedusa, see European Union 2006; 9 Until 2004/05 main point of arrival was Fuerteventura and the largest group were Moroccans; in 
2005, Tenerife and Gran Canary did become main ports of arrival and in 2006, Moroccans only represented 1,3 per cent (about 400) of the total; 10 Interceptions only, this 
figure implies that some persons have been intercepted several times ;11 Successful clandestine entry; 12 Moroccans only. 
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Table 2: Apprehensions of irregular migrants in the neighbourhood of the EU, 2000-2006 
  Country Period Foreigners/Nationals Nationalities   

  

  

  

    

Death Detention centres Source
Ukraine 1991-99 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

65,000 
           (4,290)1a

 7,2001a (3,963)1a

 5,6001a (5,561)1a

 5,8001b (17,390) 
 9,950 (15,438) 
17,941 (14,441) 
25,782 (appr. 10,000) 

Moldovans, CIS, 
Palestine, Pakistan, 
Africa (Ghana, 
Liberia), South east 
Asia 

 
 
 
 
 
10 (2005) (IOM 
interview) 

Chop, Pavchino, 
Mukachevo, 1,947 
were detained 

Futo & Jandl 2005, p. 
215, p. 218 
ibid 
ibid 
Soderkoping Process 
2007 
ibid. 
ibid. 

Turkey 2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
 

94,514 
92,365 
82,825 
56,219 
51,147 
43,841 

Iraq, Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, Iran, 
Bangladesh 

Icduygu 2006, table 4 

Bulgaria2 2003 
2004 
2005 

331 
590 
667 

 Futo&Jandl 2005, p. 55; 
2006, p. 65 

Macedonia2 2003 
2004 
2005 

225 
444 
1,358 

Albania, Serbia, 
Bulgaria 

Futo&Jandl 2005, p. 145; 
2006, p. 156 

Mauretania 2006 6-14.000 wait in
Mauretania 

Senegal, Gambia, 
Guinea, Togo, India, 
Sri Lanka, Myanmar 

1,200 Nouadhibou (2) UNODC 2006, p. 10; 
M’Bow 2007 

Morocco 2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 

9,353/15,056 
13,327/13,100 
16,034/15,363 
12,493/23,851 
9,353/17,252 
21,894/7,914 

Mali, Cameroon, 
Senegal, Ghana, 
Algeria, Ethiopia, 
Tunisia, India, 
Pakistan, 
Afghanistan4. 

 Goulmime – 
Bouzakarne, Taouima 
 
 

CARIM 2005, p. 236 
 
 
 
 
UNODC 2006, p. 4 

Algeria 2005 3,000 Mali, Niger  Adrar UNODC 2006, p. 5 
Tunesia 1998-2003 

2003 
 

>6,600/3,300 
3,3185

 

50 nationalities, 
(Maghreb, Sub-
Sahara, Asia, East 
Europe, South 
America) 

  Zekri 2005, p. 313 

Libya 2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 

  2,4153 

  3,8023

43,000 
54,000 
40,000 

Sudan, Chad, Niger, 
Mali, Ghana, Burkina 
Faso, Nigeria, Egypt 

  UNODC 2006, p. 5 
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2005 
Mali 1-6 2006 6,505    UNODC 2006, p. 5 
Somalia - Jemen Jan 06-Jan 07 26.000/9.000 Somalis, Ethiopia 

(Bosaso) 
360/300 Mayfa’a reception

centre, southern 
Yemen 

 UNHCR 2006  

1a The first column refers to apprehensions of foreigners and Ukrainians on the western borders with EU countries only. The second column refers to apprehension of illegal 
immigrants by border guards only; 1b The following refer to arrests made in the border region, first column and arrest made in country, second column 2 Only exit to Greece, 
and only before Bulgaria did become an EU member state; 3 Only selected nationalities and only those who have been apprehended and removed; 4 For a complete list of all 
nationalities apprehended in 2005 in the Nador district see Al Khayari 2006; 5 Half of these were apprehended at sea.  
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