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INTRODUCTION 

 

The European Comparative Study Regarding the Intra-European Mobility and 
Migration of Youth in Romania was conducted by Novapolis Association - Center for 
Analysis and Development Initiatives together with the Ministry of Labour, Family, Social 
Protection and Elderly People- the Department for Social Dialog, within the project ”PRO 
JUVENES – Transnational partnership for an inclusive labour market for youth”, 
POSDRU/171/6.4/S/146751. The general objective within the project is the consolidation of 
policies and practices regarding employment and the development of networks on a 
European level, as well as the consolidation of the labour market’s actors’ capacity (trade 
unions and employers’ organizations, public authorities, NGOs) to actively engage in the 
promotion and social inclusion of young people by implementing policies that target their 
employment – the volunteering law, the internship law, the apprenticeship law etc. 

The contribution and impact that youth intra-European mobility and migration bring to the 
development of human resources and to the social inclusion in Romania represented the 
transversal theme of the following activities taken on by Novapolis Association - Center for 
Analysis and Development Initiatives, as a partner organization within the project: signing 
transnational partnerships with organizations in Spain and Italy that have relevant projects 
and initiatives for the young people’s inclusive labour market’s field, developing a thematic 
network on migration and youth work force mobility, organizing a working group and a 
roundtable that has brought together important actors in the migration and workforce mobility 
domain as well as actors from the field of human resources development and social 
inclusion of young people in order to discuss and debate relevant themes on the matter. 

The European Comparative Study regarding the Intra-European Mobility and Migration of 
Youth in Romania, presented as a complex research report, constitutes an analysis of a 
series of aspects related to the young peoples’ mobility and migration on the labour market 
that aims to identify the dimensions, characteristics, processes and types of migration 
among young people, identify the profiles of the young people migrating (migrants, 
immigrants or potential migrants) that are to access or who are already participating on the 
national labour market or on the labour market of EU Member States, in the context of the 
impact and effects that youth migration has on an inclusive labour market for young people. 

Migration represents a more and more important component of the contemporary society, a 
factor of market globalization stimulation, an instrument to balance out the unbalances on 
the regional/ local labour markets. The amplitude of globalization generated significant 
consequences on the socio-economic phenomenon of migration. The diversification of 
migration flows and stocks represent a relatively recent tendency. Migration is „shaped” by 
numerous „push” and „pull” factors, the most important among them being the level of 
economic development and the gaps between countries, the population dynamics, the 
existence of migration networks and the access to information, the ease of travel. 
 
In this sense, the present study showcases the phenomenon of youth migration and the 
policies regarding young people. The process of studying the problem of migration starts 
with several questions: Why do young people move? Who or what influences the youth 
decision to move? What changes can the migration trigger? Who are the young people that 
are most likely to migrate? The study of the migration phenomenon is not recent and the 
area of aspects that the migration raises is vast, as are its explaining perspectives. 
 
In this study, we will try to highlight the phenomenon of intra-European mobility and 
migration of youth in Romania. Youth represent a special case, especially as they are the 
ones with the greatest human capital potential. 
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The first two chapters (Young people: concept and demarcation and Theoretical approaches 
on migration) create a large framework of the phenomenon, as they are resulted from the 
migration complexity perspective, as a global dynamic action, with effects on multiple areas. 
These chapters provide a general theoretical framework regarding migration that is focused 
on defining the concept. Moreover, the explaining theories of the phenomenon are 
presented, the triggering factors, the development stages of the act of migration and its 
typology, as well. Most of the explaining theories of migration focus on the role of economic 
factors in triggering and developing the process. Even though the classical theories as the 
gravitational ones or the „push-pull” models are often rebutted, the contemporary tendency is 
that of analyzing migration either through several theories that explain the inception of the 
phenomenon or through those that follow its development. These theories do not exclude 
one another, in fact, they mutually complete one another, offering various explanations of the 
phenomenon. 
 
The following chapters treat the problem of permanent and temporary work migration. The 
permanent migration flows are regarded from two sides: the outgoing migration and the 
incoming migration. 
 
The last chapter includes a presentation of the main legislative measures and special 
programs dedicated to young people both on a national as well as on an European level. 
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18 years old is not the 
coming of age limit in all 
countries. 

 

An important factor for 
economic migration is the 
age at which young people 
are allowed to work, in 
accordance to the 
legislation in use. 

 

 

CHAPTER 1 – YOUTH: CONCEPT AND DEMARCATION 

 

1.1. DEFINITION OF YOUTH 

THE LEGAL PERSPECTIVE 
 
Traditionally, youth is seen as a period of transition from 
childhood to adulthood. Therefore, a starting point for 
defining youth would be taking into consideration the 
definition of childhood. The Convention regarding the 
Rights of the Child1 states that  "For the effects of the 
present Convention, a child is understood to be a 
human being aged under 18 years old, unless, in 
accordance with any applicable law, he/she is 
considered to have come of age before then". 
Considering that 195 countries are currently part of the 
said Convention, this definition can be considered as 
universal.  
 
Nevertheless, 18 years old is not the coming of age limit in all countries, the age at which 
minors take responsibility for their acts and decisions and, therefore, are no longer subject to 
their parents or guardians’ legal control or responsibility. The coming of age limit can vary 
from 15 years (Iraq, Iran), 16 years (Sweden, Finland, Denmark), 18 years (The 
Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Moldavia, Romania),  20 years (People’s Republic of 
China, Taiwan) to 21 years (US, Singapore). 
Moreover, the age at which people can exercise certain rights is sometimes different from 
the coming of age limit. States can establish different minimum age requirements for 
marriage, for engaging in economic activities, for enlisting in the army, for owning a property, 
for voting etc.These minimum age limits may also vary depending on sex. In South Africa for 
example, the coming of age limit is set at 18 years old, the minimum age at which a person 

can be held responsible for a crime is 7 years old, the 
minimum age for enlisting in the army is 17 years old, the 
minimum age for consenting to be tested for HIV is 12 
years old and the minimum age for consenting to a sexual 
activity is 12 years old for girls and 14 years old for boys 
(United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund - 
UNICEF, 2011). 

 
With regards to migration, the coming of age limit is relevant as it establishes the moment at 
which a person is granted the right to move to another country. Nevertheless, for certain 
categories of immigrants, the destination countries may impose restrictions based on age. 
For example, countries that accept the family reunion sometimes establish a maximum age 
limit at which children are considered as dependent (not necessarily the coming of age limit), 
despite the regulatory document 2003/86/EC regarding the right to family reunion2, stating 
that this right is to be granted to minors under the coming of age limit, not married.  
More so, in cases of children over the age of 12 years old arriving independently from the 
rest of the family, the Member State can examine any of the integration requirements stated 

                                                                 
1
 Adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations Organization at November 29th, 1989. In effect since 

September 2nd, 1990. Romania ratified the Convention with Act No. 18/1990, published in „Monitorul Oficial al 
României“, part I, No. 109, September 28th, 1990 and republished in „Monitorul Oficial al României“, part I, No. 
314, June 13th, 2001. 
2
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/RO/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32003L0086&from=EN 

 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/RO/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32003L0086&from=EN
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“...there is no universally 
agreed upon definition of 
youth. A chronological 
definition of who is young, 
as oppose to who is a 
child or who is an adult, 
varies with each nation 
and culture.” 

 

in its legislation, before granting the entry and residence in accordance to the present 
regulatory document.  
 
In addition, in order to ensure a better integration and to prevent forced marriages, the 
Member States can solicit that the person advocating for reacquaintance and the husband/ 
wife be of minimum age, which cannot be older than 21 years, before the husband/ wife can 
join the solicitor of the reacquaintance. 
 
As the majority of international migrations are economically driven, another important factor 
to consider is the age at which young people are granted the right to work. The convention 
no. 138/1973 regarding the minimum age for joining the workforce, which was ratified 
by 158 Member States, asserts that every signing state must establish a minimum age for 
hiring or joining the workforce (Article 2) and that said minimum age cannot be lower than 
the age at which mandatory education stops and certainly not lower than 15 years old. For 
the Member States with insufficiently developed economies and educational facilities, the 
Convention states, as an exception, that any Member State whose economy and 
educational institutions are not sufficiently developed may, after consultation with employers 
and trade unions concerned, if any, establish a minimum age for employment of 14 years 
old. The Convention also states that 18 years old is the minimum age for joining any activity 
or work which, by its nature or work conditions, is likely to endanger the teenagers’ heath, 
safety or morals. (Article 3). The data available on the economically active population in 
numerous countries shows that a significant percentage of young people start working 
before the age of 18, especially in situations where mandatory education includes only 
elementary school and where enrollment is low within secondary education. 
 
Considering the above stated, although the coming of age limit is a useful indicator to 
establish the end of childhood and the start of youth, said limit is not defining for all situations 
as the moment that minors assume the responsibilities of adulthood. 
 
  

THE STATISTICAL PERSPECTIVE  
 
Taking into consideration the fact that the national legislations are ambiguous as to when 
youth begins, other international standards must be applied. In 1980, the General Assembly 
of the United Nations (UN) declared 1985 as the International Year of Youth. An Advisory 
Committee formed in order to oversee preparations for that year noted in their report that: 
„....there is no universally agreed upon definition of youth. A chronological definition of who is 
young, as oppose to who is a child or who is an adult, 
varies with each nation and culture. However, the United 
Nations, for statistical purposes, defines those persons 
between the ages of 15 and 24, as youth without 
prejudice to other definitions by Member States.“ 
(appendix A/36/215). 
The statistical definition was used within the UN when 
preparing annuals regarding population, education, work 
and health. In addition, it was used for the World 
Programme of Action for Youth2. Nevertheless, keeping 
to this definition was not universal. The World Youth 
Report, published by the World Bank in 2007, focused 
on the age group 12-24 years old. In addition, various institutions introduced different 
concepts in order to highlight certain subgroups of youth. For example, the World Health 

                                                                 
2
 http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/documents/wpay2010.pdf  

http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/documents/wpay2010.pdf
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Organization (WHO) and UNICEF used the term „adolescent” to refer to persons aged 10 to 
19 years old and the term „young people” to refer to persons aged 10 to 24 years old. 
 
In the context of international migration, the data suggest that the most important streams 
are registered for young people aged 18 to 29 years old. By setting the lower limit at 18 
years, the legal ramifications are taken into consideration, although, as mentioned above, 
there are frequent situations in which legal dispositions or regulations regarding immigration 
set other ages as benchmarks. Setting the upper limit at 24 years and older is based on the 
observation that the highest immigration rates and the highest concentration of migrants are 
in the age group of 18 to 29 years old and not in the age group of 18 to 24 years old.  
 
 

1.2. THE DEMOGRAPHIC OF YOUTH IN ROMANIA 

 
At June 1st, 2012 the population of Romania was of 21.316.420 inhabitants, out of which 
10.4 million men (48.7%) and 10.9 million women (51.3%). The negative values of the 
growth rate, combined with those of the external migration, contributed to the diminishing of 
the country’s population from July 1st, 2009 to July 1st, 2012, by 153.500 of people. 
According to the final data of the census conducted between 2011 and 2012, the age 
structure of the population bears the specific mark of an aging demographic process which is 
influenced, primarily, by the decline of natality, a factor which determined the absolute and 
relative decrease of the young population (0-14 years) and the increase of balance of the 
elder population (60 years and higher). The population pyramid still retains its pyramid 
aspect precisely because the life expectancy increased in Romania, which lead to the 
expansion of the number of so-called „fourth age”, people over the age of 80 years old.  
 
 
Figure 1 – The pyramid by age and sex, January 1st, 2012 

 

Source: National Institute of Statistics, October 2012 
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In Romania there is a 

continous decrease of  

young people aged 15 

to 34 years old, from 

32.1% in 2003 to 28.6% 

in 2012. 

For the first time in 
the last four decades, 
on January, 2012, the 
percentage of the 
young population was 
equal to that of the 
elderly population 
(over 65 years old), 
respectivelly (15%). 

 

 

Table 1 – The structure of Romania’s population by age and sex groups 

Age (years old) Men Women 

 0 - 4  545.917 516.778 

 5 - 9  542.633 512.596 

10-14 561.371 534.044 

15-19  600.267 572.710 

20-24  837.756 806.644 

25-29  814.169 776.106 

30-34  904.958 859.381 

35-39  854.430 817.782 

40-44  929.580 914.752 

45-49  580.336 587.826 

50-54  686.116 728.125 

55-59  686.604 767.297 

60-64  560.775 660.432 

65-69  386.399 495.857 

70-74  366.556 527.079 

75-79  281.185 436.192 

80-84  167.793 284.181 

85 and over  85.692 164.077 

Source: National Institute of Statistics, October 2012 
 
During 1990-2012 the average age increased significantly, from 33 years old to 40 years old, 
which reflects a slow but continuous process of demographic aging. The average age of 
Romanians increased more as regards women (41.5 years) than in the case of men (38.5 

years), because women live longer than men, on average. 
The aging process is also differentiated by residence. The 
most recent census shows that, in 2012, the rural population 
was, on average, 1.2 years older than the urban population. 
 
In Romania there were more than 6 million young people 
aged 15 to 34 years old. A continuous decrease of young 
people aged 15 to 34 years old is evident, from 32.1% in 
2003 to 28.6% in 2012, as a result of combining factors: the 
increase of life expectancy, the decrease of natality and the 
emigration, the latter involving youth in a much higher 
percentage than other age groups. Although the percentage 
of young Romanians was over the EU-27 average of 25.1% 
in 2012, the decrease over the last decade is more emphatic 

in Romania. The Eurostat forecasts show that, by 2060, 
an abrupt decrease of youth is expected among the total 
population, and Romania is one the countries most 
affected by this trend. The fertility rate in Romania in 2011 
was of 1.3, which is under the 1.6 average level recorded 
in the EU-27.  
 
According to the research „Risks and Social Inequities in 
Romania”, conducted by the Presidential Commission for 
the Analysis of Social and Demographic Risks, released in 
September 2009, the Romanian’s life expectancy at birth 
marked, for the past few years, a certain progress that 
cannot be denied. Even so, Romania’s position within EU remains critical: the lowest among 
women and one of the lowest among men, according to the data published by Eurostat.  
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Considering the low values of 
natality and fertility and the 
aging of generations, which are 
different in size, the population 
structure by large age groups 
will continue to modify, in the 
sense of decreasing in the 
number and percentage of 
young people and increasing 
the number and percentage of 
adult and elderly population. 

 

 

The increase of the 
employment rate in 
economic activities 
would only partially 
balance the potential 
workforce deficit. 

 
The issue is that an intervention that would insure a balance of the life expectancy in 
Romania would entail a series of very large and coordinated efforts. The same research 
„Risks and Social Inequities in Romania” claims that generations born after 1989 would 
represent – after 2030  - not only the main component of the population that will provide 
Romania’s children, but also the country’s workforce. It cannot be determined at this moment 
the way in which external migration will affect the scale of this work-aged population. If the 
economy needs a workforce superior to this decreasing demographic offer, the imbalances 
will reflect throughout the entire economic and social system. The harshest imbalance will be 

that of the proportion between the actively economic 
population and the elderly population, that of the financial 
means claimed by the rapid growth of the latter population 
and the financial resources society will be able to ensure in 
the context of the drastic decrease of the work-aged 
population providing these resources.  
 
Demographic forecasts represented a fundamental 
instrument in establishing programs and strategies for 
economic and social development. The present 
environment however requires a medium and long-term 

strategic approach for the demographic, economic and social areas. This implies taking into 
consideration all factors contributing to the decrease and aging of Romania’s population. An 
adequate health policy could lead to the decrease of mortality and to the increase of the 
level of health for the entire population, but it would have to be combined with a pro-natality 
policy that would encourage families to raise two or more children and with coherent 
economic and social policies. These would eventually lead to both  the improvement of the 
nation’s health as well as to a sustainable, long-term economic growth. 
 
In order to forecast Romania’s population by 2050, three forecasts were used: medium, 
optimistical and pesimistical. In all forecasts, the population will be reduced by 3.6 million 
(the optimistical forecast) to 6.5 million people (the pesimistical forecast). The population’s 
decrease will be moderate by 2050 (with an annual medium rate of - 0.5% by 2030 and 
slightly more accelerated, of - 0.6% by 2050), the main factor in this being the natural 
decrease. Considering the low values of natality and fertility and the aging of generations, 
which are different in size, the population 
structure by large age groups will continue to 
modify, in the sense of decreasing the number 
and percentage of young people and increasing 
the number and percentage of adult and elderly 
population. 
 
Moreover, demographic projections released by 
the UN Population Division reveal future negative 
evolutions for Romania’s population. In all 
demographic forecasts, mortality would drop 
dramatically, the external migration would remain 
relatively constant and the only variable would be 
the speculations concerning fertility. By 
maintaining the current level of fertility would lead 
to a population of 20 million by 2025 and of 16 
million by 2050. For the medium forecast, based on a rectification of fertility from 1.3 to 1.6 
children per woman by the year 2025 and of 1.9 by 2050, the population would consist of 
around 21 million by 2025 and of 18 million by 2050. Even in the forecast with the highest 
fertility, 2.4 children per woman by the year 2050, the population’s size would continue to 
decrease, reaching 20 million by 2050. The percentage of the population over the age of 60 
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Approximately 20 
million people out of 
507 million EU 
inhabitants originated 
from countries outside 
the EU. 

 

[TITLU BARĂ 
LATERALĂ] 

would reach almost 40% in the forecast with constant fertility and about 30% in case of 
significant higher fertility (compared to 16% currently). The ratio between the adult 
population (20-60 years) and the elderly population (60 years and over) would go from 3 to 1 
to only 1.4 to 1. 
The increase of the employment rate in economic activities would only partially balance the 
potential workforce deficit. The issue of attracting foreign workforce shouldn’t be neglected, 
however the strategies would have to be implemented through very well thought decisions, 
under all aspects, in order to avoid negative effects which were encountered by some EU 
Member States. Managing migration is a complex task, as the reality of some European 
countries demonstrate and Romania needs to consolidate its politics regarding this field. 
 
 
The economic and demographic evolutions suggest the 
fact that the migration pressure will increase. The 
globalization process the European societies are 
confronted with will lead to an economic growth, including 
in the Eastern and Central Europe. The economic growth, 
as well as the associated standard of living’ rise in these 
countries could render them in destination countries for 
international migration. More important than all this is the 
associated increase in the incomes, that will allow many 
people in these countries to be able to finance their move 
to Western countries. Even though economic theories predict that the globalization process 
tends to reduce income differences among countries in the long-term, it is not yet clear if the 
income differences between developed countries and emerging countries will increase or 
decrease, in the short-term and in the medium-term. Therefore, globalization can lead to the 
expansion of migration pressure over the EU. In addition, the simultaneous outbreak of 
some global crisis, either natural or man-made, determined many people to leave their 
country of origin. Approximately 20 million people out of 507 million EU inhabitants 
originated from countries outside the EU. 
 

Figure 2 – The structure of the EU-28 population by origin in 2013 

 
 
Source: Eurostat, 2013  
 
 

 

At the same time, demographic evolutions in many countries in the region that are dealing 

with the aging process of the population will lead to an increase demand for immigrants. 

 

 

4% 

96% 

Total population EU-28 

Citizens outside EU EU citizens 
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Attracting highly 

trained immigrant 

workers is essential for 

Romania’s 

competitiveness 

consolidation.  

 

 
 
Considering the accelerated process of technological progress and the necessity to focus on 
high technology and knowledge production, in order to compete with low-income countries in 
Asia, Africa, Latin America and parts of Eastern Europe, a 
large part of this demand will seek highly qualified 
workforce. As it was already observed, there was an 
increase of competition for highly qualified migrants, and it 
is expected that the competition will continue to rise in the 
future. At the same time, this development suggests that 
the drafting of coordinated migration policies will be a 
difficult task, at least when considering highly qualified 
workforce. Attracting highly trained immigrant workers is 
essential for Romania’s competitiveness consolidation. 
The Blue Card grants these immigrants a special 
residence and work permit, thus facilitating their access to 
the labour market and insuring a series of other 
socioeconomic rights, including the right to reunite with their family and the right to free 
movement within the EU.  
 
Lastly, it should be noted that the aging process of the population in the majority of 
countries in the region will lead to an increase in demand for service providers (especially 
in the health department) and, consequently, demand for low and semi-qualified workforce 
will also rise. The globalization process associated with the increase of access to 
information will lead, most likely, to the expansion of the number of countries generating 
migrants, a process that has already been registered in the past few years.  

 

There are other evolutions that will lead to the increase of (potential) migration flow in 
certain countries. Even though the magnitude of migration flows is very difficult to predict, 
the expansion of the EU by including countries in Central and Eastern Europe resulted in 
the increase of migration from East to West and, in the future, if the EU expands some 
more, the migration flows from new Member States to the EU will also increase. Based on 
migration networks available, the main destination countries for migrants are Germany and 
Italy, but, at the same time, new destinations appear, such as the UK or France. 

 
 
 

 
 

What would happen 
if nobody migrates 
in the EU in the 
following 20 years? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: „Is what we hear about migration really true? Questioning eight stereotypes” –  
Migration Policy Center 

The active population of the EU would be reduced 

by 33 million people (-11%).  

The rate of dependency of the elderly (number of 

people over the age of 65 in relation to the number 

of active people) would rise from 28% to 44%. 

The percentage of young workers (20-30 years 

old) in relation to total workforce would be reduced 

by 25%, and that of the elderly (60-70 years old) 

would rise by 29%. 
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Figure 3 – Population without EU-28 citizenship on January 1st, 20143 

 
Source: Eurostat 
 
From a structural point of view, the most important effect of young migrants is maintaining an 
efficient proportion, of more than 3 to 1, between the population that constitutes the 
workforce and the elderly population assisted by social services of EU Member States. 
 
  

                                                                 
3
 http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_pop1ctz&lang=en  
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Migration has an 
extremely complex 
character, with multiple 
effects on the 
international economic  
relations, on each 
national economy, as 
well as on individuals. 

 

CHAPTER 2 – THEORETICAL APPROACHES REGARDING MIGRATION 

 
The nature, causes, tendencies and intensity of migration 
represented the main focus for many of the contemporary 
theoretical approaches. The process of examining the 
migration phenomenon is correlated with the realities of the 
contemporary world as well as its evolutions and new 
aspects regarding the complex processes and conditions 
such as: the hard economic crisis, the intensifying of 
monopoly domination, the rise of economic inequities 
among capitalist countries, as well as the increase of the 
economic gaps between the developed countries and the 
developing ones. All these factors lead to the development 
of a series of theories that are independent from the other. 
However, these theories do not reflect the complex and 
multiple nature of the migration process. 
 

2.1. THEORIES REGARDING MIGRATION 

THE MERCANTILE THEORY 
One of the first economic theories on labour migration, the mercantilism, appeared in the 
context of the expansion of the capitalist world system, substantiating both politically and 
socially the process of seeking employment. The terms „mercantilism” and  „mercantile 
system” were first used in 1763 by the Marquis of Mirabeau and later made popular by Adam 
Smith in „The Wealth of Nations”. The ideals of the mercantile current can be translated 
through the necessity of regulating the economic life and the open acceptance of the interest 
for profit of nations and individuals. Finding the most adequate means to grow the national 
wealth of a country represents, according to this theory, the main objective of state policy. 
Under these circumstances, the governments took actions through which they banned the 
exports of technology and equipment, even going so far as to forbid the emigration of 
qualified employees that would allow other states, including their own colonies, to become a 
competitor in producing consumer goods. At the same time,  attracting cheap foreign work 
force becomes a priority. 
 

THE KEYNES THEORY  
As a result of the economic crisis between 1929-1933, the first theory generated by the need 
to adapt the economic science to that era’s realities was the Keynesian model of economic 
growth. This is a macroeconomic model, stating that the national income increases as a 
result of the aggregated demand’s increase. The Keynesian theory, especially the founder of 
this economic model, J.M.Keynes, assigns a special importance to the migration of the work 
force, acknowledging the fact that the world market of the work force, which is a result of the 
international migration, leads to competions between national interests. The Keynesian and 
the New Keynesian theories also mention the imperfect and uncontrollable character of the 
labour migration.  
 

THE NEW CLASSIC THEORY 
The new classic theory of migration4 brings at the forefront the role of the economic factors 
in explaining the appearance of the flows and of the decision to emigrate. This was one of 
the major theories regarding migration in the 70s and the 80s. This theory grants an 
essential role to the economic factors in explaining the development of the migration flows 
and of the decision to migrate. The main cause leading to the appearance and to the 
                                                                 
4
 Developed by D.S. MASSEY in his work ”Worlds in Motion: Understanding International Migration at the end of 

the Millennium” 
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development of the migration flows is the difference between the level of income and wages 
and the differences between the workforce demand and supply in various areas and regions. 
The international migration flows become instruments of equilibrium between the internal 
deficiencies on the global workforce. The decision to migrate is the result of a decision 
process through which the individual evaluates the possibility of earnings, including the costs 
of movement. 
 

THE DUAL LABOUR MARKET THEORY 

The segmented (dual) labour market theory analyzes the labour international migration on a 
macroeconomic level. Migration can be explained by the structural demand of developed 
countries for foreign workforce in certain economic sectors. The founders of this theory (L. 
Basch, M. J. Piore) state that the labour market in developed countries is divided into two 
sectors: the primary sector, ensuring the stability and high remuneration for the country’s 
citizens or highly qualified immigrants, and the secondary sector, which is characterized by 
instability, lack of conditions for professional growth, reduced remuneration. The latter sector 
utilizes mostly foreign workforce, as, despite the low level of income, they still outweigh the 
level of those in their country of origin, while the social prestige and status do not represent 
aspects with high importance for immigrants. Native workers avoid working in the secondary 
sector because of the instability of workplaces, low incomes, low status and prestige 
associated with these positions.   

THE HUMAN CAPITAL THEORY  
The human capital theory (the new classical theory of micro migration) was created mainly 
by Larry A. Sjaastad in his work „The costs and returns of human migration”. According to 
this theory, the potential migrant calculates the value of the available opportunity on the 
market for each alternative in relation to the opportunity value on the market of the origin 
point, thus decreasing the costs of movement (which are supposedly proportional to the 
migration distance) and, therefore, choosing the destination that minimizes the present value 
of earnings during lifetime. 
 

THE NEW ECONOMIC THEORY OF LABOUR MIGRATION 
The new economic theory of migration is based upon the thesis stating that the decision 
regarding the migration is actually taken within collectivity (within the household or family). 
Unlike the new classic theory, which examines the individual as a generator of the decision 
to migrate, the new economic theory places the family at the center point of the decision to 
migrate. In comparison to the new classic theory, which presented the difference in the 
remuneration between countries as the main incentive for considering migration, the 
founders of this theory state there are much more powerful reasons that substantiate the 
decision to migrate. Among such reasons are the minimizing of the risks for obtaining 
incomes related to the insufficient development of the labour market, of the credit market 
and the insurance market in the origin country. The solution to migration is connected to the 
imperfect functioning, in the destination country, of the mechanisms/ institutions that 
minimize the risks on the household incomes, in the developed countries. 
 

THE INSTITUTIONALIZED THEORY  
The institutionalized theory is based upon the idea that, generally, the concept of institution5 
can be used as a mirror for the structure of the entire social medium, as the institutions 
include organizational entities and the rules to influencing and social controlling individual 
behaviours. To this extent, the institutionalized theory of migration explains why the 
international migration is an on-going process by highlighting the material connections 

                                                                 
5
 Nicolae GHEORGHE, „Institution”, in Cătălin ZAMFIR and Lazăr VLĂSCEANU (coord.), Dictionary of sociology, 

Babel publishing house, Bucharest, 1998, pp. 298-299 
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Ravenstein (1889) creates the 
first set of determinist rules on 
migration, signifying also the 
first attempt to theorize 
international migration. 

among countries that the migration flows consolidate6. One example is that of frequent 
flights between the destination country and the origin one, which determines the 
establishment of aerial connections that are more frequent and cheaper, thus determining 
the decrease of costs for future migrants. 
 

THE NETWORKING THEORY 
The networking theory focuses on the contribution of social networks in „identifying” potential 
migrants and either financing their journey, lending the support in finding and getting a job or 
an educational opportunity, or facilitating their access to the social security system7. The 
social relations establish connections and provide migrants with access to a wide variety of 
information. At the same time, the networks of migrants increase the accessibility of 
migration as a strategy, therefore contributing to the diminishing of the phenomena’s 
selectivity. The identified mechanism, as per the networking theory, is as follows: the 
international migration modifies the ethnic component in destination countries, the result 
being the creation of networks of migrants with the purpose to facilitate employment and 
ensuring a decent wage for migrants. 
 

THE WORLD SYSTEM THEORY  
The world system theory claims that migration cannot be explained outside the context of 
globalization. The key concepts of the world system theory are exposed in I. Wallerstein’s 
book ”The Modern World System I: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins of the European 
World Economy in the Sixteenth Century”: the role, the dependence and the development 
degree. The concept of „role” refers to the structure of one country’s relations with another 
and to the international division of work, the „dependence” is the degree of vulnerability of 
one state at the system changes, while the „development degree” is influenced by both the 
role as well as by the dependence. Presumably, both the role and the dependence have 
effects on the economic performance.  
 

2.2. THE DETERMINING FACTORS OF MIGRATION 

 
 The first laws of migration, that are the basis of the model created by Ravenstein in his work  
“The Migration Laws”, are the result of the „push” and the „pull” factors for potential migrants. 
Ravenstein laws state that the main reason for migration is the external opportunity; the 
volume of migration decreases as does the 
distance; the migration occurs in stages, not 
through continuous spread; the population’s 
movements are bilateral; the migration’s 
differences (gender, class, age) influences a 
person’s mobility. Based on this model developed 
by Ravenstein, Everett Lee explains the migration 
through a model with four factors associated to 
the origin country, destination country, obstacles 
and personal factors. Migration is the result of the 
comparison between the conditions/ factors of the country of origin and the conditions/ 
factors of the country of destination, but the decision is equally influenced by various 
obstacles that may or may not be overcome throughout this process. There is also the 
matter of the perception of the individual on the conditions from his or her country, as well as 
those from the destination country, but also the type of personality that he or she has. 
Everett Lee claims that the decision to migrate is never completely rational, as for some 

                                                                 
6
 Roel Peter Wilhemina JENNISSEN, Macro-economic determinants of the international migration in Europe, 

Dutch University Press, 2004, pp. 54- 56 
7
 Ibidem. 
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people the irrational component is the predominant one. According to Lee, there are three 
sets of hypotheses explaining the phenomena of migration: the volume of migration under 
various circumstances, the development of flows and counterflows and, last but not least, 
the characteristics of migrants. 
 
 

Figure 4 – Lee’s model 8 

 
 

Table 2 - Summary of migration models (in chronological order)  

Name Date/period Main ideas  

 
 
 
 
Ravenstein’s 
laws 9 

 
 
 
 
1875-1889 

 
The majority of migrants travel short distances; as the 
distance grows, the number of migrants decreases 
Migration occurs in a series of waves or stages 
Each significant migration flow produces, to some extent, 
a counter-current of migration 
Urban area residents are less likely to migrate comparing 
to rural area residents 
The main causes for migration are the economic causes. 
 

 
 
Stouffer’s 
theory 10 

 
 
1940 

 
The volume of migration between two places is not so 
much linked to the distance and the size of the population 
but rather to the perceived opportunities in these two 
places and in-between  
 
 
 

                                                                 
8
 LEE, E. 1966. A Theory of Migration. Demography 

9
 RAVENSTEIN, E. 1885. The laws of migration, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society 

10
 STOUFFER, S. 1940. A theory relating mobility and distance. American Sociological Review 134: 845-867 
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Zipf’s law 11 

 
 
1949 

 
The volume of migration is in reverse ratio to the distance 
the migrant covered and therefore in direct ratio to the 
population in the origin country and in the destination 
country 
 

 
The Marxist 
theory 

 
1960 

 
The migration is perceived as an inevitable effect of 
capitalist dissemination  
 

 
 
 
Lee’s model 

 
 
 
1966 

 
This model revised the simple „push-pull” model in two 
ways. It introduced the idea of obstacles that may occur 
and must be overcome before migration taking place. The 
origin and destination countries have a series of features 
that are perceived individually by each migrant, based on 
their personal characteristics, such as gender and marital 
status 
 

 
 
The Todaro 
model 12 

 
 
1971 

 
This model highlights the fact that the potential migrants 
analyze both the costs as well as the benefits of migrating 
prior to any decision making; the migrants act in their own 
economic interest  
 

 
Stark’s 
model 13 

 
1989 

 
This model extends the Todaro model, arguing that 
migration is more complex than migrants’ optimization 
behaviour; the risk that is being considered within the 
family is one such factor  
 

 
Gender 
studies 

 
 
1990 

 
The studies highlight the fact that men and women have 
different answers regarding migration factors and that 
gender discrimination on the labour market has an 
important impact 
 

 
 
It is obvious that the models are simplifications and contain hidden hypotheses. Some of 
these hypotheses are unrealistic, though: 

 all people are free to migrate 

 all people have competencies, education and qualifications that allow them to travel 

 there are minimum barriers, such are race, class, income, language and gender 

 distance is not a major factor regarding migration 
 

 

                                                                 
11

 ZIPF, G. 1946. The PP/D hypothesis: on the intercity movement of persons. American Sociological Review 11: 
677-686 
12

TODARO, M. P. 1969. A model of labor migration and urban unemployment in less developed 
countries. American Economic Review 60: 138-148. 
13

 STARK,O. and Bloom, D. The New Economics of Labor Migration. The American Economic Review. 
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The reasons for people migration and the ways to do so are extremely varied and worthy of 
a separate analysis. The essential factor that stimulates people to leave their countries of 
origin is the hope for a better future and obtaining the income that can guarantee this future. 
The desired income is closely related to the existing conditions in the country of origin, 
conditions that constitute the basic element within the reasons determining the migration. 
Each individual that migrates has his own motivations for this decision and is influenced by 
factors that act differently on him than on other individuals, and the analysis on migration 
motivation should be regarded from at least two perspectives14: 
 
The individual perspective takes into consideration the migrating individual as a rational 

human being with his own expectations, that chooses the destination most suited for him, 

meaning the one that ensures the optimal combination of motivational elements (costs of 

travel, safety and personal security, employment, wage, living conditions etc); the individual 

as „human channel” that incorporates a series of investments within himself (qualification, 

education, experience etc), a capital that must produce, as any other type of capital, when 

utilizing the investment, the maximum of profit. 

  

The structural perspective takes into consideration the conditions the migrants have to 

face, conditions that will influence and determine their decisions and, implicitly, their lives. 

There are two categories of factors that combine those economic, social, politic, 

demographic ones, etc, that determine the migration by combining the two perspectives: 

- „push factors”, factors that force the individuals to emigrate, to leave their country 

of origin; 

- „pull factors”, factors that attract individuals to certain destinations, emigration 

countries. 

Generally, the main factors influencing and/ or determining the migration are poverty and the 

lack of real chances to obtain employment in the country of origin; continued economic 

crisis; establishing contacts with the migrants already settled in other states, influencing 

those closest towards the decision to emigrate. The social networks of friends, colleagues 

and community members can have a significant impact on young people’s decision to 

migrate; the decision to emigrate can come from young people themselves or from 

numerous external sources. Distant relatives or friends living abroad sharing their own 

experiences or providing information (in many cases, inexact) regarding the perspective of 

migration, are also „pull factors”. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 
14

 GEISEN Thomas, The complexity of migration: life-strategies of migrant family members and families. 
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Figure 5 - The decisional model 15
 

 

 
The research in this field regarding youth’s specific motivations are quite scarce. 
Some researchers claim that this is an individual decision (a stage in the life’s cycle, taking 
into consideration the attachment for a certain place, the capital and values of the social 
medium) and, to this extent, the rational expectations to live a better life elsewhere are those 
that lead to the decision to emigrate. This approach involves the fact that the decision to 
migrate is a rather personal decision than a collective one. 
 
Other researchers claim that the individual model is unrealistic, giving the complexity of 
migration and the potential role of social networks in reducing the costs and the risks of 
migration. The family has a very important role in the collective model. This is consistent 
whether young people intent to emigrate alone, with their parents or with other people. In 
many cases, young people do not have the financial resources to cover the entire cost of 
emigration and must often rely on family for support. In the event where members of the 
family offer financial or moral support for emigrating, the benefits are considered to be family 
earnings rather than individual earnings, as the remittances are often a form of the „social 
contract” between emigrants and family. 
 
 

 
  

                                                                 
15

 Adaptation after Gordon F. DE JONG, Robert W. GARDNER. Migration Decision Making: Multidisciplinary 
Approaches to Microlevel Studies in Developed and Developing Countries. 
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It is estimated that the 
global number of 
international migrants 
increased by almost 
10%, from 2005 to 
2013. 

 

The origin of migrants 
became more and more 
diversified and 
concentrated. In 2013, half 
of the international 
migrants were living in 
only 10 states in the world. 

[TITLU BARĂ LATERALĂ] 

CHAPTER 3 – THE MIGRATION OF YOUth  

 

3.1. THE MIGRATION ON AN INTERNATIONAL LEVEL 

 

In analyzing the growth rhythm of international migration, 
from 1990 until 2005, the number of migrants in the world, 
including refugees, increased by 36 million people, from 155 
to 195 million people, which exceeds the growth registered in 
five preceding years but is still bellow the level achieved 
before 1990. During the years 1985-2000, the world 
population increased, on average, by 1.7%, while the annual 
increase in migrants was approximately 2.6%. These 
numbers illustrate the intensity and the activity of migration 
process. Despite the effects caused by the recent economic 
crisis, the total number of migrants hasn’t dropped on a 
global scale. 
 

The migration flows towards the developed countries 
were only slightly affected during and immediately after 
the crisis. For example, in the United States of America 
the number of foreigners entering the country dropped 
from 1.130.818 people in 2009 to 1.042.625 in 2010, in 
the United Kingdom, the number dropped from 505.000 
in 2008 to 470.000 in 2009, in Spain, it decreased from 
692.228 in 2008 to 469.342 people in 2009, in Sweden, 
it dropped from 83.763 in 2009 to 79.036 in 2010 and in 
New Zealand it decreased from 63.910 in 2008  to 
57.618 people in 2010. The biggest difference in the 
number of migrants was registered in Asia – an average 

of 1.3 million people per year. According to the data presented in the World Migration Report 
in 2013, there are about 33% people migrating across Southern countries, about 22% 
people migrating across Northern countries, about 40% people migrating from South to 
North and about 5% people migrating from North to South. 

Figure 6 - Estimated migration flow in 2013 

 

Source: World Migration Report, 2013 
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The countries of origin for migrants diversified more and more in the last two decades. For 
example, in 2013, the first five countries of origin for economic migrants were India (14 
million), Mexico (13 million), the Russian Federation (11 million), China (9 million) and 
Bangladesh (8 million). Another element that is specific to the migration process tendencies 
is the centralization of international migrants. In 2013, half of the international migrants 
were living in only 10 states in the world. The USA was the recipient of the largest absolute 
number of international migrants between 1990 and 2013: almost 23 million, an increase of 
one million migrants per year. The United Arab Emirates were in second place with 7 million 
migrants, followed by Spain with 6 million migrants. A new area was developed in the 
migration of workforce in the oil producing countries – Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab 
Emirates, Bahrain, Qatar. Workers arrived here from Egypt, Yemen, Syria, Sudan, India, 
Pakistan, Bangladesh etc. In many states in the Middle East about 70% of the workforce is 
made up of foreigners.  
 

Figure 7 – Percentage of immigrants in different states, 2013 

 
Source: www.wissenswerte.e-politik.de  
 

An important workforce attraction center is Europe, as there are around 12 to 13 million 
foreign workers from South Europe (Spain, Portugal, Italy, Greece, former Yugoslavia, Asia 
(India, Pakistan, Turkey) and North Africa (Algeria, Libya, Egypt). A new wave of external 
migration was linked to the political events in Eastern Europe as, since 1989, approximately 
2 million people emigrated from former communist countries to Germany. 
 

In 2013, 31% of the international migrants were in Europe, 75% of them residing in five 
countries: Germany (7.3 million), Spain (4 million), France (3.5 million), UK (3.4 million) and 
Italy (2,7 million). The percentage of foreign citizens in countries that recently joined the EU 
was insignificant, comparing to their population: 0.47% immigrants in Slovakia, 0.12% 
immigrants in Romania and 0.34% immigrants in Bulgaria (more than half of those foreign 
citizens originated from countries outside the EU).  
 

http://www.wissenswerte.e-politik.de/
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The migration processes 

become more and more 

complex, especially 

considering the 

destinations and the 

structure of the population 

involved in these 

processes. 

 

[TITLU BARĂ LATERALĂ] 

 

There are less migrants in 

the age group of 15 to 24 

years old, compared to the 

worldwide population 

(12.4% as opposed to 

17.6%). 

 

[TITLU BARĂ LATERALĂ] 

The migration processes become more and more 
complex, especially considering the destinations and 
the structure of the population involved in these 
processes. Thus, the once male-dominated migration 
becomes more and more female-oriented. This is due 
in large part to the increased demand in care services 
which are mainly provided by women. A considerable 
reason in the increase of female migration is 
represented by the reunion of the families, marriages. 
In 2010, there were 27 million international migrants 
aged 15 to 24 years old, meaning 12.4% of the 214 
million international migrants worldwide.  
 
The percentage of young people among migrants 
decreased, similarly to the situation among the general population and to the situation 
among children up to 14 years old. Moreover, there are fewer migrants in the age group of 
15 to 24 years old, compared to the worldwide population (12.4% as opposed to 17.6%) and 
their age structure is higher than that of the total worldwide population. 
 

The percentage of migrants aged 15 to 24 years old is 
higher in emerging countries that in developed 
countries and highest among the least developed 
countries. However, the percentage decreased in all 
types of countries. In 2010, immigrants aged 15 to 24 
years old represented 10.8% of the immigrants in 
developed countries, 14.8% of the immigrants in 
emerging countries and 20.4% of the immigrants in the 
least developed countries. In all types of countries, the 
percentage of immigrants aged 25 to 34 years old is 
higher than the percentage of immigrants aged 15 to 24 
years old, with the largest difference encountered in 
developed countries.  

 

These changes suggest the fact that people entering a developed country are older 
than those entering emerging countries or less developed countries. 
 
In many states in Europe, the migrants are usually represented 
by young adults. In 2011, the median age of the total population 
of the EU-27 was 41.2 years old while the median age of foreign 
citizens living in the EU was 34.7 years old. The age distribution 
of migrants is usually set between 20 and 30 years old. The 
tendency to migrate is also greater amongst young people. 
Statistics in European countries such as Denmark, The 
Netherlands, Germany, Italy or Scandinavian countries show that 
the rates of migration are low among people under the age of 18 
years old, considerably higher among people aged 18 years old, highest among 20 to 30 
year-old aged and again low for older than 30 years old. 
 
The available statistical data regarding the immigrants flow based on age is limited and does 

not provide the basis for solid conclusions, but there is a considerable amount of indirect 

adjacent evidence suggesting the fact that, both on regional and global level, people aged 

18 to 29 represent an important percentage among people deciding to change their country 

of residence, a percentage that can reach up to 50% or higher in some cases.     

The tendency to 
migrate is higher 
among youth. 

 

[TITLU BARĂ 
LATERALĂ] 
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3.2. MIGRANTS WITHIN THE TOTAL POPULATION  

 

In 2010, immigrants aged 15 to 24 years old represented 2.2% of the population while the 
percentage of total migrants in the world was 3.1%. So, while the percentage of immigrants 
within the world population increased, the percentage of people aged 15 to 24 years old 
decreased. The immigrants represented 8.7% of the population aged 15 to 24 years old in 
the developed countries but only 1.2% in the emerging countries. More so, in the developed 
countries, this percentage increased simultaneously with the decline of the population aged 
15 to 24 years old, but in the emerging countries the percentage decreased, mainly because 
the same age group population decreased from 1990 to 2000. 

 
There aren’t a lot of studies conducted on youth migration, as the analysis is usually focused 
on the migration phenomena as a whole. Nevertheless, given the fact that young people 
represent a significant part of migrants, many of the researchers’ conclusions regarding the 
total population of migrants can also be applied to young people. 
 

When taking into consideration Romania, studies16 show that 30% of the young people see 
themselves as accomplished individuals in another country than Romania. The migration 
impulse affecting the Romanian population structure in the last ten years seems to spread to 
the younger generation also. Young people aged 15 to 19 years old are most likely to see 
themselves as accomplished individuals in another country, in ten year’s time. On the other 
hand, young people aged 25 to 29 years old are the least likely inclined to see themselves 
as making it only in another country. 
 

One of the population segments highlighted in the October 2011 census, that is not part of 
the stable population, is represented by people working abroad for at least one year. There 
are 727.500 people in this category which is but a fraction of the number of external 
migrants. The significant under-registering was caused by that fact that, at the critical time of 
the census, most of these people were abroad with their entire families and there were no 
other people in Romania that could provide the information on them. Even though the data 
regarding Romanian migrants are severely under-registered, there is still relevant 
information on the demographic structure of this population segment, as well as the main 
destination countries and geographic regions from which Romanian migrants originate. 

 

Both men and women (364.800 and, respectively, 362.700) were abroad for at least one 
year, more from urban areas than from rural ones (54% as opposed to 46%) people aged 20 
to 34 years old (46.2%) and 35 to 44 years old (24.8%) are more likely to migrate to other 
countries. Men aged 30 to 39 years old represent 54% of the people migrating long-term. 
Women are more likely to migrate if they are over 45 years old (55.1% women in the age 
group of 45 to 49 years old and up to 66.8% women of 65 years old and over). 
 
 
Romanians are more likely to emigrate if they come from one of following categories: youth 
under the age of 25 from rural areas (representing 55.5% among the people under 24 years 
old that have left the country long-term) or adults and elderly over the age of 50 from cities 
and county capitals (representing 69.6% of total people over the age of 50 that have left the 
country long-term). Other studies show that most of the migrants leave abroad for the first 
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 Dani SANDU, Cătalin STOICA, Radu UMBRES, Youth in Romania: worries, aspirations, values and lifestyle 
Research report by the Center for Urban and Regional Sociology – CURS for Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung - Romania, 
2014.  
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time between the ages of 21 and 27 years old. After this point, the tendency to migrate 
drops, but increases again for people aged 35 to 37 years old17.  
 

It comes as no surprise that the main destination countries among the 727.500 Romanian 
migrants are Italy (46.9%) and Spain (23.5%), while other attractive destinations for long-
term leaving are UK (5.5%), Germany  (4.5%), France (3.2%) and Greece (2.2%). 

 

The main geographic regions for Romanian migrants are the following: the East region 
(Moldova and the surroundings), with the top counties for long-term migration (Bacău, 
Neamț, Suceava, Iași, Galați) providing 31.2% of Romanian registered migrants. The 
counties with the small number of migrants (only 2.8%) are represented by Covasna, 
Călărași, Giurgiu, Harghita and Ilfov. 

 

Higher education graduates represent around 10%-12% among Romanian legal emigrants 
while 26% of the official emigrants have graduated from high school and secondary school. 
According to the 2011 census, less than 10% of the 385.729 Romanians working abroad for 
less than a year were highly educated. 
 

The statistics from the National Employment Agency (ANOFM) offer similar results – less 
than 70% of the employment positions liaised by them in 2012 were in agriculture or other 
areas not requiring a qualification. The European Commission reports confirm that the 
majority of migrants from Romania and Bulgaria (EU-2) have a low level of training: 40% of 
them are employed in sectors with low levels of training, 53% of them are employed in 
sectors with medium levels of training and only 7% of them are employed in sectors 
requiring high qualifications (European Commission, 2011). Other studies (Brücker, H. et al., 
2009) highlight the fact that, in 2006, 29% of the Romanian and Bulgarian migrants had a 
low level of education, as opposed to only 17% of the EU-8 migrants and 27% of EU-15 
natives. The percentage of highly educated Romanian migrants was 18%, as opposed to 
22% for the EU-8 migrants and 27% for the EU-15 natives. However, some research 
(Kahanec, M., 2012), as well as the statistical data from certain destination countries, such 
as Germany or UK, show that, as of 2009, there is an increase in  the number of highly 
educated migrants from EU-27. 
 

The official numbers in Italy and Spain, the main destination countries, show that the number 
of Romanian migrants increased on a yearly basis, including during the crisis, even though 
Spain and Italy were among the European countries most affected by the economic 
recession. 
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on the workforce migration Ed. Paideea, 2012.  



27 
 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
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There are multiple and 
controversial effects of the 
migration. In the long-term, 
the workforce mobility will 
most likely add to the 
pressure on the 
demographic structure of 
the population and on the 
public finances and on the 
Romanian social system. 

 

Figure 8 - The evolution of Romanian migrants in Spain and Italy, 2002-2013 

Source: for Spain – the National Institute of Statistics, www.ine.es (2002-2006) and the Social 
Security and Employment Ministry, http://extranjeros.empleo.gob.es (2007-2013); for Italy – the 
Immigration File, www.caritas.it 

 

There are multiple and controversial effects of the 
migration. On the one hand, massive migration leads to 
the decrease of the unemployment rate, by exporting 
the extra workforce that cannot be absorbed by the 
internal labour market. In Romania, the unemployment 
decreased and the employment increased since 2001, 
the year traveling visas for Romanians were 
eliminated. At the same time, the wages increased: the 
minimum wage in Romania more than tripled during 
2002-2012 (from 50 EUR to 161 EUR, according to 
Eurostat). Nevertheless, establishing a causality 
relationship between migration and positive evolutions 
of the employment and the wage level is a risky 
undertaking, as there are likely other structural or 
economic factors that affected those tendencies. 
 

Figure 9 – Dynamics of unemployment and employment rate in Romania 2001-2013 

 
Source: Eurostat  

http://www.ine.es/
http://extranjeros.empleo.gob.es/
http://www.caritas.it/
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The active European 
population will decrease by 
50 million people by the year 
2060, which means Europe 
needs to provide access for 
legal migrants coming from 
the Member States in order to 
compensate this situation. 

 

On the other hand, the migration of the young, able-working population, has a negative 
impact on social services, as the pressure increases on the employed population in Romania 
and changes in the age and gender structure of the population, as well as the decrease in 
the fertility rate, lead to continuous demographic aging. 

In the long-term, the workforce mobility will most likely add to the pressure on the 
demographic structure of the population and on the public finances and on the Romanian 
social system (European Commission, 2011). According to Eurostat forecasts, Romania’s 
rate of dependency will remain inferior to that of the EU until 2045 but it will increase 
dramatically afterward. Under these circumstances, the intensification of population mobility 
from Romania to Western Europe will only add to the existent demographic problems. 

 

Figure 8 - Forecasts on the evolution of the dependency rate, 2015-2055 

 

Sursa: Eurostat 
 
As a result of the transformations in the demographic behaviour of European families, the 
population’s increase is caused by immigration rather than the natural growth rate, which is 
still situated several times bellow the migration rates, in most of the EU Member States. 

However, the intra-European mobility alone, and especially the population movement from 
Eastern Europe to Western and Northern Europe, do not constitute a significant influence on 
the demographic tendencies within the destination countries – the main factor to overcome 
negative demographic effects is the external migration, outside of the EU (Bonin, H., et al., 
2009). Statistical forecasts show that, in the long-term, the movement from Eastern 
European countries is not the solution for the aging population in Western Europe. 
 

The European Commission and the Ministers of 
Finance of the Member States put together the „2012 
Ageing Report”, a document that analyzes the impact 
of the ageing population phenomena on public 
finances. The forecasts indicate that the active 
European population will decrease by 50 million 
people by the year 2060, which means Europe needs 
to provide access for legal migrants coming from the 
Member States in order to compensate this situation. 
The document also mentions that, because of 
expectations regarding the fertility rate, the life 
expectancy and the migration rates, the age structure 
of the EU population is likely to change dramatically 
over the next decades. The medium size of the population is expected to be slightly larger 
than 50 years ago but older than it is currently. The biggest population segment will continue 
to be the age group 15-64 years old, however, the percentage will decrease from 67% in 
2010 to 56% in 2060. 
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According to the National 
Institute of Statistics in 
Romania, the country’s stable 
population decreased during 
1989-2012 by more than 3.1 
million residents. More than 
77% of the stable population’s 
negative rate during that time 
was caused by emmigration. 

. 

According to a study conducted by the European Institute in Romania, titled Perspectives of 
the Migration Policy in Romania’s Current Demographic Context, coordinated by Bogdan 
Alexandru Suditu, 2013, the evolution of the number of immigrants coming to Romania 
ranged from under 4000 people (2002-2005), to over 10 000 people (2005-2008). Starting 
with 2008, the evolution trend of the migrants’ number was a decreasing one, reaching 0.33 
people for 1000 inhabitants in 2013.  
 
 
The immigrants coming to Romania were mainly entrepreneurs, especially from Turkey, 
Syria, Jordan and China. The economic changes determined an increase in Romania’s 
appeal not only for foreign entrepreneurs but also for less specialized foreigners. Since 
2000, the number of work permits increased from 1580 to 3678 in 2005, reaching 7993 by 
the end of 2006. In 2011 there were 57 279 foreign citizens legally residing in Romania, that 
originated from: the Republic of Moldavia (25.01%), Turkey (15.86%), China (11.81%), Syria 
(4.37%), USA (3.33%), Serbia (2.82%), Israel (2.65%), Tunisia (2.58%), Lebanon (2.52%), 
Ukraine (2.34%) and other states (26.71%). By mid-year 2012 there were 42.953 EU citizens 
residing in Romania. 
 
 
According to a document18 issued in 2014 by the National 
Institute of Statistics in Romania (INS), the country’s 
stable population decreased during 1989-2012 by more 
than 3.1 million residents. More than 77% of the stable 
population’s negative rate during that time was caused by 
emigration. In 2002, the number of emigrants within the 
country’s stable population was 48.6 to 1000 residents, 
while in 2012 the number increased to 116.5 to 1000 
residents. The most significant percentage in emigrants is 
represented by people aged 25 to 64 years old (74% of 
total emigrants in 2014, as opposed to 65% in 2002). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3. ROMANIAN YOUTH AND THE INTENTION TO MIGRATE19 

 
According to the study ”Youth in Romania: worries, aspirations, values and lifestyle 
Research report by the Center for Urban and Regional Sociology – CURS for Friedrich-
Ebert-Stiftung Romania (FES)”, 30% of young people see themselves as accomplished 
people in another country than Romania. The migration impulse that affected the population 
structure in Romania over the last ten years seems to extend to the younger generation. The 
possibility to migrate is inherent in the context of Romania joining the EU, but the potential 
30% percentage is troubling. 
 
 

                                                                 
18

 http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/publicatii/pliante%20statistice/Migratia%20internationala%20a%20Romaniei.pdf  
19

 This sub-chapter is taken and adapted from the study ”Young people in Romania: worries, aspirations, values 
and lifestyle Research report by the Center for Urban and Regional Sociology – CURS for Friedrich-Ebert-

Stiftung Romania (FES)”, available in Romanian at http://www.fes.ro/media/2014_news/Raport-FES-
Tineri_in_Romania.pdf  

http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/publicatii/pliante%20statistice/Migratia%20internationala%20a%20Romaniei.pdf
http://www.fes.ro/media/2014_news/Raport-FES-Tineri_in_Romania.pdf
http://www.fes.ro/media/2014_news/Raport-FES-Tineri_in_Romania.pdf
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Figure 11 -  In 10 years Do you see yourself as an accomplished person in Romania or 
in another country?  

 

Source: ”Youth in Romania: worries, aspirations, values and lifestyle Research report by the 
Center for Urban and Regional Sociology – CURS for Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung Romania” 

The following table shows that young people aged 15 to 19 years old are more likely to see 
themselves as accomplished people in another country, in ten years. On the contrary, young 
people aged 25 to 29 years old have the least chances to only see themselves as 
accomplished people in another country. The difference shouldn’t come as a surprise, as the 
10-year mark is a reasonable duration for young people aged 15 to 19 years old to complete 
their studies. The number of young Romanians leaving abroad for studying is on the rise, 
which is likely to have created a level of expectation among the very young to do the same 
thing themselves. Unlike them, people over the age of 20 are starting to join the workforce, 
have families and/or have higher chances to have completed their studies in Romania or to 
currently study in Romania, which renders the possibility to migrate for studies very low, in 
their case. Moreover, the international migration literature clearly attests as a well-known fact 
that migration (be it international or internal), implies objective and subjective costs which 
tend to increase with the age. 
 

Table 3 – Opinion on  the future, based on residence area, age and sex (România, 
n=1302) 

 In 10 years I see 

myself as an 

accomplished person 

in Romania 

In 10 years I see 

myself as an 

accomplished person 

in another country 

DK/NA Total 

Total sample 58,7 % 30,2 % 11,1 % 100 % 

Man 53,2 % 34,9 % 11,9 % 100 % 

Woman 64,1 % 25,5 % 10,4 % 100 % 

Urban 58,6 % 30,8 % 10,6 % 100 % 

Rural 58,8 % 29,4 % 11,9 % 100 % 

15-19 years 51,1 % 35,3 % 9,6 % 100 % 

20-24 years 59,1 % 30,1 % 10,9 % 100 % 

25-29 years 62,6 % 24,1 % 13,4 % 100 % 

     

Source: Idem figure 11 

In 10 years I see 
myself as an 

accomplished 
person in 
Romania 

59% 

In 10 years I see 
myself as an 

accomplished 
person in 

another country 
30% 

DK/ NA 
[PERCENTAGE] 

IN 10 YEARS DO YOU SEE YOURSELF AS AN ACCOMPLISHED 
PERSON IN ROMANIA OR IN ANOTHER COUNTRY? 
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It can be observed that men tend to see their future in another country rather than women. In 
addition, these numbers could also reflect the way that more traditional cultures see the role 
of women. 
 
In order to further reflect the phenomena of international migration, some direct questions 
regarding the intentions to emigrate were used. The following Figure shows that 
approximately 40% of young people have a strong desire to leave Romania – for 
employment, temporary or permanently. One should also point to the fact that this a rather 
polarizing matter, as the extreme options (those that strongly desire to leave and those that 
don’t want to leave at all) are almost the same percentage, making up almost 50% of 
options. 
 

Figure 12 - How much do you want to leave Romania (for employment, studies, 
permanently etc?) 

 

Source: idem Figure 11 
 
It is worth noting that the majority of those wanting to leave Romania a lot and very much 
tend to see themselves established in another country in 10 years. As such, almost 80% of 
those that see themselves living in another country in 10 years want to leave very much or a 
lot, which goes to show that, for the majority of them, leaving would not be temporary but 
rather permanent. Even 20% of those that see themselves as living in Romania in 10 years 
wish to leave Romania, but they are likely to leave only for a period of time. Nevertheless, 
these numbers show opinion rather than commitment, and this opinion might very well be 
influenced by the lack of knowledge of the way things work on a practical level.  
 
The numbers show that almost half the young people aged 15 to 19 years old wish to leave 
Romania, while only 30% of those aged 25 to 29 years old are of the same opinion. Of 
course, one could argue that those aged 25 to 29 years old that had wanted to migrate have 
already done so and are not included in this study; however, the data shows that the three 
generations are actually quite well balanced at this point. 
 
 
 
 
 

Very much 
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A lot 
23% 

Little 
21% 

Very little/ Not 
at all 36% 
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3% 

HOW MUCH DO YOU WANT TO LEAVE ROMANIA (FOR EMPLOYMENT, 
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Table 4: The intention to migrate by residence, age and sex (% total sample) 

 How much do you want to leave Romania?  

 Very 

much 

A lot A little Very little/ Not 

at all 

DK/NA Total 

Total sample 17,1 % 22,7 % 21,4 % 36,3 % 2,5 % 100 % 

Men 21,0 % 24,1 % 19,4 % 32,9 % 2,6 % 100 % 

Women 13,3 % 21,4 % 23,2 % 39,6 % 2,4 % 100 % 

Urban 16,1 % 24,4 % 22,8 % 33,9 % 2,7 % 100 % 

Rural 18,4 % 20,5 % 19,5 % 39,3 % 2,3 % 100 % 

15-19 years 15,0 % 29,6 % 21,4 % 30,5 % 3,5 % 100 % 

20-24 years 18,8 % 22,2 % 23,0 % 33,7 % 2,3 % 100 % 

25-29 years 17,6 % 15,0 % 19,3 % 46,5 % 1,6 % 100 % 

In 10 years I see 

myself as an 

accomplished person 

in Romania 

8,0 % 12,6 % 23,0 % 54,1 % 2,4 % 100 % 

In 10 years I see 

myself as an 

accomplished person 

in another country 

36,9 % 42,0 % 17,3 % 3,6 % 3 % 100 % 

Source: idem Table 3 

Note: Numbers in bold indicate statistically significant differences 

 
 
The reasons for which young people want to leave abroad are, as expected, related to their 
aspirations regarding their standards of living. The following Figure shows that more than 
half of those that want to migrate are motivated by a better living. In addition, there are the 
12% who want to migrate in order to find a job and the 2% that would migrate in order to 
start their own business. Overall, 48% of the young people in Romania claim that they would 
migrate mainly because the country’s economic situation is not good enough. 
 
 
The percentage is relatively high and even if only half of those wanting to do so migrated, it 
would translate to a very delicate situation in the future, from a demoFigure point of view, for 
Romania. It is unclear if the needs of these young people can be satisfied rapidly or 
exclusively by the country’s political leaders, but it is obvious there is a significant desire to 
migrate which is facilitated by the EU legislation. 
 
 
There are, of course, other reasons for the external migration. For example, 3% of young 
people want to migrate in order to gain access to better education. As long as their desire is 
strictly related to education, it is possible for their migration to be rather temporary. The 6% 
that would migrate in order to live in a country with a wider cultural diversity are people that 
migrate for reasons related to cosmopolitism and cultural curiosity, seeing the world in a 
different view. Also, about 1% of those wanting to leave would do so in order to join their 
loved ones.  
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Figure 12 - What is the main reason for wanting to leave the country? (% among total 
population wanting to migrate) 

 
Source: idem Figure 11 
 
The following table helps to better understand this situation. The migration forecast seems to 
encompas two major nuances. The first nuance is that of the economic opportunities that 
young people have at their disposal within their country. 
 
Table 4 - Motivations of migration by residence, age and sex (% calculated only 
among those with the intention of migration) 

 What is the main reason for wanting to leave Romania?    

 A better 
standard 
of living 

A wider 
cultural 
diversity 

A better 

education 

 

Better 
chances to 
find 
employment 

Better 
chances 
to start my 
own 
business 

Proximity 
to loved 
ones 

Other 
reason 

Don’t 
know/ 
No 
answer  

Total sample 55,1%  9,4% 5,1% 19,2% 3,9% 1,5% 3,4% 2,4% 

Men 59,6%   9,1% 3,1% 18,2% 4,3% 1,0% 2,9% 1,9% 

Women 50,1%  9,8% 7,4% 20,3% 3,4%  2,1%  4,0% 2,9% 

Urban 55,7%  11,6%  6,9%  13,7%  3,4%  1,7% 4,1% 3,0% 

Rural 54,2%  6,4%  2,7%  27,0%  4,5%  1,2%  2,4%  1,5% 

15-19 years 50,5%   10,9% 7,9% 22,8% 4,3% 1,0% 1,3% 1,3% 

20-24 years 53,7%  10,0% 5,0% 19,0% 3,7% 1,7% 4,3% 2,7% 

25-29 years 64,4%  6,2% 1,0% 13,9% 3,6% 2,1% 5,2% 3,6% 

Note: Numbers in bold indicate statistically significant differences 
Source: idem Table 3 
 
As mentioned, youth from rural areas are more inclined to leave the country in search for a 
better job or to start their own business. The difference in percentage between them and the 
young people from urban areas is credited to the perception that there are fewer 
opportunities for the former category, which is a realistic perception after all. Therefore, they 
want to find a job abroad precisely because they are having difficulties in finding one in 
Romania and possibly because, in certain regions prone to external migration, the migration 
networks that are already in place could facilitate the process.  
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The external migration remains an 
option for young people at the 
moment. One third of the respondents 
claims that, in 10 years, they see 
themselves as accomplished 
individuals in another country and 
almost 40% of respondents claim they 
would leave Romania at a certain time, 
if only temporary. The most important 
such group is that of youth from rural 
areas that would leave Romania to 

seek jobs in other countries. 

 

Moreover, in this type of areas, it is possible that the success model in life is defined in terms 
of external migration. Conversely, one can observe the fact that young people from rural 
areas tend to have fewer plans to migrate for a better education, possibly because they 
imagine they couldn’t afford it.  
 
The difference in opportunities is also apparent in the context of other data from the table 
above, for example, the desire to migrate in order to live in a society with a wider cultural 
diversity. This type of migration, previously characterized as cultural curiosity migration 
(cosmopolitan migration) is more frequent among young people from urban areas. One can 
also observe that the desire to migrate in order to obtain a better standard of living increases 
with age, as young people transition from being enrolled in school to actively participating on 
the labour market and then become disappointed by the opportunities they have in their 
country.  
 
A second component or nuance of the desire to migrate is related to the plans and desires to 
live in another society and to gain access to a better education.  
 
Unsurprisingly, young people are delighted by the thought, whereas those aged 25 to 29 
years old feel closer to the end of their formal education, are probably married and/or have 
better chances to find a job in Romania that they are at least relatively satisfied with. The 
intentions to migrate externally seem to diminish over time so that the desire to leave the 
country out of curiosity or for studying decreases consistently. In exchange, the desire to 
migrate for economic reasons is more likely to be put into practice.  
 
Overall, there are a series of gender differences regarding the desire to migrate abroad. As 
previously noted, women tend to want to 
migrate less than men and for other 
reasons. Almost twice as many women than 
men would leave the country in order to gain 
access to better education 
 
What are the favorite destinations to 

migrate? As shown in the table below, some 

countries seem more attractive for young 

people. These are the UK, a favorite among 

20% of young people, Germany, favored by 

16% of young people and Italy, Spain and 

the USA, which represent destinations 

favoured by 10% among young people 

each. (These percentages only refer to 

people aged 15 to 29 years old that intent to 

want to go abroad very much or a lot, either 

for employment, temporary, to study or 

permanently).  

 

Additionally, there are other destinations such as Canada, Australia, South Korea or Japan, 

countries that have a much more difficult entry system and acceptance on the labour market 

compared to developed countries in the EU. There are also destinations such as India, 

Argentina or the United Arab Emirates, but the numbers of those opting for these countries 

are extremelly low. 
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Figure 13 - What country would you migrate towards? (for employment, study, 

permanently etc.)?  

 

Source: idem Figure 11 
 
Unlike young people in urban areas, those in the rural areas have more local options in the 
EU. As such, there is a notable difference between young people from rural and urban areas 
regarding the migration towards Italy and the UK. For the UK, there is also a notable 
difference when it comes to the age of possible migrants. The younger seem to want to 
migrate in the UK more than the elder. 
 
This difference is partially registered also because the majority of those aged 15 to 19 years 

old that want to migrate in search of a better education wish to go to the UK or the USA. 

Table 5 - External migration destinations based on residence, age and sex (39% of 
total sample, those who want to migrate very much or a lot, n=519) 

 What country would you go to (for work, studying, 

permanently etc.)? 

   

 UK  France  Germany  Italy Spain  USA  Other 

countries 

DK/ NA 

Men 20%  5%  20%  10%  11%  8%   18% 9% 

Women 23%     8% 14% 13% 11% 7% 17% 7% 

Urban 21%       7% 15% 7% 9% 11% 21%  8% 

Rural 20%       5% 20% 18% 12% 3% 12% 8% 

15-19 

years 

21%      5% 14% 12% 13% 9% 15%  10% 

20-24 

years 

21%  8% 20% 11% 9% 8% 16% 6% 

5-29 years 20%      5% 18% 11% 8% 6% 23%  9% 

Note: Numbers in bold indicate statistically significant differences  
Source: idem Table 3 
 
The numbers above should come as no surprise. The desire to migrate has been around for 
the general population and the data shows the younger generation is even more willing to 
migrate than the elder population. There is no way to clearly differentiate between these 
young people’s desire to migrate permanently abroad or to do so temporarily – for studying 
or for earning money. It is worth noting though that there is a significant intention to migrate 
for economic reasons, especially for youth that feel they lack opportunities in Romania, and 
this intention will be put into practice in the absence of any major changes. As previously 
stated, young people from rural areas want to leave the country for economic reasons, which 

20.00% 
16% 

10% 
10% 
10% 

6% 
2% 

2% 
2% 

11% 
11% 

ANGLIA 

SUA 

ITALIA 

OLANDA 

AUSTRIA 

NS/NR 

What country would you migrate towards? (for work, study, 
permanently etc.)?  



36 
 

are less likely to change over time compared to other reasons such as education or cultural 
curiosity. In fact, the economic problems are more likely to worsen, thus adding more 
pressure on those affected by them and, therefore, increasing the desire to leave the 
country.  
 

3.4. MIGRATION INTENTION OF THE ROMANIAN YOUTH: AN ECONOMETRIC 
ANALYSIS 

The present analysis is divided into two stages. In the first stage, the focus is on factors that 
might determine the probability to migrate based on studying the entire sample for the 
population aged 15 to 29 years old. The method of logical regression was used in order to 
discover the significant factors. In the second stage, the focus is on the probability to migrate 
for people aged 25 to 29 years old, which is the most active group from an economic point of 
view, a group that has certain characteristics within the studied population. The rest of the 
analysis is structured as follows: there is a review of the literature regarding the decision to 
migrate, after which the econometric methods used are detailed, followed by the 
presentation of the variables and analysis hypotheses. Finally, we have the presentation of 
the empirical evidence of the econometric analysis regarding the migration intention of the 
young Romanians, followed by the conclusions.  

THE LITERATURE IN THE FIELD 

Given the methods involved in the articles regarding the determining factors of remittances, 
there is a large variety of methodologies used. Most of the previous studies regarding 
migration examined the determining factors for the decision to remit that are associated with 
the basic information regarding family and migrants. The authors, Holst and Schrooten 
(2006), Richard (2001) used probabilistic models, specifically the probit or logistic model, in 
order to estimate the probability of the decision to migrate; these are the most common 
techniques used to estimate models with a dichotomic dependent variable.     

Heering, van der Fer and van Wissen (2004) apply the logistical regression in order to 
analyse the intention to migrate and the determining factors of it in Morocco. The results of 
their study support the analytical approach regarding the intention to migrate among non-
migrants Moroccans. In the 1990s, Glythos (1997) underlined the importance of the 
immigrant’s intention to return to the country of origin in determining the behaviour of 
remittances, by highlighting the fact that temporary migrants remit more than the permanent 
ones. Huynh Truong Huy (2009) apply the logistical regression model in order to analyse the 
determining factors of the decision to migrate in Vietnam and verifies the existence of ethnic 
groups differences.  

The studies on the effect of migration in Romania show that, if the Western countries 
continue to attract workforce from our country, the economic growth will be affected (Nicolae, 
2007). In addition, Silași and Simina (2008) analyse the situation of the labour market in 
Romania, in the context of international migration. They consider Romania, a country that 
presents distortions on the labour market, will benefit short-term from migration, but will 
become a country importing workforce on the long-term. Constantin (2004) analyses the 
migration from a regional perspective, in the context of Romania joining the EU. At the same 
time, Goschin, Constantin and Roman (2009) approach certain migration effects, namely 
those regarding the human trafficking.  
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THE ECONOMETRIC METHOD: THE BINARY LOGISTICAL REGRESSION 
MODEL 
 
For the first stage of this analysis, a binary logistical model was used, in order to identify the 
impact of the socio-demographic factors on the decision to migrate. The dependent variable 
in the logistical regression is, usually, the dichotomic variable, which can have the value „1” 
for a successful probability „q”, or the value „0” for a failure probability „1-q”. For this study, 
the dependent binary variable within the model is the probability for one person to migrate. 
We assume that the values „y” (binary variable) are coded 0/1, with the value 1 meaning the 
appearance of a certain event, so that we are looking for an estimation of the probability to 
produce the respective event based on the independent variable values.  
 
The general model is: 
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The equivalent exponential form can be easily obtained. 
The interpretation of the βi coefficients is evident: increasing the logit quantity (logarithm 
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We now have the following equation, based on the logistical model’s multiplying character 
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under the useful interpretation that every βi expresses the contribution of the xi factor to 
explaining the probability (under the form OR) to produce the event y = 1.  
Therefore, in assigning ix = 1, exp(βi) will represent the constant multiplying factor regardless 

of the values of the other independent variables. 
If i = 0, the corresponding factor has no effect, (multiplying by 1). 

If i  < 0, the presence of the factor reduces the probability of the event y = 1 and βi > 0 

increases this probability. 
 

THE SET OF DATA AND VARIABLES USED 

The interest of the researchers and social and administrative medium in the study of young 
people and their behaviour regarding the decision to migrate is very recent.  

Among the institutions that contribute to studying the social phenomena in Romania is the 
Friedrich Ebert German Foundation (FES). This is represented in Romania since 1994 and it 
has since worked on promoting democracy, social rightness and the rule of law in Romania. 
The data used in the present study come from a quantitative research, titled „Youth in 
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Romania: worries, aspirations, values and lifestyle”, by Cătălin Augustin Stoica (Coord.), 
Daniel Sandu and Radu Umbreș. The data obtained from this research is used in the 
present study in order to analyse in detail the young Romanians’ intention to migrate. 

The sample used was random, layered, with proportional allocation of respondents. The 
layering criteria was: 

1) Romania’s development regions (NUTS II); 
2) residential environment (urban and rural);  
3) increasing the urban places;  
4) the type of rural place (village center of township/ peripheric village). 

The sampling universe is represented by the resident, noninstitutionalized population of 
Romania, aged 15 to 29 years old. The period of interviewing was July 19-31st, 2014. The 
theoretical margin of error for the entire sample was +/- 2.7% for a 96% level of trust. 

The study contains questions regarding the migration intention of Romanian youth and also 
questions the reasons for leaving the country, the destinations chosen or long-term plans; 
this allows for a detailed analysis in determining the intention to migrate among young 
people. It is important to mention the limits in applying this data for the migration analysis, 
which are represented by the absence of factors influencing the decision to migrate; among 
them are the previous migration experience or the existence of relatives or friends abroad. 
The database contains 1302 respondents. After eliminating those that did not answer the 
question regarding the intention to migrate, the sample was reduced to 1296 people, which 
is the number used in this analysis. 

THE VARIABLES USED 

The objective of this section is to analyse the factors determining the intention to migrate for 
young Romanians, as well as separating them by age. Therefore, the variable of interest is a 
dummy one, with values: 

1- The respondent has the intention to migrate 
0- The respondent has no intention to migrate 

In applying the econometric models, based on the evidence from the literature, the following 
variables were considered, divided as follows:  

 Demographic variables: age, gender, residence  

 Variables that characterise the respondent’s human capital: level of education, using 
the Internet, volunteering experience 

 Youth values: considering the migration a danger, considering that Romania is 
heading in the right direction 

 Family situation: civil status, number of children 

 Economic variables: income, economic status, social class 
 
These factors were integrated into various econometric models in order to explain the young 
Romanians’ intention to migrate, separated by age groups. 

RESULTS 

For starting, we analysed the existent correlations between the intention to migrate and the 
explaining variables considered to be the most relevant. 

Age is an extremely relevant factor in explaining the decision to migrate, which is why three 
age groups were identified in order to explain the variation of the intention to migrate: 15-19 
years old, 20-24 years old, 25-29 years old. 



39 
 

Or hypothesis, based on the existent evidence in the speciality literature, is that the intention 
to migrate decreases with age. In this chapter, we want to analyse the validity of this 
hypothesis to young Romanians.  

Figure 9 – The intention of young Romanians to migrate by age groups 

 

The Figure reflects an association between the intention to migrate and the age groups. 

 

The intention to migrate is correlated also with youth perception on the future direction 
Romania is heading to, in general. Young people considering this direction as wrong want to 
migrate in a larger percentage. 

Figure 106 – Young Romanians’ intention to migrate and the perception on whether 
Romania is headed in the right or wrong direction 

 

A set of factors acting on the entire sample of people age 15 to 29 years old was identified. 
These factors were introduced in a logistical regression model, with no division based on the 
respondent’s age. 
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Table 6 – The logistical regression model is described in the following table: 

 B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

 

Sex 0,259 0,121 4,552 0,033 1,295 

Age -0,047 0,018 6,896 0,009 0,954 

Urban/rural 0,156 0,127 1,518 0,218 1,169 

Has Internet access -0,047 0,257 0,034 0,854 0,954 

Internet hours 0,163 0,050 10,443 0,001 1,177 

Volunteering 0,186 0,149 1,553 0,213 1,204 

Right direction -0,079 0,027 8,388 0,004 0,924 

10 year plans 0,125 0,029 18,876 0,000 1,134 

EMIGR_ALARMING 0,005 0,068 ,005 0,943 1,005 

Social class 0,019 0,048 0,163 0,686 1,019 

Studies -0,021 0,050 0,181 0,671 0,979 

Constant 0,827 0,531 2,432 0,119 2,287 

 
There are five significant factors in our first model. Among the factors characterising the 
migrant’s persona, with an acceptable signification level, is age. The coefficient’s mark is 
negative, as expected, which confirms the fact that a younger person is much more likely to 
have the intention to migrate. Other demographic factors, such as gender, significantly 
affects the decision to migrate: boys have a greater desire to migrate than girls. 

The residence area has no significant influence on this decision. Among the variables which 
are specific to the young Romanian’s human capital, it is worth noting that education has no 
significant impact on the decision to migrate, and neither has the volunteering experience. 
On the other hand, the number of hours spent daily on the Internet has a strong influence on 
the dependent variable: the more hours they spend on the Internet, the more likely the 
probability of the intention to migrate. The Internet is used, among others, as a 
communication and social tool, so it is possible that young people communicate with people 
abroad (relatives, friends), which may explain the strong influence of this factor.  

The opinion on the direction Romania is heading to is also strongly related to the decision to 
migrate, in the sense that the young people that believe the country is headed to the wrong 
direction are more inclined to migrate. In the same sense, the expectations on their situation 
10 years from now influence their decision to migrate. Factors such as the respondent’s 
social class or the opinion that migration poses a threat to Romania do not explain the 
decision to migrate.  

Young Romanian’s aged 15 to 29 years old are extremely different in terms of economic, 
social or educational characteristics based on age, as this large age group also includes 
minors aged 15 to 18 years old. 

From an economic point of view, the most active are the young people aged 25 to 29 years 
old, that have largely finished their studies and are active participants on the labour market. 
Therefore, we focus more on this group and we analyse the factors determining their 
decision to migrate using some distinct logistical regression models. 

The sub-sample used in the econometric application has 368 observations. The number of 
factors applied in the regression model specific to the entire population is extended by 
considering some specific possible influences, both economic and family ones. The family 
status is included in the model, captured by an alternative variable with the value 1 if the 
respondent is married or in a partnership, and 0 for other situations.  

The number of children the respondent has was introduced as an explaining factor. The age 
of the respondent suggests the existence of a relatively reduced number of children (under 
2, on average), and their age, even though unknown from the database, is young; therefore, 
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the children are in need of their parents’ close attention, which may influence in a negative 
way the decision to migrate. 

From an economic point of view, we consider that the occupational status affects the 
intention to migrate, as the people that are not employed (unemployed of those outside the 
labour market, such as domestic workers) are more inclined to migrate. The occupational 
status variable was created, which was re-codified in alternative variables in order to be 
introduced into the model. 

Table 7 – The two category variables included into the model are described below: 

 Absolute frequency 

Education 

Maximum 4 years of school 10 

General education (maximum 10 years) 41 

Vocational school 36 

High school 131 

Postgraduate school (non-university) 16 

University/College 90 

Post-university (Master, PhD) 44 

Occupational status 

full time 229 

part time 27 

Self employed 20 

Unemployed  25 

Pupil/ Student 11 

Other situation 56 

 
The model has a greater explaining power than in the previous case, as both models have a 
satisfying explaining power (Nagelkerke R²: 0.11 and, respectively, 0.133). The Hosmer-
Lemshow test indicates a good compatibility between the two models’ data and the value for 
the second model is significantly better than that of the first model.  

The economic variables such as the occupational status or income do not affect in a 
negative way the intention to migrate for the young people aged 25 to 29 years old. Even 
though the average income is low (1470 RON), between the group of those wanting to 
migrate and that of those not wanting to migrate there is an income difference of 36 RON, 
which is not statistically significant (statistics t=0.32, p=0.742).  

Also, the occupational status described previously doesn’t justify te decision to migrate. 

On the other hand, the marital status has a negative influence on this decision: young people 
that are married or that are in a partnership are less likely to want to migrate when compared 
to other young people.  

CONCLUSIONS 

 

In the case of youth migration, which is specific to Romanian migrants in Europe, the 
analysis on their intention to migrate is a relevant indicator for young people’s behaviour and 
for identifying future migration tendencies. We investigated the behaviour of young people 
towards the decision to migrate for those aged 15 to 29 years old and those aged 25 to 29 
years old. The important conclusions are: age is a relevant factor in the analysis of the 
decision to migrate; for young people in the age group 25 to 29 years old, the economic 
variables such as the occupational status or the income do not influence in a negative way 
their decision to migrate. 
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3.5. SOCIAL STATUS ON THE LABOUR MARKET – FACTOR OF MIGRATION 

 
Romania’s active population aged 15 to 24 years old is going through an accelerated 
contraction process that has and will have more and more lasting effects on the labour 
market, on employment, on the social and pension system. In 2013, the active population 
aged 15 to 24 years old  amounted to 791.800 people (30.8%), which represents a decrease 
of approximately 40% over the last 10 years (1.201.200 people in 2004 – 36.1%). Moreover, 
the number of inactive youth was also reduced – 1.780.000 in 2013 compared to 2.128.200 
in 200420. This accelerated decrease has no correspondent within the total population (aged 
15 to 64 years old), that remained stable, even increasing slightly – from 9.563.300 in 2004 
to 9.613.200 in 2013. In fact, we are now seeing less and less numerous groups of young 
people, a fact that demonstrates the demographic decline and the ample phenomena of 
population aging.  
 

Romania has one of the lowest rate of employment in the EU for young people aged 15 to 
24 years old – just 23.5%. The fact that is most worrisome is that this unemployment rate 
has constantly decreased over the past 10 years. The unemployment rate dropped from 
28% in 2004 to 23.5% in 2014. Over the past 9 years, the number of young people 
employed decreased by more than 300.000. Not even the years registering a significant 
economic growth (2004-2005) managed to slow down the process, as the number of 
unemployed young people still decreased by 100.000. During the same time, the active 
population aged 15 to 24 years old decreased by almost 200.000, from 1.201.200 in 2004 to 
1.038.500 in 2005. 
 

Figure 16 – The unemployment rate for young people aged 15 to 24 years old  

 

Source: Eurostat 

Romania has an unemployment rate among young people similar to that of the EU’s 
average. Prior to 2008 there was a difference of approximately 4-5 percentage points 
comparing to the EU’s mean value, however, the gap decreased significantly during the 
economic crisis. Unfortunately, this was not due to the decrease of the unemployment rate in 
Romania but rather due to the increase in the unemployment rate in the EU, specifically in 

                                                                 
20 Eurostat, [lfsa_ipga] and [lfsa_agan]  
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countries such as Spain or Greece, where the unemployment rate was as high as 50%, thus 
causing an increase in the unemployment rate in the EU. 

 

Figure 11 - The evolution of the unemployment rate among young people in Romania 
and in the EU-28, 2004-2013 

 
Source: Eurostat.  
 
It is worth noting that, as of 2005, there was an increase in the number of unemployed 

people with tertiary education and a decrease in the number of unemployed people with 

primary education. 

 

Figure 12 - The evolution of the unemployment rate among young people aged 15 to 
24 years old, based on the level of education 

 
Source: Eurostat 
 

The low employment rate is just one of the problematic aspects regarding young people’s 
situation within the labour market. The other worrisome aspect is related to youth 
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employment structure. Of the total employed young people, only slightly more than half, are 
employed in a workplace. The rest of them, almost 50%, are either non-paid house workers 
or they are employed on their own. If one looks closely at the employment structure in the 
figure below, one can observe the fact that the decrease in the employment rate since 2004 
is mainly due to the decrease in the number of paid employment positions. While in 2004 the 
number of young people employed was almost double the number of house workers 
(559.000 as opposed to 290.000), in 2013 the number of those employed is only 100.000 
higher than that of the non-paid house workers. In fact, over the last ten years, the number 
of young people employed dropped to almost half (from 559.000 in 2004 to 327.000 in 
2013), while the number of house workers decreased by only 75.000 (from 290.000 in 2004 
to 216.000 in 2013). 

Figure 13 -  The evolution of employment structure based on  the professional status 
of  youth aged 15 to 24 years old in Romania 

 
Source: Eurostat. 
 

There are significant differences that highlight youth obstacles on the labour market when 
comparing the structure of youth employment with that of the total population. Among young 
people, the percentage of the employed is around 50% compared to 33% for the total 
population, while the percentage of house workers is 35% compared to 12.5% for the total 
population. 

Figure 14 - The structure of employment for the population aged 15 to 64 years old 
(left) vs. youth aged 15 to 24 years old (right)  
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Source : Eurostat. 
 
Moreover, when considering the distribution on economic sectors, almost half of the workers 
aged 15 to 24 years old that were self-emplyed, were employed in agriculture (26600 of the 
total 609000 persons). In addition, out of the total 604700 people that were actively 
employed in agriculture, not only on their own, in 2013,  a number of 255.500 were young 
people. It is worth noting that, in Romania, the employment in the agricultural segment 
usually generates very low incomes and poverty. However, over the past few years there 
was a positive tendency of decreasing the number of people employed in agriculture, which 
is apparent for the entire population employed. For youth aged 15 to 24 years old, this 
tendency is more accentuated than for the entire population. 
 
The number of youth self-employed in agriculture dropped more than half from 1999 to 2013, 
compared to a much lower decrease among total population (from 3.716.500 in 1999 to 
2.281.400 in 2013). 

 
Figure 15 -  The evolution of young people (15-24 years old), employed in agriculture   

 
 
Source: Eurostat.   
 
This employment structure, highly concentrated on agriculture (even though in decrease) is 

largely responsible for the extremely high percentage of poor young workers (with incomes 

lower than 60% of the national median wage). Youth aged 18 to 24 years old that are 

working but are still under the poverty limit, represent almost 33%. This percentage is 3 
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states in the region have much lower percentages – 6.5% in Bulgaria, 7.2% in Estonia, 9.9% 

in Hungary, 11.7% in Poland. In a somewhat surprising way, the closest levels can be found 

in some of the Nordic states such as Denmark (15.9%), Sweden (19.4%) or Norway 

(23.6%). However, for the states mentioned above, the data shows that there is a fast 

decrease in the percentage of poor workers once they grow older, which is indicative of the 

fact that the poverty situation is temporary (3.9% in Denmark, 6.5% in Sweden, 5.1% in 

Norway in 2013 for people aged 25 to 54 years old). 

This tendency exists in Romania also, but the decrease among the percentage of poor 
workers is nowhere near as accelerated as in the Nordic countries mentioned above, as the 
rate of poverty among young people employed hovers around 16.1% (for people aged 25 to 
54 years old), which places Romania high among the EU countries where workers are at 
poverty risk. These comparisons and tendencies are relevant as they demonstrate the 
disadvantage that young people face when entering the labour market, as well as the non-
existent or the very rare opportunities young people are faced with in Romania, a fact that 
explains the appeal of the migration and of the search for a better life abroad.  

 

Figure 16 - The evolution of the rate of young workers (18-24 years old) at poverty risk 
in Romania and the EU-27 

 
Sursa: Eurostat. 
 

The situation is even direr when focusing on youth at poverty risk and social exclusion (not 
just those employed), representing 47.5% (Eurostat, 2013), similarly to Bulgaria (48.1%) and 
Greece (48.6%), two countries with very high rates of poverty among young people. 

 

The available studies confirm a link between the situation within the labour market and the 
decision to migrate. Almost 60% of Romanian migrants abroad state that the main reason for 
leaving is related to financial aspects (higher wages) while 15% claim they left because of 
the lack of employment in Romania. In addition, the link between the situation within the 
labour market and the decision to migrate is reflected in the fact that the categories prone to 
leaving are, usually, those facing a more difficult situation within the labour market – for 
example, prior to leaving for the first time, scholars and students represented 17-18% of the 
migrants and only 6% of the total population; qualified workers that were most affected by 
economic restructuring, represented 16-21% of the migrants and only 9% of the total 
population, while the unemployed represented 10-14% of the migrants, compared to 6% of 
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More than a third of the 

youth are at poverty risk or 

social exclusion (40.3% as 

compared to 24.3% in the 

EU-28). 

 

the general population21. In the first decade of the 21st century, the rate of unemployment 
among migrants was 15.4%, compared to the national average of 6.9%22.  
 
 

YOUNG PEOPLE AND POVERTY 

 

One-quarter of the young people aged 18 to 24 years 
old is relatively poor23 (28.1% în anul 2011) and the 
level has risen over the past few years. More than a 
third of young Romanians are at poverty risk or social 
exclusion (40.3% as compared to 24.3% in the EU-28). 
In Romania, 60% of the young people aged 18 to 34 
years old live with their parents, compared to 48.5% in 
the EU-28.  
 

During 2000 to 2012, Romania lost 5.7% of the total rate of employment among active 
population (20 to 64 years old), 8.7% of the total employment rate among elderly population 
(55 to 64 years old) and 6.9% of the employment rate among female population aged 20 to 
64 years old24; between 2008 and 2012, the percentage of young Romanians called NEETs 
(neither educated, nor employed or in training) is higher than the European average (17.4% 
of the total young people aged 15 to 24 years old in 2011 and 16.8% in 2012). When taking 
into account gender differences, there were 15.1% NEET boys aged 15 to 24 years old and 
18.1% NEET girls; the rate of employment for boys is 24.7% but only 16.1% for girls (and 
there are significant differences among girls in the urban area – 14.7% and those in the rural 
area – 26.9%). Only around 33% young Romanians aged 20 to 24 years old are employed 
as opposed to approximately 50% of their European counterparts and 67.5% of the young 
Romanians aged 25 to 29 years old are employed as opposed to 72.1% of the young 
Europeans. 
  

Romania has the highest level of poverty among young people employed aged 18 to 24 
years old: 30.7% of them were poor in 2011 even though they were employed, as opposed 
to 19% for the entire population employed. In the EU, the percentage was 11.2%. This 
aspect is even more worrisome when taking into consideration the increasing tendency: in 
2008, at the beginning of the economic crisis, only 23.1% of the young Romanians were 
considered poor. 
 
 
 

                                                                 
21

 Manuela STĂNCULESCU, Victoria STOICIU, col. Iris ALEXE, Luminița MOTOC, The impact of the economic 
crisis on the workforce migration, Ed. Paideea, 2012 
22

 Tim HINKS, Simon DAVIES, Intentions to Return Evidence from Romanian Migrants, Policy Research Working 
Paper 7166, World Bank 
23

 The rate of relative poverty, according to the Eurostat methodology, determines the percentage of the 
population with less than 60% incomes than the median income per adult on a national level, therefore it is rather 
an indicator of inequality and bares no information regarding the economic resources effectively available for 
individuals in relation to their necessities; however, it does inform on the distribution of incomes on a national 
level. Young people are at a higher risk also when taking into consideration the absolute poverty, an indicator that 
measures the percentage of individuals that are situated under the limit deemed necessary for ensuring a 
minimum standard of living; as such, young people are even poorer than children. In 2011, the level of poverty 
was 5% among total, 8.4% for young people aged 15 to 19 years old, 7.6% for those aged 20 to 24 years old, 6% 
for those aged 25 to 29 years old and 4.6% for those aged 30 to 34 years old; for a comparison, the rate of 
poverty among children was 6.1% for those under 5 years old and 7.7 % for those aged 6 to 14 years old, in 2011 
(source: The Ministry of Labour, Family, Social Protection and Elderly People). 
24

 The National Strategy for Employment for 2020  
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The free movement includes 
the right for EU citizens to 
move to the other Member 
States, to work or reside 
there with their families. 
According to the European 
legislation, the Member 
States cannot discriminate, 
either directly or indirectly, 
workers from the other EU 
Member States or their 
families, based on 
nationality. 

 

3.6. LABOUR MIGRATION 

 

Free movement of people is a fundamental right 
guaranteed by the European legislation. The free 
movement includes the right for EU citizens to move 
to the other Member States, to work or reside there 
with their families. According to the European 
legislation, the Member States cannot discriminate, 
either directly or indirectly, workers from the other EU 
Member States or their families, based on nationality. 
In addition, workers have the right to equal treatment 
regarding taxes and social benefits, joining a union, 
public housing and their children’s access to 
education, apprenticeship or professional training. 
The existing research on migration, together with the 
official statistical data, show that the migration of 
Romanians abroad is mainly work-driven. 
 

Starting with January 1st, 2007, when Romania 
joined the EU, Romanian citizens gained the right to 
work in a series of EU Member States. There are cases, though, like that of Spain, where 
the restrictions were eliminated (2009) but then reintroduced (2011), in accordance with the 
European Commission, as a result of the economic and financial crisis in Spain. Other states 
eliminated the restrictions on the labour market for Romanians only after January 1st, 2014 – 
Austria, Germany, The Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, Malta and the UK. The 
transitional periods of limiting the right to free movement of workers that were scheduled in 
the Treaty of Adherence25 expired on December 31st, 2013. Currently, according to the 
Agreement for the free movement of people between Switzerland and the EU, Switzerland 
can maintain the restrictions for Romanians and Bulgariand until May 31st, 2019. 
 

Table 8 – When the restrictions on the labour market for Romanian and Bulgarian 
workers were eliminated 

  

Belgium 1.01.2014 

Czech Republic 1.01 2007 

Denmark 1.05.2009 

Germany 1.01.2014 

Estonia  1.01.2007 

Ireland 20.06.2012 

Greece 1.01.2009 

Spain 1.01.2009 (reintroduces restrictions on 22.07.2009) 

France 1.01.2014 

Italy 1.01.2012 

Ciprus 1.01.2007 

Letonia  1.01.2007 

Lithuania  1.01.2007 

Luxembourg  1.01.2014  

Hungary  1.01.2009 

Malta  1.01.2014 

                                                                 
25

 http://www.cdep.ro/pls/dic/site.page?id=470  

http://www.cdep.ro/pls/dic/site.page?id=470


49 
 

The Netherlands 1.01.2014 

Austria  1.01.2014 

Poland 1.01.2007 

Portugal 1.01.2009 

Slovenia  1.01.2007 

Slovakia  1.01.2007 

Finland 1.01.2007 

Sweden 1.01.2007 

UK 1.01.2014 

 
 
Mass-media in some destination states, especially Germany and the UK, foresaw the 
elimination of the restrictions on January 1st, 2014, as the turning point for a massive 
poverty migration from Romania, having a negative impact on wages and social systems in 
the host countries. However, more than one study showed that the impact of legal 
restrictions is limited, and that the effects of the workforce mobility is very different than the 
one described by the tabloids or by some extreme right politicians. For example, Spain 
removed the restrictions for Romanian workers on January 2009, a fact that did not translate 
to an explosion in the number of Romanians seeking work in Spain – on the contrary, less 
Romanian workers went to Spain, comparing to previous years, which can be attributed to 
the economic crisis in Spain and to the country’s labour market being perceived as less 
appealing for Romanian migrants. Because of the crisis, in 2011, Spain reintroduced 
temporary restrictions for Romanians while Italy eliminated the restrictions on its labour 
market. Even though the two states had totally different policies, the growth rhythm of 
Romanians within the two states was similar. Therefore, the impact of legal barriers on 
Romanian workers flow is questionable and, as some reports conclude, it leads rather to the 
increase of black market work than to a limitation of the migration flows26.  
 
In addition, far from being negatively affected by the Romanian workers migration, the host 
countries actually gain from this mobility: it has a favorable impact on the country’s  
development and offers temporary solutions to the demographic problems of the host 
country. As for the labour market, migration doesn’t lead to an increase in the rate of 
unemployment, as the mass-media states, and only slightly affects the wages of the native-
born workers27. The social systems in the host countries don’t come under pressure, as most 
of the Romanian workers are active on the labour market, and the percentage of those 
benefiting from social security is extremely low. It is impossible to determine for any EU 
country any correlation between the unemployment benefits/ social security and the increase 
in a state’s migration appeal28. The statistical data in the host countries don’t offer any kind 
of clues regarding major frauds on social systems: for example, in Germany, in 2013, there 
were 141 Romanian suspects and 54 Bulgarian suspects registered, which amounts to 
0.05% of the total suspects29.  
 
 

                                                                 
26

 The European Commission, 2011. „Final report from the Commission to the Council on the Functioning of the 
Transitional Arrangements on Free Movement of Workers from Bulgaria and Romania”, available at 
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:76uWLVUA3jMJ:ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet%3Fd
ocId3D7204%26langId%3Den+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=ro  
27

 Victoria Stoiciu, Free movement of the workforce: what we lose and what we gain, Annual report of the 
Academic Society in Romania, 2014, http://sar.org.ro/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Libera-circulatie-a-fortei-de-
munca.pdf  
28

 Giulietti, Corrado et al., 2011. „Unemployment Benefits and Immigration: Evidence from the EU”,IZA 
Discussion Paper No. 6075 
29

 Matthias JOBELIUS, Between exploitation and integration. The Romanians and the Bulgarians in Germany. Review after 

one year of the workforce freedom of movement, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 2015 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:76uWLVUA3jMJ:ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet%3FdocId3D7204%26langId%3Den+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=ro
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:76uWLVUA3jMJ:ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet%3FdocId3D7204%26langId%3Den+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=ro
http://sar.org.ro/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Libera-circulatie-a-fortei-de-munca.pdf
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The EURES numbers 
regarding the age 
distribution confirm the 
conclusions of other 
sociological researches 
regarding the majority of 
young people and of those 
under 45 years old in the 
structure of the work-
driven migration. 

In Romania, most migrant workers left toward the 
destination countries using informal channels and 
support networks from the host countries. A very small 
number of Romanian workers resort to the European 
Employment Services network (EURES) however the 
data is still relevant for the structure of the occupations 
sought out abroad and for monitoring tendencies. 
Among the solicitants, 21.8% were aged 18 to 25 years 
old, 31.9% were 26 to 35 years old, 31.3% were 36 to 
45 years old and only 15% were over 45 years old30. 
The EURES numbers regarding the age distribution 
confirms the conclusions from other sociological 
studies, respecitivelly that the majority of work-driven 
migrants are young people and people under 45 years 
old. 
 
The EURES data in 2013 indicate there were 2254 vacant positions in different European 
states that were received and promoted throughout the network in Romania. This  
represents 31.7% less than the number of offerings in 2012 by European employers (3302) 
but more than the ones in 2011 (2648). At the same time, 18 472 people looking for a job in 
the European states approached the EURES counselors in 2013. The ANOFM data 
regarding the EURES activity during 2007-2013 shows a dramatic decrease in the number of 
positions offered by the European employers as a result of the economic crisis – the number 
of jobs received and promoted by EURES reduced by half in 2013 comparing to 2007. At the 
same time, the number of people soliciting jobs and approaching the EURES counselors 
doubled, from 9117 in 2007 to 18 472 in 2013. A positive evolution was also registered 
among the number of people employed31 through EURES, most likely as a result of the 
increased visibility of the EURES network and of its successes registered among the 
employment of workers abroad (going from 63 people employed through EURES in 2007 to 
1885 people in 2010).  

Figure 24 - EURES network – the number of job offers, the number of hiring demands 
and the number of people employed 

 
                                                                 
30

 Activity report ANOFM 2013, http://www.anofm.ro/raportul-de-activitate-al-anofm-pentru-anul-2013  
31

 There cannot be a strict inventory of the number of employment contracts that were liaised by EURES 
counselors as there is no obligation from solicitants to contact the counselor once the employment happened. 
Therefore, the numbers recorded are those of the people that communicated explicitly to their counselors the fact 
that they were employed after receiving counseling from EURES. 
 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

job offers   4599 1566 2112 3038 2648 3302 2254 

demand of jobs    9.177 9825 10.008 17.441 17.318 16.496 18.472 

employed persons     63 226 951 1.885 1.563 715 722 
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Source: ANOFM, Annual reports 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 

The distribution based on the level of training for people seeking jobs in 2013 was as follows: 
43.2% people with primary, secondary and professional education, 42.4% people with high 
school and post-high school education, and 14.4% people with higher education. 

The ANOFM data from 2013 indicate o change in tendency comparing to 2007, when 61% 
were people with primary, secondary and professional education, 32.5% were people with  
high school and post-high school education, and only 6.4% were people with higher 
education. Overall, between 2007-2013, there was a decrease in the percentage of 
solicitants with primary/ gymnasium education and a constant increase for solicitants with 
high school/ post- high school or university education. 86% of the people liaised through the 
EURES network in 2013 managed to obtain employment contracts in the agriculture area, 
while the rest of them obtained jobs in areas such as tourism-gastronomy, kindergarten, 
engineering, driving.  

The predominance over agriculture contracts is a relatively constant tendency for the past 
few years (93% in 2009, 80% in 2010, 68% in 2012). And although the solicitants with 
university degrees represent the lowest percentage among total applicants, this category 
had the most accelerated rhythm of growth – it basically doubled during 2007-2013. 

These numbers indicate a change in the Romanian migration structure, with an accelerated 
increase in the number of qualified workers and stronger characteristics of the phenomena 
known as brain drain. Despite Romanian work-driven migration being mostly unqualified, the 
migration rhythm of those with secondary or tertiary education is an accelerated one, a 
tendency that is supported not only by the ANOFM data, but also by the European 
Commission statistics. 
 
 

Figure 25 - The evolution in the percentage of workforce applicants through EURES, 

by level of study  

 

Source: ANOFM, annual reports 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 
 

 

 

 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

nivel primar/gimnazial  61 55.6 50.1 47.4 41 43.1 43.2 

nivel liceal/posliceal  32.5 35.5 38.5 39.2 43.6 41.1 42.4 

nivel universitar  6.5 8.9 11.4 13.4 15.4 15.8 14.4 
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Young migrants face 
difficulties upon arrival on the 
host state territory and during 
the beginning period, 
difficulties which differ from 
the long-term challenges 
migrants face when deciding 
to reside in the destination 
countries. 

 

 

Finding a decent, affordable 
accommodation usually 
requires time, which may 
affect young migrants’ 
education or employment 

perspectives. 

Table 9 - The distribution by level of education of actively economic mobile citizens 
(less than 3 years), by nationality, % among total 

 UE-2 UE-8 Spain, Italy, 
Portugal 

All nationalities 

Level of 
education 

2008 2011 2008 2011 2008 2011 2008 2001 

Low 35 29 18 23 15 16 22 20 

Medium 51 47 64 49 32 28 52 39 

Superior  14 24 18 28 52 57 26 40 

Source: The European Commission, 2012, EU Employment and Social Situation, Quarterly 

Review 

 
 

CHAPTER 4 – THE INTEGRATION OF YOUNG MIGRANTS 

 
Young migrants face difficulties upon arrival on the 
host state territory and during the beginning period, 
difficulties which differ from the long-term challenges 
migrants face when deciding to reside in the 
destination countries. The arrival in a new country 
can trigger both cultural shock and loneliness. On the 
long-term, youth face difficulties associated with 
stereotypes, discrimination and employment abuse 
or the attitude of society in general. Often times the 
lack of familiarity with the language of the destination 
country’s social values make for a difficult integration 
while also limiting young people’s social and 
professional opportunities. 
 
The social networks, both personal and institutional ones, play an important role in 
facilitating the social and economic integration of young migrants. In addition, maintaining 
connections with the origin country ensure emotional continuity. These friends and 
acquaintances networks, religious centers or other organizations support youth to adapt to 
their new lives, offering information with regards to finding a job and adapting to the lifestyle 
in the new country. However, most of the time, this support is often times temporary, with a 
focus on basic information and facilitating the new-comer’s integration.  
 
Finding a decent, affordable accommodation usually 
requires time, which may affect young migrants’ 
education or employment perspectives. When they 
arrive in the host country, young migrants usually 
have limited financial resources at their disposal 
and the cost of housing represents a major obstacle 
in securing a decent accommodation. Newly arrived 
migrants use different sources in order to seek 
proper accommodation. Some rely on relatives, 
friends, acquaintances, religious institutions or 
diaspora organizations in order to obtain help, while 
others obtain housing with the support of their 
employers, the education institutions, local 
authorities or through internet. 
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Several studies and statistical 
data highlight the fact that 
Romanian migrants tend to 
integrate quite well into the 
host country. 

 

Many young people migrate in search of employment and development opportunities. Even 
though the international migration may increase access to employment (including 
entrepreneurship opportunities) and may facilitate the process of social integration, it still 
young migrants face considerable obstacles. 
 

Over the past few years, the economic crisis translated in reduced employment, fewer 
opportunities for migrants and, in some cases, even the increase of negative perception of 
residents towards foreigners. Previous experiences suggest that, in times of slowing down of  
the economic growth, young migrants tend to lose their jobs more, due to their low 
compentence level (educational, professional and linguistic) and also because of the fact 
that they are often employed in sectors most affected by crisis, such as constructions or 
manufacturing. For many young immigrants, securing employment represents a priority. As 
stated above, youth competencies affect their employment perspectives in the destination 
countries. The level of understanding of the language in the destination country, the 
educational qualifications and the professional experience prior to the migration represent 
key factors for obtaining a job an the type of job they can get. 
  
Usually, the migrants that are low qualified or are first time employees find a job in sectors "3 
D32". Youth with medium or high qualification or education level or with medium knowledge 
of the destination country’s language have better chances to find decent employment. In 
addition, these young people usually have a desire to continue their studies prior to being 
integrated on the labour market, which gives them a distinct advantage over less qualified 
people. Depending on the specific conditions on the labour market, young migrants, even 
those with higher education and highly qualified, can be forced to accept employment under 
their qualification level. This lack of correlation between the level of education and 
competencies of young migrants and the employment opportunities available to them is 
referred to as „brain waste”. 
 
 

4.1. INTEGRATION IN THE HOST COUNTRY 

 
Several studies and statistical data highlight the fact 
that Romanian migrants tend to integrate quite well 
into the host country. Some researches show that 
more than 90% of the migrants returned to Romania 
claim, upon return, that they were able to integrate 
„well enough” (36%) into the country they worked, or 
„very well”. Individuals claiming they didn’t integrate 
are, usually, those who didn’t make any friends 
among foreigners (meaning citizens of the host 
country) and who spent their time only among their 
co-nationals33. Once arrived in the destination country, the strategy adopted by Romanian 
migrants is that of integration, which is considered to be the most adequate in order to adapt 
to the host country34.  
 
One of the explanations of the successful integration is related to the motivation which 

prompted the decision to migrate – economic migrants, leaving their country in search of 

better lives, as is the case for most of the Romanian migrants, tend to integrate better 

                                                                 
32

 From dirty, dangerous, demeaning. 
33

 Manuela STĂNCULESCU, Victoria STOICIU, col. Iris ALEXE, Luminița MOTOC, The impact of the economic 

crisis on the workforce migration, Ed. Paideea, 2012 
34

 Idem. 
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usually35. Nevertheless, the integration strategies tend to be highly individualized, as 

Romanian migrants are more preoccupied to integrate individually while remaining rather 

indifferent towards the community they belong to – their main instruments to integration are 

finding a job, learning a language and respecting the rules of the host country36. Young 

migrants aged 16 to 24 years old are those reporting the least negative experiences – more 

than 61% of the migrants aged 16 to 24 years old declare they had no negative experience 

related to migration. The negative experiences associated to migration tend to increase with 

the age, specifically for those over 45 years old. However, the data shows that the most 

significant financial gains are made by migrants over the age of 45 years old. For young 

people aged 16 to 24 years old, the positive experience related to migration is most likely 

associated to finding better employment and learning a foreign language, while financial 

income rates low on the scale of positive experiences related to migration37.  

 

Figure 26 -  Positive and negative experiences related to migration in Italy based on 
age 

  

Source: Isilda Mara, Surveying Romanian migrants in Italy before and after EU accession: 

migration plans, labour market features and social inclusion, wiiw reearch reports no 378, 

July, 2002 

 

RESIDENT ROMANIANS IN SPAIN 
 
In 2014, according to the State Secretariat for Immigration and Emigration within the Ministry 

of Labour and Social Security, there were 94.025 Romanians living in Spain, making them 

the largest minority there. Most of them live in autonomous communities such as Madrid, 

Valencia and Andalusia. 

 

 

                                                                 
35

 Lymperopoulou, K. (2011), 'The incidence of worklessness among new immigrants in England', Cathie Marsh 
Centre for Census and Survey Research, 
36

 Final report: Romanian immigrants in Spain, CEPS Projects Social, Barcelona, December, 2011. 
37

 Isilda Mara, Surveying Romanian Migrants in Italy before and after EU Accession: Migration Plans, Labour 
market Features and Social Inclusion, WIIW Reearch Reports no 378, July, 2012 
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Table 10 – The number of Romanian migrants living in Spain, by province, 2014 

Total 940.252 

Madrid (Community from) 196.917 

Valencia Community 143.874 

Andalucía 140.514 

Cataluña 122.115 

Castilla-La Mancha 98.060 

Aragón 71.440 

Castilla y León 40.172 

País Vasco 21.208 

Extremadura 16.090 

Balears Illes  15.678 

Murcia (Region from) 14.796 

Rioja (La) 14.261 

Asturias (Principate) 9.754 

Galicia 9.307 

Navarra (Community Foral from) 9.057 

Canarias 8.952 

Cantabria 7.954 

No data 51 

Melilla (Autonomous city) 26 

Ceuta (Autonomous city) 26 

Source: The Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 
 
 

A proportion of 53% of the Romanians were men and 47% of them were women. As for the 

age distribution, the majority of them (88%) fall under the active population category (16 to 

64 years old), while 11% of them are children under 15 years old. Only around 1% of the 

Romanians residing in Spain are over 65 years old. The data suggests that Romanian 

migration towards Spain is mainly economic-driven, even though this conclusion is not 

apparent when considering the types of residence (77% of the Romanians in Spain are 

registered as residing for undetermined reasons and only 4% of them are registered as 

residing for work). 

 
 

Table 11 – Number of Romanians in Spain by age groups 

Total 0 - 15 years old 16 - 64 years 
old 

65 years old 
and over 

Medium age 

940.252 102.054 829.303 8.895 34,1 

Source: The Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 
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Table 12 – Distribution of Romanian migrants in Spain, by type of residence 

Total 940.252 

Employee 34.748 

Autonomous 2.127 

Residing without work purpose 11.389 

Student 2.268 

Family 15.763 

Undetermined residing reason  725.141 

Permanent residence 148.816 

Source: The Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 

 
The migration in Spain is based on personal and family networks. As such, it is quite 
common that the majority  of Romanian residents in a Spanish region came from the same 
region in Romania. On the one hand, Romanian migration is a family migration (Marcu, 
2011), whether there are couples, children or other family members involved. Once in Spain, 
many of them expect to find a job within the first three months of their stay (the period they 
can exercise their right to free movement without limitations), in order to make their situation 
regular.  
 
 

Table 13 - The number of Romanians affiliated to the Spanish social security system, 
January, 2014  

The number of affiliated Romanians to the Spanish social security system, January, 2014 

GENERAL SYSTEM (1) 136.810 

GENERAL SYSTEM- AGRICULTORS 49.438 

GENERAL SYSTEM – DOMESTIC WORKERS 33.002 

SPECIAL SYSTEM FOR INDEPENDENT WORKERS 24.651 

NAVY SOCIAL OFFICE 113 

MINING SPECIAL SYSTEM 8 

TOTAL 244.024 

Source: The Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 

 

The decrease in the number of people insured was considerably accentuated from 2007 
when there were approximately 430 000 Romanians registered. The decrease in the number 
of people insured within the Spanish social security system, during a relatively stable 
migration flow, raises large question marks on the number of Romanians working in the 
informal economy, in situations with high vulnerability risks, with limited access to public 
services such as medical care, education, social benefits etc, as these are only granted, in 
most cases, to people insured. 

 

Nevertheless, many Romanians entered unemployment, as they were first-ranked among 
foreigners that benefit from unemployment payments in March 2014. 
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Table 14 – Number of unemployed foreigners in Spania, 2014 

 Beneficiaries % of total foreign beneficiaries 

Romania 53,379 20.42 

Morocco 47,897 18.33 

Ecuador 17,464 6.68 

Columbia 12,356 4.73 

Bulgaria 12,113 4.63 

Italy 9,154 3.50 

Portugal 6,967 2.67 

Source: The Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 

 
For the academic year 2012-2013, there were 98 790 Romanians enrolled within the pre-

university Spanish system, representing 50% of the 197 171 EU-27 registered citizens.  
 

Figure 27 – Number of EU-27 and Romanian students enrolled in the pre-university 

system in Spain, 2012-2013 

 

Source: Data from the Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain  
 
During the same academic year, approximately 2000 Romanians obtained their right to 

reside in Spain as students within the Spanish universities, representing approximately 10% 

of the EU-27 resident citizens in Spain. 

 

Table 15 – Number of students enrolled within the universities in Spain, 2012-2013 

   Total Străini 

     Total UE-27 România 

Total  1529862 63879 22379 2.268 

Source: Data from the Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Spain 
 
 
 
 

RESIDENT ROMANIANS IN ITALY 

 
According to the existing data, there are approximately one million Romanian migrants in 
Italy. In 2009, the number of Romanians migrating to Italy decreased, especially as a result 
of the global economic crisis that affected Italy also, thus reducing the chances to finding a 
job there. The percentage of women is higher than that of men, as  the gender gap 
increased over the years. 

 

755156 

197171 
98790 

Total UE 27 Romania 
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Table 16 – Number of Romanian migrants in Italy, 2014 

Region Romanian citizens % among 
foreign 
population  

Variation in % 
comparing to 
previous year 

Men Women  Total % 

 1.Lazio 74.388 89.775 164.163 17,6% 34,38% +9,5% 

 2.Lombardia 63.031 73.202 136.233 14,6% 13,24% +13,4% 

 3.Piemonte 58.497 73.503 132.000 14,1% 34,29% +8,1% 

 4.Veneto 46.308 56.121 102.429 11,0% 21,03% +11,6% 

 5.Toscana 27.626 43.405 71.031 7,6% 20,25% +10,4% 

 6.Emilia-Romagna 28.416 39.540 67.956 7,3% 13,91% +14,4% 

 7.Sicilia 16.383 24.624 41.007 4,4% 29,41% +13,7% 

 8.Campania 12.727 17.682 30.409 3,3% 17,79% +16,5% 

 9.Puglia 9.737 15.795 25.532 2,7% 26,56% +20,4% 

10.Calabria 11.017 14.276 25.293 2,7% 34,15% +13,8% 

11.Umbria 9.060 14.053 23.113 2,5% 24,91% +9,8% 

12.Marche 8.177 14.590 22.767 2,4% 16,29% +10,4% 

13.Abruzzo 9.543 13.036 22.579 2,4% 30,13% +16,0% 

14.Friuli-Venezia 
Giulia 

8.922 11.509 20.431 2,2% 19,92% +11,6% 

15.Liguria 6.157 8.980 15.137 1,6% 12,62% +14,0% 

16.Trentino-Alto Adige 5.007 6.541 11.548 1,2% 12,68% +14,5% 

17.Sardegna 3.107 6.547 9.654 1,0% 27,11% +19,8% 

18.Basilicata 2.313 3.788 6.101 0,7% 41,42% +13,1% 

19.Molise 1.354 2.156 3.510 0,4% 38,53% +18,0% 

20.Valle d'Aosta 996 1.465 2.461 0,3% 26,90% +16,5% 

Total ITALY 402.766 530.588 933.354   21,3% +11,9% 

Source: The National Institute of Statistics Italy, 2014 
 
As for the age structure of Romanian migrants in Italy in previous years (2009-2010), the 
majority of them are young people, able to work: 11.2% under 15 years old, 26.2% aged 15 
to 24 years old, 59.1% aged 25 to 54 years old, 2.9% aged 55 to 64 years old and only 
0.6% 65 years old and over. 
 
The largest Romanian communities in Italy are found in the region Lazio (Roma), with more 
than 164.000 people, the region Lombardia (Milan), with 136.000 Romanians according to 
official statistics and the region Piemonte (Turin), with 132.000 Romanians. 
 

Table 17 – The evolution of the number of Romanians in Italy, on January 1st each 
year  

Region 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 

Abruzzo 22.579 19.465 22.385 20.114 17.973 13.501 5.919 

Basilicata 6.101 5.394 6.098 5.038 4.149 2.768 702 

Calabria 25.293 22.217 23.999 20.556 17.789 13.306 1.973 

Campania 30.409 26.096 29.265 24.163 19.729 12.565 3.029 

Emilia-Romagna 67.956 59.426 66.062 60.681 54.454 41.880 21.942 

Friuli-Venezia Giulia 20.431 18.302 19.664 18.156 16.919 13.593 8.661 

Lazio 164.163 149.877 196.410 179.469 158.509 120.030 76.055 

Liguria 15.137 13.279 15.037 13.207 11.283 7.879 3.753 

http://www.tuttitalia.it/lazio/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/lombardia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/piemonte/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/veneto/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/toscana/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/emilia-romagna/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/sicilia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/campania/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/puglia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/calabria/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/umbria/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/marche/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/abruzzo/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/friuli-venezia-giulia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/friuli-venezia-giulia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/liguria/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/trentino-alto-adige/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/sardegna/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/basilicata/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/molise/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/valle-d-aosta/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/abruzzo/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/basilicata/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/calabria/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/campania/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/emilia-romagna/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/friuli-venezia-giulia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/lazio/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/liguria/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
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According to the data from 

the Italian Workers’ 

Compensation Authority 

(INAIL), 819.442 among the 

one million Romanians living 

in Italy have a job. 

 

The research regarding the 
way of using of the 
remittances in Romania 
shows that most of the money 
received is used for food, 
clothes and health services, 
building and rehabilitating the 
houses, acquiring land or 
other long-term consummer 
goods, while only a small part 
of it is used for productive 
investments (with a 
multiplying effect of creating 
new job opportunities). 

 

 

Lombardia 136.233 120.114 137.718 128.781 118.005 95.698 56.295 

Marche 22.767 20.615 22.959 21.394 19.331 15.157 8.348 

Molise 3.510 2.974 3.112 2.862 2.455 1.720 701 

Piemonte 132.000 122.061 137.077 130.272 121.150 102.569 59.440 

Puglia 25.532 21.212 22.633 19.061 14.978 10.013 1.949 

Sardegna 9.654 8.059 9.899 8.259 6.658 4.496 885 

Sicilia 41.007 36.061 40.301 34.233 27.607 17.470 3.333 

Toscana 71.031 64.311 77.138 71.255 64.280 51.763 27.604 

Trentino-Alto Adige 11.548 10.089 10.492 9.419 8.552 7.197 4.721 

Umbria 23.113 21.051 24.321 22.132 19.715 15.580 8.035 

Valle d'Aosta 2.461 2.112 2.034 1.781 1.586 1.232 648 

Veneto 102.429 91.750 101.972 96.930 91.355 76.861 48.207 

Total ITALY 933.354 834.465 968.576 887.763 796.477 625.278 342.200 

Source: The National Institute of Statistics Italy, 2014 
 
 

According to the data from the Italian Workers’ 

Compensation Authority (INAIL), 819.442 among the 

one million Romanians living in Italy have a job. 

Romanians are also first-ranked among foreigners 

paying their contributions to the Italian state. The 

medium wage declared by Romanians was 9100 

EUR per year. 

 

 

4.2 REMITTANCES 

 
Remittances represent the amounts of cash transmitted to different locations. Remittances 
associated to the migrant workforce represent a significant part among total remittance flows 
sent by migrant workers, usually towards their families or towards their friends. The volume 
and frequency of remittance flow are determined by various factors such as: the number of 
migrant workers, the salaries, the economic activity in the origin/ receiving country, the 
exchange rate, the political risk, the facilities for transmitting funds, the marital status, the 
education level of migrants, whether the migrant is accompanied by his/ her wife/ husband 
and children, the duration since the beginning of the migration period, the level of incomes of 
the family, the index costs between the origin and 
the destination country. 
 
The researches regarding the way of using of the 
remittances in Romania shows the most of the 
money received is used for food, clothes and health 
services, building and rehabilitating the houses, 
acquiring land or other long-term consumer goods, 
while only a small part of it is used for productive 
investments (with a multiplying effect of creating new 
job opportunities). Productive use of te remittances 
represents „any activity that presents potential to 
generate additional incomes or guarantying future 
expenses”. 
 
Many of the national and European analyses confirm 
the positive effects of remittances on investments 
and private consumption, while the flexibility of 
consumption was almost double in case of direct 

http://www.tuttitalia.it/lombardia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/marche/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/molise/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/piemonte/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
http://www.tuttitalia.it/puglia/statistiche/cittadini-stranieri/romania/
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foreign investments. In addition, many studies show that up to 80% of remittance volume is 
used for basic family consumption, while 5 to 10% is used for human capital investments, 
such as education, health and better nutrition.  
 
The possible negative effects of remittances refer to: the existence of reduced pressure on 
the government for implementing solid economic and social reforms, the uneven growth on a 
community level (as a rule, very poor families do not migrate, Ratha, 2003), the inflation 
pressure (excessive demand for land leads to artificial increase of their prices, creating a 
speculative bubble), the risk of developing a remittance-dependent culture, devoid of 
individual initiative (Bagasao, 2004); the migration of qualified workers, therefore the 
migration of tax payers, which has a negative effect on the development of the migrant’s 
country of origin. Another important factor influencing the volume of remittances is the 
intention to return to the migrant’s country – migrants that intend to return at one point in 
their country of origin tend to send significantly more money home compared to those with 
no intention to return. In addition, migrants with the intention to remain short-term and 
medium-term in the host country send more money home than those who migrate 
permanently – the data shows that migrants that intend to stay between 1 and 3 years in the 
destination country send the most money back home38. In other words, the volume of 
remittances is highly influenced by the migration plans and by the duration of stay in the 
destination country. 
 
Between 1998-2011, the remittances sent by Romanian workers abroad amounted to more 
than 50 billion EUR. After 2008, when the highest volume of remittances was registered 
(8.64 billion EUR), the sums sent were reduced to 6 billion EUR in 2011. In addition, until 
2008, the volume of monetary transfers from abroad was competing with the volume of 
direct foreign investments as the main sources of the capital influx in Romania. After 2008, 
when global economic recession started to produce its effects, the volume of direct foreign 
investments in Romania diminished drastically, dropping from 9.5 to 5.3 billion EUR in a 
single year (from 2008 to 2009). At the same time, the volume of remittances was drastically 
reduced, dropping by 4 billion EUR from 2008 to 2009. Despite these losses, since 2009, the 
volume of remittances constantly surpassed that of direct foreign investments and the 
monetary transfers from abroad remained the main source of capital influx for Romania. 
 

Figure 28  - The evolution of direct foreign investments and remittances 

Source: The National Bank of Romania (BNR), 2014 

                                                                 
38
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In addition to the diminishing of the remittance volume, after 2008 there was also a change 
in their structure, which is indicative of the Romanian migration and its characteristics over 
the last few years. As such, the volume of monetary transfers from Spain and Italy 
decreased significantly compared to the years before 2009, and the tendency is of 
continuous decrease for the future also. However, there was an increase in the volume of 
monetary transfers – both as absolute volume, as well as percentage among total 
remittances- from states such as Germany, UK or Switzerland. These evolutions 
correspond, as shown in the data above, to an increase of Romanian migrants in the UK and 
Germany. On the other hand, the decrease in the volume of remittances from Spain and Italy 
is not correlated to a contraction in the number of Romanian migrants in these two countries 
– on the contrary, the number of Romanians there increased slightly over the past few years; 
most likely, their incomes were severely affected by the economic crisis.  
 

Figure 29 – The evolution of the Romanian financial transfers abroad, 2005-2013

 

Source: The National Bank of Romania (BNR), 2014 
 
It is worth noting that, despite the high volume of 
remittances and major capital influxes due to 
migration, the research shows that the effect of the 
workforce migration on the development of the origin 
countries is, generally, negative. Remittances can 
only partially compensate the negative effects of 
movement on the economic growth (European 
Comission, 2011). The estimated impact of the 
migration for Romania, on the long-term, is -8.52% of 
GDP. However, the long-term impact on GDP/ per 
capita is much lower, only -0.89% (Holland, D., et al., 
2011). Most of the sums from remittances are usually 
aimed at consumption, which stimulated the 
aggregated demand; nevertheless, the simulation of 
consumption alone does not represent a sustainable 
economic development strategy. There is a real need 
for policies that would maximize the development 
potential of remittances, by stimulating the 
investment of the money sent from abroad towards educating the children of the migrants 
(developing the human capital) or towards private investments and business development.  

http://cursdeguvernare.ro/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/tabel2.jpg
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The migrants’ decision to 
return is determined, on the 
one hand, by the evaluation of 
the economic situation in the 
destination country and, on 
the other hand, by his/ her 
expectations and chances. 
offered in the origin country. 

 

Young people are least likely to 
return to the country, as the 
intention to permanently migrate 
is the highest. 

 

CHAPTER 5 – THE RETURN MIGRATION 

 
The existing literature on return migration 
highlights that, almost unanimously, a higher 
intention rate of return than the actual return back 
to the country of origin. This literature shows that 
the migrants’ decision to return is determined, on 
the one hand, by the evaluation of the economic 
situation in the destination country and, on the 
other hand, by the expectations and chances 
offered in the origin country39.  
 
From this perspective, we highlight two theoretical approaches on the return migration. The 
first perspective presents the return as the result of a failure in the destination 
country. The new classic model of migration presents the return as a decision based rather 
on the failure of the migration process and the lack of anticipated benefits by the migrant. 
The model is that of the migrant that fails to calculate correctly the costs associated to the 
departure due to the imperfection of the information and, therefore, doesn’t obtain the 
benefits and earnings expected40.  

 
The other perspective sees the return as the effect 
of a successful experience abroad, by which the 
migrant attains his desired objectives, has sufficient 
savings or sources of income and, therefore, 
decides to return to the country. The return 
represents a calculated strategy, which is 
enacted at the time the migrant reaches a 
sufficient level of savings41.  
 
Some studies demonstrate and bring empirical 
arguments to support the fact that there is a 

negative selection of the returnees, that tend to be less productive than those remaining 
abroad42. Others demonstrate that on the contrary, the selection is positive and the most 
trained migrants  and the most qualified are the most likely to return to the origin country43.  
 
There are a  series of factors that influence the return decision – starting with the integration 
on the labour market and the earnings gained, the age, the knowledge of the language in the 
destination country. Some authors demonstrated that the difference in income explains only 
partially the dynamic of the return decisions44. 
 
As for Romania, the return migration is not sufficiently researched. The few existing studies 
show that, the higher the gap between the incomes in the destination country and those in 
Romania, the more affected the probability to return will be  - for example, a 1% increase 
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(the difference between the current incomes in the destination country and the estimated 
incomes in Romania) reduces the return probability by 10%45. 
  
More data indicate high percentages, approximately 50%, among migrants that intent to 
return to the country46, but the actual return rates are below 5%47. Among all age groups, 
young people are the least willing to return to the country, as the permanent migration 
intention is the highest for them. These results are consistent with those of other researches 
on the same subject, which show that an added 10 years spent as a migrant reduces the 
probability of returning of said migrant by 3-7%48.  
 

Figure 30 -  The intention to return to the country for migrants in Italy by age groups 

 
  

Permanent 
stay 
 
 
Other states 
 
 
Don’t know 
 
 
 
Romania  

Source: Isilda Mara, Surveying Romanian Migrants în Italy before and after EU Accession: 
Migration Plans, Labour market Features and Social Inclusion, WIIW Reearch Reports no 
378, July, 2012 
 
Regardless of the destination country, most migrants declare the main reason to return to 
the country is „missing the family”/ „missing home”; however, one should not underestimate 
the distorted effect of social desires for the answers given by migrants for sociological 
inquiries. Another reason is reaching their goals as far as migration plans while losing the job 
as a return reason is the least-cited reason49.  
 
These motivations lead to the conclusion that Romanian migrants leave the country for 
money and greater financial gains, but they return wither because they have achieved their 
migration plans or to be with their families. As for the return of young people, the data shows 
that the most frequent reason for the return to the country is the desire to continue their 
studies: 1 out of 5 young people return, if only temporary, for this purpose50.  
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The profile of those returned  to 
the country (Romania) differs 
from that of the migrants that 
remained in the destination 
country. 

 

Figure 31 -  Top reasons for returning to Romania 

 
Source: Manuela STĂNCULESCU, Victoria STOICIU, col. Iris ALEXE, Luminița MOTOC, 
The impact of the economic crisis on the workforce migration, Ed. Paideea, 2012 
 
The profile of those Romanian migrants that come 
back in Romania is different from that of the 
Romanian migrants that remained in the 
destination country. The level of qualification and 
training of the migrants that remained abroad is 
higher than that of those returning – for example, 
40% of the Romanian migrants still abroad were, 
at the time, qualified workers, as opposed to only 
25% of the migrants that returned to Romania 
between 2010 and 2011.  
 
Moreover, the migrants that remained abroad were more successful at integrating on the 
Romanian labour market prior to leaving – half of the migrants returned to the country (48) 
left Romania without succeeding or trying to enter the Romanian labour market. The lack of 
prior work experience negatively affected their chances to integrate the labour market in the 
destination country51. These results contradict the conclusions of some research52 claiming 
that the returned migrants are those that have feeble connections with the labour market in 
the destination country. In addition, they question the data that was presented previously 
regarding the reasons for returning the country, which indicates a type of return migration 
that is not conditioned by external socio-economic factors but rather by personal, subjective 
factors – homesickness, fulfilling their migration plan. 
 
The question arises whether or not, despite the respondents’ own statements, the decision 
to return is in fact much more determined by the economic context and by the success of 
integrating on the labour market in the origin country rather than by personal factors. In order 
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The return migration brings 
additional benefits to the 
Romanian economy, such as the 
enhanced abilities of those that 
worked abroad as well as their 
new knowledge and skills. 

 

 

to support this last possibility, the scarce research on returning Romanian migration 
conclude that, in Romania’s case, we are dealing with a negative selection of the returnees, 
as they represent migrants whose unfavourable situation on the labour market in the 
destination country didn’t provide them with any other option than to return to their origin 
country. Permanent returning is not determined by positive expectations regarding the origin 
country, but rather by the negative experience abroad, and the so-called involuntary return 
doesn’t translate to a better situation on the Romanian labour market53.    
 
 

5.1. THE RETURN INTENTION TO ROMANIA FOR YOUNG ROMANIAN 
MIGRANTS 

 
The return migration is considered to have positive effects on the origin country’s economy, 
as part of the returned migrants become valuable investors or managers. Dealing with the 
lack of workforce in certain economic sectors, even before the onset of the global economic 
crisis but also after, Romania started to pay 
more attention to return migration, as an 
alternative to opening the frontiers to foreign 
workers. The return migration brings additional 
benefits to the Romanian economy, such as the 
enhanced abilities of those that worked abroad 
as well as their new knowledge and skills. 
Even though the recent economic crisis 
temporarily diminished the interest in returning 
home, it is still very likely that the return 
migration will reappear as a matter of interest in 
the post-crisis environment. 
 
In this context, the process of deciding to return, as well as the factors that influence the 
temporary migration duration for Romanian migrants, are themes that are of interest for 
researchers. Youth pose a specific interest, as they have greater human capital potential. 
While the process of migration is usually generated by better economic conditions in the 
destination country (a main attraction point being the difference in income), explaining the 
factors that generate the return migration requires additional quantitative and qualitative 
research regarding the migrants and their families. Understanding the decisions to return to 
the migrants’ origin country is important for outlining adequate migration policies, however, 
there is little and inconclusive research on the matter. This chapter within the present report 
contributes to completing this void by bringing recent information regarding the young 
Romanian migrants in Europe. Specifically, our goal is to identify the main returning 
migration engines in an economic crisis environment; to this extent, we must shape the 
decisions to return for young migrants, using adequate econometric methods that are 
recommended by the specialty literature. The present study is far as the newly used data 
and also by applying the econometric methods (the binary and multinomial logistical 
regression model).  
 
 

5.2. EVIDENCE IN THE LITERATURE 

 
The international migration flows are neither unilateral nor irreversible. Even in cases of 
permanent migration, a large number of migrants can decide subsequently to return to the 
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The international migration 
flows are neither unilateral nor 
irreversible. Even in cases of 
permanent migration, a large 
number of migrants can decide 
subsequently to return to the 
origin country. 

 

origin country and, in the event that a longer 
period of time is taken into consideration, the 
return migration can amount up to 67% for 
immigrant workers in Germany and more than 
80% in Switzerland (Bohning, 1984, Glytsos, 
1988).  
 
For the USA, Borjas and Bratsberg (1996) 
measured the rates of return for immigrants from 
70 countries, for a period of five years and found 
the highest values for immigrants from Europe 
and North America (over 30%). In addition, they 
also found that the majority of immigrants 
deciding to return home have done so in the first five years of staying but, in return, the 
immigrants coming from poor and far away countries were less inclined to leave. 
 
A series of studies explored the role of family in the decision-making process regarding the 
return migration. Callea (1986) suggested that the decisions to return, for migrants coming 
from South European countries, are largely based on the preoccupation for their children’s 
education. Djajic (2008) analysed the conflict between parents and children when deciding to 
return to the native country: the parents try to maintain the family united while the children 
prefer to remain in the host country, where they are better integrated. Huber and Nowotny 
(2009) claimed that education and distance are the most important determinants for the 
duration of migrants’ stay abroad.  
 
When exploring the determining factors of the intention to return for temporary workers in 
Germany, based on survey data, Waldorf (1995) reported a strong influence of variables 
regarding satisfaction and of variables that are time-dependent, as well as a lesser impact of 
personal attributes of immigrants. In the same register, Dustmann researched the return 
intentions for migrant workers in Germany and found three main reasons that favor the 
temporary migration over the permanent one:   

 relative price differences between the origin country and the destination country,  

 increased earnings in the origin country, based on using the human capital 
accumulated abroad, 

 and complementarities between consuming and the environment where the 
consuming takes place. 

 
Van Baalen and Muller (2008) analysed the temporary migration in Germany and found that 
immigrants have a tendency to extend their stay in the destination country much more than 
initially intended, the reason being reaching their savings plan. 
 
The return migration of Romanian migrants was also approached in a series of studies. 
Although slightly rising in the context of the economic crisis within the destination countries 
for Romanian migrants, the return migration didn’t confirm the large numbers expected 
(Șerban, 2009). The surveys conducted in countries with large Romanian communities, such 
as Italy and Spain, revealed largely negative perceptions of the Romanian immigrants (for 
example,  McMahon, 2011), which, apparently, had little or no impact on the return flows. 
 
Ghiță et al. (2007) discovered a negative and relatively strong correlation between the level 
of the return migration and that of education. They highlighted the fact that repatriated 
persons could bring potential benefits for Romania as far as work experience, increasing 
productivity, financial capital and even new technological ideas from the developed 
countries. Sandu (2005) points out the existence of a territorial grouping type of return 
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migration in Romania, as 4% of the villages account for over 60% of total repatriated 
persons. 
 
Roman and Goschin (2014) analyse the return intentions of the Romanian medical staff 
abroad and identify significant differences between physicians and nurses regarding the 
factors explaining these intentions.  
 

5.3. THE DATA SET AND VARIABLES USED IN ANALYSING THE RETURN 
MIGRATION FOR YOUNG ROMANIANS 

 
Currently, there are no official data on a national level regarding the return migration. There 
are some estimates of the number of returnees from sources of the host countries. It should 
be noted however that the return migration, in the case of these sources, doesn’t specify 
whether or not the Romanian leaving Spain or Italy, for example, returns to Romania or 
chooses another host country. In addition, not all people leaving the host country announce 
the fact, either in order to maintain certain social rights acquired in the respective country or 
because they are not certain that they are to return permanently in their origin country. There 
is no certainty that the person returned a while back, with the intention to remain in Romania, 
is still in the country at the moment or he re-migrated to the former host country or to another 
country. 
 
The present chapter brings added value by using recent data regarding the Romanian 
migrants in Europe. The database that was used was a result of the project „ Developing the 
institutional capacity for delivering public services of information to Romanian immigrant 
citizens”, code SMIS 38496, with the beneficiary the Ministry of Labour, Family, Social 
Protection and Elderly People, Departament for Social Dialogue. The set of quantitative data 
resulted from an inquiry by questionnaire in 22 European regions from 8 countries that 
attract a significant number of Romanians. These countries are Cyprus, France, Germany, 
Ireland, Italy, Spain, UK. 
 
The selection of respondents was done using the snowball sampling, a technique that is 
largely used in analysing hidden populations such as the migrant ones. The main reason for 
using this technique was the lack of survey base, meaning the list of people among the total 
population studied. The snowball technique implies that each respondent recommend other 
participants to the inquiry, out of the people they know. Of course, this technique is a non-
probabilistic one and doesn’t generate a representative sample from a statistical point of 
view. The resulted sample consisted of 538 people, which was balanced so that each region 
had an equal percentage. 
 
The relatively large dimension of the 538 migrant sample allows for some very useful 
conclusions in studying young migrants. The database was used in the „Study regarding the 
information needs of the Romanian migrant citizens” in order to analyse the needs and the 
informing channels that Romanian migrants use generally, without any special focus on 
young migrants. Th present research report aims to add new value to the available data, by 
analysing specific aspects regarding Romanian young migrants in Europe, specifically the 
analysis of their intention to return back into the country. 
 
 

5.4.  RESULTS 

 
The first part of this section describes the analysed sample of respondents, considering the 
variables of interest. This endeavour helps explain the results obtained following the 
econometric analysis of the intention to return for young Romanian migrants.  
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As the focus of the analysis is on Romanian migrant youth, the migrant population was 
divided into two large categories: young Romanian migrants under 30, and other category 
over 30 years old. The first category accounts for 31% of the respondents, meaning 167 
people while the second category accounts for the rest of 371 people. The distribution of 
migrants by countries, as shown in the following table, reflects differences between the two 
age categories: young Romanian migrants can be found mainly in Spain, UK and France, 
while those over 30 years old are more likely to go to Spain and Germany. This distribution 
suggests a different typology of young Romanian migrants, which are more likely to be 
highly qualified or studying, as opposed to older, medium qualified migrants in Italy. 
 

Table 18 - The distribution of migrants by countries 

 COUNTRY  

 Cyprus France Germany Greece Ireland Italy Spain UK Total 

Over 
30 
years 
old 

Pers. 31 22 60 36 32 78 65 47 371 

%  63,3% 44,9% 81,1% 75,0% 65,3% 79,6% 66,3% 64,4% 69,0% 

30 
years 
old or 
less 

Pers. 18 7 14 12 17 20 33 26 167 

%  36,7% 55,1% 18,9% 25,0% 34,7% 20,4% 33,7% 35,6% 31,0% 

Total Pers. 49 49 74 48 49 98 98 73 538 

%  100,0
% 

100,0
% 

100,0% 100,0
% 

100,0
% 

100,0
% 

100,0
% 

100,0% 100,0
% 

 

The following Figure describes in a clearer manner the distribution of respondents by 
countries, using the two large age categories. 
 

Figure 32 – The distribution of respondents by countries 

 
 
 
The predominant marital status of young people is „not married”, while mature migrants are 
more likely to be married. 
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Table 19 – Marital status of the Romanian migrants, by age categories 

 MARITAL STATUS TOTAL 

 not married married in 
cohabitation 

separated divorced widowed NA  

over 30 years 
old 

18,3% 55,3% 10,5% 1,6% 10,5% 2,2% 1,6% 100,0% 

30 years old or 
less 

61,4% 21,1% 15,7%  0,6%  1,2% 100,0% 

Total 31,7% 44,7% 12,1% 1,1% 7,4% 1,5% 1,5% 100,0% 

 
The large majority of respondents from both age groups affirm their intention to return to 
Romania. However, the intention to temporarily return is taken into consideration less. Over 
60% of respondents are not sure whether or not they will return temporarily or permanently 
(70% among young people and 60% among mature respondents). An important percentage 
among respondents are indecisive regarding the return to the country, 10.9% young people 
and 13% mature ones. The percentage of respondents claiming they do not want to return to 
Romania is extremely reduced for both age groups – 1.8% young people an 2.9% mature 
respondents. 
 

Figure 33 - The distribution of respondents based on their intention to return to the 
country 

 
 
As shown in the table below, two of the groups of respondents count less than 5 people, 
which raises question marks on the question answered and, equally important, on the 
methods that can be applied.   
 
Due to this fact, the econometric analysis in place has two stages. The first stage is where 
we applied the model of multinomial regression for the entire sample, including the variable 
age as an explaining factor. The second stage is where we applied the binary logistical 
regression for the young people sample. In this case, the variable describing the intention to 
return is a dummy one and has the value: 
 
2- The respondent has the intention to return (either temporary, permanently or he/she 
hasn’t decided yet whether temporarily or permanently) 
1- The respondent has no intention to return or is indecisive regarding the return. 
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Table 20- The intention to return 
 Age Total 

over 30 yeas old 30 years old or 
less 

T
h

e
 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 t
o

 r
e
tu

rn
 

yes, permanently People 60 23 83 

% 16,1% 13,9% 15,4% 

yes, temporarily People 26 5 31 

% 7,0% 3,0% 5,8% 

yes, but will decide 
later whether 
temporarily or 
permanently 

 225 116 341 

% 60,3% 70,3% 63,4% 

no People 11 3 14 

% 2,9% 1,8% 2,6% 

I don’t know People 51 18 69 

% 13,7% 10,9% 12,8% 

Total People 373 165 538 

% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 

 

STAGE 1 
The variable describing the intention to return is a categorial type and has the following 
values:  
1- The respondent has the intention to return permanently,  
2- The respondent has the intention to return temporarily 
3- The respondent has the intention to return but hasn’t decided yet if he returns 
temporarily or permanently  
4- The respondent has no intention to return  
5- The respondent is indecisive on his return (doesn’t know). 
 
The latter category was chosen as a reference point, therefore the results will be interpreted 
in accordance to this group of respondents. The explaining variables used in the model are 
the respondent’s gender, age, number of years since the arrival in the destination country, 
number of children, as well as the alternative variables: whether or not they have spouses or 
they own any piece of land in Romania. As described in the previous section, the model 
requires four logistical regression models, one for each outcome of the dependent variable 
and the index numbers are further described and analysed. 
 

Table 21 – The results of the polinomial regression model 

return
a
 B Std. Error Sig. Exp(B) 

yes, 
permanently 

 -2,604 1,682 ,122  

age ,003 ,020 ,872 1,003 

man ,382 ,358 ,286 1,465 

house ,740 ,422 ,080 2,096 

land 1,377 ,495 ,005 3,963 

number of years as 
migrant 

,001 ,001 ,278 1,001 

spouse -,369 ,360 ,306 ,691 

children ,580 ,232 ,012 1,786 

Yes, temporarily  -4,500 1,772 ,011  

age ,062 ,025 ,013 1,064 

man ,874 ,483 ,070 2,397 

house -,339 ,581 ,560 ,713 

land 1,476 ,636 ,020 4,375 

number of years as 
migrant 

,000 ,001 ,796 1,000 

spouse -,339 ,479 ,479 ,712 
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children ,548 ,267 ,040 1,730 

yes, but will 
decide later 
whether 
temporarily or 
permanently 

 -,182 1,285 ,887  

age -,029 ,017 ,094 ,972 

man ,113 ,292 ,700 1,119 

house ,356 ,342 ,298 1,427 

land ,964 ,443 ,030 2,622 

number of years as 
migrant 

,001 ,001 ,068 1,001 

spouse ,147 ,293 ,615 1,159 

children ,575 ,213 ,007 1,777 

no  -7,178 10,006 ,473  

age ,008 ,033 ,800 1,009 

man ,440 ,609 ,470 1,553 

house -,949 ,776 ,221 ,387 

land 2,061 ,790 ,009 7,853 

number of years as 
migrant 

,002 ,005 ,675 1,002 

spouse 1,038 ,692 ,133 2,823 

children ,336 ,355 ,344 1,400 

 

The group of migrants that want to return to Romania permanently as compared to that of 
those indecisive is influenced in the return decision by the following significant factors: 
owning a piece of land and a house in Romania, as well as the number of children. 
 
Compared to the same group of reference, the group of Romanian migrants that want to 
return temporarily and that of the migrants wanting to return but are indecisive whether 
temporarily or permanently is characterised by additional factors that affect the return 
decision. Age is such a factor, as is gender. For instance, men are more inclined to return 
home temporarily. 
 
The last group of migrants analysed, those not wanting to return home, is characterised by a 
single significant factor which is owning a piece of land in Romania. This factor is a common 
one for all 4 categories of migrants and favours the return decision.  
 
STAGE 2 
The following table presents the results of the logistical regression model that explains the 
intention of young people to return to the country. Due to some missing cases in the 
database the number of valid answers included in the model was 156. The model is 
statistically significant and has a satisfying explaining power (24%). 
 

Table 22 – The results of the binary logistical regression model  

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 man -,471 ,622 ,572 1 ,449 ,625 

education ,133 ,655 ,041 1 ,839 1,142 

age -,191 ,110 3,023 1 ,082 ,826 

house ,795 ,662 1,444 1 ,229 2,215 

land 2,103 1,163 3,271 1 ,070 8,189 

temp -1,134 ,613 3,421 1 ,064 ,322 

arrival ,104 ,098 1,125 1 ,289 1,110 

children ,760 ,764 ,990 1 ,320 2,138 

Constant 6,328 2,917 4,706 1 ,030 560,153 

 
Demographic variables such as sex, the number of children or whether or not the 
respondent has a spouse in Romania don’t affect significantly the decision to return to the 
country. Education was included in the model by taking into account the ownership of a 
bachelor degree. However, this factor is not significant for the model, thus confirming the 
results of other studies showing that education is not a relevant factor for the Romanian 
young migrants’ decision to return home. 
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Age has a negative effect on the 
return decision, as the younger 
the migrant, the less likely the 
intention to return. Young 
migrants that own a piece of 
land in Romania are also more 
inclined to return to the country. 

 

 

 
The decision to return to the country for migrants under 30 years old is significantly 
influenced (around 10% significance bar) by three variables: age, owning a piece of land in 
Romania and the character of the migration, meaning whether the migration is temporary 
(under 10 months in the host country). 
 
Age has a negative effect on the return decision, as the younger the migrant is, the less 
likely the intention to return. Young Romanian migrants that own a piece of land in Romania 
are also more inclined to return to the country.  
 
 

5.5. CONCLUSIONS 

 
This analysis identified the main reasons for the intention to return of the Romanian 
migrants; to this extent, we built the return decisions for young migrants, using the adequate 
econometric methods that are recommended by the literature. The present study is original 
as far as the newly used data and also by applying the econometric methods: the binary and 
multinomial logistical regression model. 
 
The present study brings added value by using recent data regarding the Romanian 
migrants in Europe. The database that was used was a result of the project „Developing the 
institutional capacity for delivering public services of information to Romanian migrant 
citizens”, code SMIS 38496, with the beneficiary the Ministry of Labour, Family, Social 
Protection and Elderly People- Department for Social Dialogue. The set of quantitative data 
resulted from an inquiry by questionnaire in 22 European regions from 8 countries that 
attract a significant number of Romanians. These countries are Cyprus, France, Germany, 
Ireland, Italy, Spain, UK.  
 
The group of Romanian migrants that want to 
return to Romania permanently as compared to 
that of those indecisive is influenced in the return 
decision by the following significant factors: 
owning a piece of land and a house in Romania, 
as well as the number of children. Age has a 
negative effect on the return decision, as the 
younger the migrant is, the less likely he/ she 
has the intention to return. Young Romanian 
migrants that own a piece of land in Romania are 
also more inclined to return to the country.  



73 
 

CHAPTER 6 – THE YOUTH IMMIGRATION IN ROMANIA 

 
Currently, the data from the General Inspectorate for Immigration (GII) shows that there are 
over 55.000 legal permits of residence in Romania for 2014. Those permits don’t match up 
to the number of immigrants in Romania, as there are states for which Romania doesn’t 
require a permit for legal stay – for example, the EU Member States. The number of 
residence permits represents the number of foreign citizens that are required to have a 
permit and are legal, registered residents in Romania. 
 

Table 23 - Legal stay (valid document) at the end of 2014 

Citizenship Total 

MOLDAVIA 9831 

TURKEY 8815 

CHINA 7359 

SYRIA 4136 

USA 2010 

IRAQ 1832 

ISRAEL 1830 

SERBIA 1633 

UKRAINE 1574 

TUNISIA 1456 

Others 16985 

Total 57461 

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
 

Prior to 2014, the numbers were similar, the only notable exception being the Republic of 
Moldavia, as its citizens represented a higher percentage among total viable documents for 
a legal stay. The explanation for the decrease in the number of Moldavian citizens is linked 
to either their easy access towards obtaining the Romanian citizenship or to the possibility of 
seeking employment within the EU. 
 

Figure 34 – The evolution of the number of legal permits in Romania, based on 
citizenship, in 2014

 

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
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As shown in the Figure above, the number of residence permits for citizens from the 
Republic of Moldavia has constantly decreased over the past few years. In fact, the only two 
categories of immigrants seemingly rising are those from Syria, most likely as a result of the 
conflicts there, and immigrants from other countries. The increase for the latter category is 
quite small, however it highlights the fact that Romania is slowly becoming a destination 
country for an international migration flow, even for individuals that have no connections to 
groups or people in Romania. This trend is likely to increase over the course of the following 
years. The number of citizens from the Republic of Moldavia with legal residence permits in 
Romania decreased by almost 3500 people in the last three years. This decrease is likely to 
have happen as a result of the fact that Moldavian citizens can obtain citizenship in 
Romania, but also due to a decision to migrate further in Western Europe and not remain in 
Romania.  
 

Table 24 – The number of non-EU foreign citizens in Romania 

  2012 2013 2014 

MOLDAVIA 13255 11699 9831 

TURKEY 8960 9399 8815 

CHINA 6904 7938 7359 

SYRIA 2849 3085 4136 

USA 1911 2027 2010 

Others 22879 24031 25310 

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
  

The fact that the absolute number of legal residence documents for foreigners, combined 
with the decrease in the percentage of citizens from the Republic of Moldavia within this 
group shows that, in fact, the number of foreign non-Moldavians in Romania has increased 
over the past few years. The main categories rising are the immigrants from Syria, Iraq and 
other countries, in general. 
 

Table 25 – Legal stay (valid documents), 2012-2014 

Legal stay (viable document), end of 
2012 

Legal stay (viable document), end 
of 2013 

Legal stay (viable document), end 
of 2014 

Citizenship Total Percentage Citizenship Total Percentage Citizenship Total Percentage 

MOLDAVIA 13255 23,35% MOLDAVIA 11699 20,11% MOLDAVIA 9831 17,11% 

TURKEY 8960 15,79% TURKEY 9399 16,16% TURKEY 8815 15,34% 

CHINA 6904 12,16% CHINA 7938 13,64% CHINA 7359 12,81% 

SYRIA 2849 5,02% SYRIA 3085 5,30% SYRIA 4136 7,20% 

USA 1911 3,37% USA 2027 3,48% USA 2010 3,50% 

SERBIA 1543 2,72% SERBIA 1648 2,83% SERBIA 1832 3,19% 

IRAQ 1515 2,67% IRAQ 1629 2,80% IRAQ 1830 3,18% 

ISRAEL 1472 2,59% ISRAEL 1515 2,60% ISRAEL 1633 2,84% 

UKRAINE 1381 2,43% UKRAINE 1479 2,54% UKRAINE 1574 2,74% 

TUNISIA 1376 2,42% TUNISIA 1478 2,54% TUNISIA 1456 2,53% 

Others 15592 27,47% Others 16282 27,99% Others 16985 29,56% 

Total 56758   Total 58179   Total 57461   

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
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The number of immigrants 
from countries without an 
extremely large community in 
Romania has continually 
risen over the past years. 
This increase may have an 
effect of diversification of the 
immigrant communities in 
Romania. 

 

The number of immigrants from countries without an 
extremely large community in Romania has 
continually risen over the past years. Even though 
the increase is limited, it is still noticeable both as the 
number of an absolute value as well as a percentage 
within the number of legal residence permits in 
Romania. The constant increase will most likely lead 
to an effect of diversification of the immigrant 
communities in Romania. As one of the main criteria 
in deciding which country to migrate towards is the 
prior existence of a community there, there is the 
possibility that this diversification may lead to a 
geometrical progression of the increase of the 
migration towards Romania, medium and long-term. 
As the immigrant communities in Romania diversify, each of them will become an additional 
reason for migrating towards Romania, which translates as an increase in the database of 
countries whose citizens may want to come to Romania. The fact that Romania is in the EU 
constitutes an important factor for the immigration acceleration, especially considering that 
five out of the first ten-ranked countries providing immigrants in Romania in 2014 have a less 
favorable economic situation compared to Romania – Moldavia, Syria, Iraq, Serbia, Ukraine, 
Tunisia – while other two countries face a difficult situation regarding civil liberties – China 
and Turkey. 

Another important aspect is the reason these immigrants seek and receive the legal 
residence permit in Romania. The Table below shows that almost half of them have family 
members in Romania, while another 20% of them came to Romania for studies. The number 
of immigrants employed or paid is quite constant, around 6000 employees, slightly 
decreasing in the last three years. The reason for this decrease may be related to Romania’s 
economic situation, which took a turn for the better starting with 2013, but it may also be 
related to the bureaucratic difficulties one faces nowadays when seeking a job in Romania.  
 

Table 26 - Legal stay (valid document) at the end of the year, by permit purpose 

  2014 2013 2012 

Employment/ paid activities 5710 5873 6066 

Family members 26420 25236 25319 

Long-term stay 9725 12575 10829 

Studies 11324 11634 10968 

Other purposes 4282 2861 3576 

Total 57461 58179 56758 

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
 

The number of student immigrants in Romania is continually rising. The data from the GII 
counts more than 11.000 legal permits for studies, while the Romanian National Institute of 
Statistics data shows that the number of foreign students in Romania for the academic year 
2013-2014 is close to 21.000, with more than 14.000 students among those having 
originated from countries outside the EU. 6000 of them come from the Republic of Moldavia, 
therefore their status could be legal even without owning a residence permit for studies. 

The Romanian Institute for Statistics and Eurostat statistics show that the vast majority of 
those coming to Romania with the intent to change their residence are, in fact, Romanian 
citizens returned in the country. According to the Eurostat definition, the immigrants are 
individuals coming or returning from abroad with the intent to take up residence within a 
certain state for a certain period of time, having had a previous residence elsewhere. By this 
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definition, Romania had more than 150.000 immigrants only in 2013, as shown in the table 
below. Almost 140.000 of them, meaning over 90%, were, in fact, Romanian citizens that 
had returned in the country after a period of time spent abroad. The percentage is similar for 
the past years also, meaning that, starting with 2008, Romania faced around 140.000-
150.000 possible migration entries in the country, of which 90% were Romanian citizens 
returning home.  
 

Table 27 - Number of immigrants that entered Romania, 2013-2014 

Immigrants that entered Romania, 2013-2014 

  Total Men Women 

Total entries in Romania 153646 84790 68856 

Country reporting (Romania) 138923 76028 62895 

Other EU Member States 1024 643 381 

Non-EU countries 13656 8087 5569 

Stateless individuals (or individuals 
from countries not included in 
regulation 351/2010) 

32 22 10 

Unknown group 11 10 1 

Source: Romanian National Institute of Statistics/ Eurostat data 
 

The evolution over time is easier to observe in the table below, highlighting the seasonal 
migration’s character in Romania (Alexe, 2011; Roman, 2010; Sandu, 2010). The 
Romanians returning home every year represent more than 90% of entries longer than three 
months. In addition, there are also the Romanians migrating for longer periods of time that 
either return more seldom or not at all. 

 

This seasonal or circular migration is documented as having started once Romania joined 
the EU, in 2007, and subsequently having increased in volume starting with 2010, when 
Romanians were granted the right to work in many Western states. Of course, there is no 
certainty that the Romanians returning every year are the same Romanians that left the 
same year of the in previous years. The fact is there is an outgoing- incoming flow which is 
well sustained over time, as the percentage of Romanians returning home is virtually 
unchanged from one year to the next.  
 

Table 28 - Immigrants that entered Romania, 2008-2013 

Immigrants that entered Romania, 2008-2013 

YEAR Total 
immigrants 

Percentage of 
Romanians 

2008 138929 91,24% 

2009 135844 91,97% 

2010 149885 91,27% 

2011 147685 93,71% 

2012 167266 93,03% 

2013 153646 90,42% 

Source: Romanian Institute for Statistics/ Eurostat data 
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Romania should consider 
the fact that there is a 
significant incoming 
economic-driven migration 
model over the past few 
years and, therefore, there 
is also a rising pressure on 
the instruments dedicated 
to integrating these 

immigrants. 

With regards to the non-EU entries into Romania, they too seem to follow the same pattern 
over time, the only difference being the volume rather than the percentage composition. As 
one can observe in the table below, Romania had almost 13.000 non-EU immigrants in 
2013, 12.000 of them coming from non-EU countries that also had no real perspective to join 
the EU. Therefore, Romania is seemingly in the position to attract immigrants from rather 
non-EU poor or developing countries (the case of the Republic of Moldavia notwithstanding, 
as Moldavian citizens are emotionally attached to Romania). 

 

Table 29 - Non-EU immigrants entering Romania, 2013-2014 

Non-EU immigrants entering Romania, 2013-2014 

  Total Men Women 

Total entries non-EU states 13656 8087 5569 

European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 
states (Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, 
Liechtenstein) 

2 2 0 

EU candidate states 1684 1163 521 

Very developed non-EU states 1447 907 540 

Developed non-EU states 2417 1260 1157 

Developing non-EU states 6493 3489 3004 

Poor non-EU states 1613 1266 347 

Source: Romanian Institute of Statistics/ Eurostat data 
 
For these individuals, the decision to migrate to 
Romania can be traced back to an economic decision, 
of investing in their own future, similarly to Romanians 
deciding to migrate from Romania to Western countries. 
However, Romania is not very familiar with this type of 
migration and could face serious problems in its attempt 
to help these migrants adapt to the Romanian society, 
in the short and medium-term. As such, Romania 
should acknowledge the rising pressure on the 
instruments dedicated to integrating these 
economically-driven migrants, especially considering 
the increase in the number of migrants from countries 
other than the Republic of Moldavia (which had 
connections to the Romanian society and didn’t require 
a significant adapting effort). Otherwise, the situation 
could create significant social tensions. 
 
While, in the past, half of the incoming migrants to Romania were from the Republic of 
Moldavia and didn’t require a significant adapting effort, the increase in the number of 
migrants from other countries, with no access to an already established support community 
in Romania could lead to significant social tensions. In fact, the data from the General 
Inspectorate for Immigration shows that there were 5710 viable documents for employment/ 
paid activities at the end of 2014. This number applies exclusively to non-EU citizens, as 
they are the only ones in need of such documents at the moment. Besides those, there were 
other 52.000 non-EU citizens with legal permits in 2014. Most of them are family members, 
for either Romanian citizens or for naturalized Romanian citizens. 
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States are interested in 

contributing to the 

education of foreign 

students, in order to 

attract human capital and 

to encourage domestic 

eonomic growth. 

 

Table 30 - Legal stay (valid document) at the end of 2014 
Purpose Total 

Other purpose 4282 

Employment/ Paid activities 5710 

Family members 26420 

Long-term stay 9725 

Studies 11324 

Total  57461 

Source: The General Inspectorate for Immigration 
 
 

6.1. STUDENT MIGRATION 

 
Studies on immigration tend to focus mainly on permanent migration, but temporary 
migration represents a significant part of it – for example, international student migration. 
In essence, states encourage their citizens to study abroad, if for no other reason than to 
benefit from their education and specializing, once returned home (Tremblay, 2002). On the 
other hand, states are interested in contributing to the education of foreign students, in order 
to attract human capital and to encourage domestic economic growth. Foreign students are 
considered to be an extremely mobile segment of the population from a spatial point of view, 
especially in advanced societies, where their high level of specializing is an extra trump card.  
 

In 2002, the number of foreign students in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) states was 1.9 million, representing 5.3% among total students in 
OECD states (OECD 2003). Most of these students were heading toward USA, UK, 
Germany, France and Australia (Tremblay 2002). The percentage of foreign students within 
the total students was highest in Switzerland (17%), Australia (14%), Austria (12%) and UK 
(11%) (OECD 2003). 
 

An important question is who - besides the student, of 
course – most gains from educating them abroad. Asking 
this question would provide insight on whether foreign 
students become o stable and significant human capital 
resource in their host countries, where they conduct their 
studies, which would in turn imply a brain drain 
phenomena for their country of origin? Or do the majority 
of these students return home? Current existing studies 
show that many of these students decide to remain in the 
country providing their education (Tremblay 2002). US 
Immigration and Naturalization Service data shows that 
approximately 23% of those holding a temporary work 
permit in the USA also had a student visa prior to this. 
 

Evidently, there are reasons to believe that studying abroad can significantly raise the level 
of subsequent migration. After 2010, many OECD states modified their legislation in order to 
allow a larger number of international students to remain in the country and thus to 
contribute to the decrease of the necessity of qualified workforce. Studies show numerous 
direct and indirect economic benefits resulting from the increase in the number of 
international students (Tremblay 2002). 
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The number of foreign 

studens in Romania 

actually doubled over the 

last seven years, and the 

rising trend is sufficiently 

solid so as to foresee a 

future increase also. 

 

Apparently, the number of foreign students that came to study in Romania increased 
constantly over the last ten years. However, the INS data shows that this evolution only 
became constant since Romania joined the EU. Prior to this, the number of foreign students 
was rather decreasing, from 11 600 foreign students enrolled in the academic year 2000-
2001 to 8900 foreign students in the academic year  2004-2005. Afterward, the number of 
foreign students in Romania increased again, reaching 21 000 in the academic year 2013-
2014. 
 

Figure 35 - The number of foreign students in Romania, by academic year 

 

2000-
2001 

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

2006-
2007 

2007-
2008 

2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2013-
2014 

11669 10608 9730 9006 8935 9944 10396 11095 11887 13778 16138 17288 19295 20829 

Source: Romanian Institute of Statistics 
 
The evolution of this number shows that the number of 
foreign students in Romania actually doubled over the 
last seven years, and the rising trend is sufficiently solid 
so as to foresee a future increase also. The evolution 
compensates in a way the loss of Romanian students in 
favor of universities abroad (which are estimated to be 
around 10000 to 15000 students per year). However, 
comparing these data is problematic because of the 
different pattern in the educational intake, so one can 
only compare young people seeking to obtain their first 
degree. Current data shows that many of the Romanian 
students abroad are more likely to attend their second 
university or specializing studies they wouldn’t have 
attended otherwise in Romanian universities. 
 
Another difference could be accessing the labour market in the host study country. 
Approximately one-third of the foreign students in Romania enrolled in the academic year 
2013-2014 come from other EU countries. However, almost 80% of the Romanian students 
studying abroad have enrolled universities within the EU, which shows a major imbalance in 
the students movement.  
 
Most of the foreign students in Romania from Europe and more than half of them come from 
the Republic of Moldavia. A little more than 5000 of the foreign students in Romania come 

2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 
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from other EU countries, especially Italy, France, Germany or Greece. Even the ranking of 
countries sending most foreign students in Romania suffered  changes over the last few 
years. The Republic of Moldavia always sent the most students in Romania, but their 
percentage dropped from 40% in the academic year 2000-2001 to approximately 25% in the 
academic year 2013-2014.  
 

The number of students coming to Romania from the Republic of Moldavia increased from   
4300 in 2000-2001 to 6700 in 2013-2014, while the number of students from other countries 
increased more significantly. For example, the number of students from Tunisia, France and 
Italy is now at more than 1200, which represents a very rapid increase over the last years. 
The number of students from Greece remained constant even though Greece was, for a long 
time, the second-ranked country sending students to Romania. Israel is also on top, with 
1700 students sent to study in Romania.  
 

Figure 36 - The origin of foreign students in Romania for the academic year 2013-2014 

 
 
Source: Romanian Institute of Statistics 
 
More than 60% of the foreign students currently enrolled in Romanian universities come 
from countries outside of the EU. This shows that Romania is now facing an increase in the 
non-EU migration which is most likely related to the facilities it can now provide as a Member 
State in the EU. The main beneficiaries of this situation are the students coming from the 
Republic of Moldavia, which are given important benefits from Romanian authorities in order 
to study in Romania. The other non-EU countries supplying foreign students are Israel, 
Tunisia and Morocco.  
 

Table 32 - The number of foreign students in Romania, by country, 2013-2014 

The Republic of Moldavia 6736 

Israel 1706 

France 1527 

Italy 1255 

Tunisia 1228 

Greece 1005 

Germany  716 



81 
 

Morocco 710 

Turkey 530 

Serbia 491 

Sweden 491 

Source: The Ministry of Education and Scientific Research  
 
 

6.2. THE PERCEPTION OF ROMANIANS ON IMMIGRANTS 

 
The Foundation for an Open Society (FOSD) conducted a study on the integration of 
immigrants in Romania, called The Immigrants Integration Barometer, between 2013 and 
2014. According to this research, in 2014, a proportion of 34% of the Romanians had a good 
or a very good opinion on immigrants, 49% had neither a good or a bad opinion regarding 
foreigners, while 7% had a bad or a very bad opinion on migrants.  

The FOSD studies show a positive evolution of the Romanians’ opinions regarding what the 
Government should do about possible immigrants in Romania. As such, the percentage of 
the Romanian citizens that want foreigners to be forbidden to come to work in Romania 
decreased from 11% in 2013 to 4.2% in 2014. In turn, the percentage of those stating that 
the Government should allow access to anybody willing to come to Romania increased from 
30% in 2013 to 37.1% in 2014.  
 

Table 33 – What is your opinion on the people from other countries coming to work in 
Romania?  

What’s your opinion on the people coming from other countries to work in Romania? 
What should the Government do? 

2013 2014 

To let everybody  that wants to come in the country 30.0 37.1 

To admit the people in Romania only if there are jobs available 38.2 33.2 

To establish strict limits for the number of foreigners that want to work in Romania 17.9 18.8 

To forbid the foreigners to come to work in Romania 11.0 4.2 

Don’t know/ Not available 2.9 6.7 

Tota 100.0 100.0 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
 

Nevertheless, Romanians feel very protective about the way these immigrants should be 
treated on the labour market in Romania. Around 75% of Romanians wish employees would 
consider the Romanian candidates first and only after the foreign ones when hiring. This 
demonstrates that, even though Romanians are open to the idea of accepting foreign 
immigrants in Romania, they still want the locals to have the first chance on the labour 
market, a concept that goes against the idea of the free labour market. 
 

Table 34 – When there are few job opportunities...employers should give the first 
chance to Romanians rather than people from other countries 

When there are few job opportunities... employers should give the first chance to 
Romanians rather than to people from other countries 

2013 2014 

Agree 75.4 74.2 

Indiferent 13.9 15.4 

Against 9.0 6.6 

I don’t know/ Not available 1.7 3.8 

Total 100.0 100..0 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
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Further on, this protective view on employment is also reflected on the types of jobs potential 
immigrants might obtain. In 2013, 40% of the Romanians were of the opinion that the 
immigrants would take away the jobs from those born in Romania, a percentage that 
dropped to 26% in 2014. The FOSD data shows that the main reason Romanian citizens 
might be reticent to the idea of immigrants working in Romania is based primarily on their 
distrust in the Romanian labour market. As long as the Romanian labour market is not 
dynamic enough to offer encouraging employment numbers for Romanian citizens, the 
immigrants will still be perceived as an additional volatile factor in the labour market. 
 

Table 35 - The immigrants are taking away the jobs from those born in Romania? 

The immigrants are taking away the jobs from those born in 
Romania 

2013 2014 

Extremely likely 17,7 9,1 

Very likely 23,9 17,4 

Remotely 33,4 31,5 

Not in the least 21,0 31,3 

Don’t know/ Not answering 4,1 10,7 

Total 100,0 100,0 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
 

Romanians are still very unclear about the number of immigrants in Romania, as the 
percentages were extremely high for non-answers when asked to estimate their numbers, as 
shown in the table below. In 2013, almost 25% of the Romanians refused to answer the 
question regarding the number of immigrants, most likely for lack of knowledge or 
information. In 2014, the number of non-answers increased to almost 34%, which is 
indicative of the lack of information regarding this matter. The data can also be interpreted 
as a result of the fact that immigration in Romania is very segregated and only some 
Romanians get to meet/ see immigrants, as immigration is very concentrated in some areas 
– in general, the economically functional areas, mainly Bucharest/ Ilfov county areas. 
 

Further on, even though the data shows their numbers have slightly increased in the last few 
years, the percentage of Romanians that believe there are too many immigrants has 
decreased. In 2013, 20% of the Romanians stated there were too many or way too many 
immigrants in Romania, but by 2014, even though their numbers had risen, the percentage 
of Romanians that believed there were still too many immigrants had dropped to 14.2%. 
 

Table 36- What is your estimate of the number of immigrants in Romania? 

What is your estimate of the number of immigrants in 
Romania?  

2013 2014 

Extremely high 2,5 2,6 

Very high 17,2 11,6 

Just right 36,9 32,9 

Too low 12,9 16,1 

Extremely low 5,8 3,1 

Don’t know/ Not answering 24,7 33,7 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
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Additional information regarding the Romanians’ position towards immigrants can be found 
in their answers when asked whether they had interacted with immigrants within the last 12 
months. The data from 2014 shows that less than 20% of the Romanians had interacted with 
immigrants within the past year. 
 

Table 37 - Think about all your acquaintances – relatives, friends, neighbours, 
colleagues, people you interacted with in the last 12 months. Were there any 
foreigners, immigrants among them? 

Think about all your acquaintances – relatives, friends, neighbours, 
colleagues, people you interacted with in the last 12 months. Were 
there any foreigners, immigrants among them? 

Yes No 

17,7% 82,3% 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
 
Under these circumstances, Romanians don’t have enough representations on immigrants 
so as to form an attitude of reticence based on anything else than the abstract concept of the 
access to the labour market. As the number of immigrants will increase, it is to be expected 
that the reasons for reticence towards immigration become more diversified, thus reflecting 
intolerance attitudes. 
 

Table 38 – Types of persons that Romanians do not want as neighbours  

 2013 2014 Variation (%) 

Drug addicts 75% 81% 6% 

Persons of a different race 9% 17% 8% 

Persons with AIDS 29% 42% 13% 

Immigrants/ Foreign workers in Romania 8% 15% 7% 

Homosexuals 49% 62% 13% 

Persons of other religion 4% 9% 5% 

Alcoholics 62% 65% 3% 

Unmarried couples that live together 
3% 8% 5% 

People with other ethnicity 
5% 12% 7% 

Roma 
47% 46% -1% 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
 
The Bogardus social distance scale towards minority or endangered populations is used 
when evaluating this possible intolerance towards immigrants. Between 2013 and 2014, this 
scale shows that the Romanian citizens’ resistance towards immigrants has increased from 
one year to another. This increase is, however, limited to 15% of the population, but it is 
worth noting that the number of those not wanting immigrant neighbours almost doubled 
from 2013 to 2014, as shown in the table above. 
 
When comparing the data from Tables 37 and 38, the results indicate that the majority of 
those 15% stating they wouldn’t want immigrant neighbours haven’t actually met any 
immigrants within the last 12 months. The percentage is over 90%, which is indicative of 
intolerance towards diversity/ immigration that is unrelated to the people but rather to 
opinions and preconceived attitudes pertaining to Romanians. Those that have met 
immigrants over the past year are much less inclined to show reticence towards them, in 
terms of social distance or even openness regarding their access to the labour market in 
Romania. 
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Lastly, the table below presents the attitude of Romanian citizens towards immigration long-
term. As Romania joined the EU and there was a sustainable economic growth in the 
country, the desire to migrate towards Romania is very likely to continue to increase. Taking 
into consideration this almost inevitable future, FOSD added a question regarding the 
Romanians’ attitude towards a future in which the number of immigrants will continue to rise. 
When asked whether this increase will pose a threat to society, 37% of Romanians 
responded affirmative in 2013 and 24% in 2014. It is worth noting though the high level of 
non-answers, which shows that immigration isn’t a very important topic for media and 
decision makers in Romania and even less important for citizens. 
 

Table 39 - In the future, the increase in the number of immigrants will pose a threat to 
society? 

In the future, the increase in the number of immigrants will 
pose a threat to society? 

2013 2014 

Extremely likely 12,2 7,5 

Very likely 24,6 16,5 

Remotely 29,7 24,8 

Not in the least 22,4 33,7 

Total 11,1 17,5 

Don’t know/ Not answering 100,0 100,0 

Source: FOSD, the Immigrants Integration Barometer, 2013; 2014. 
 
The percentage of those that classify immigrants as a possible threat for society is 
somewhat high (even though it decreased since 2013) and poses a risk for creating social 
tension within the Romanian borders as more and more immigrants will arrive with the intent 
to stay in Romania. In the context of the constant decrease of the population, combined with 
a very off-balance age pyramid, encouraging immigration could be one of the more 
forthcoming methods of ensuring the continuity of the pension system and even the labour 
market in Romania. If 25% of the country’s population views immigration as a potential risk 
for society, it is to be expected that the political factors react to this situation, either through 
blocking the necessary legal frame necessary for immigration or through the arrival of some 
nationalist parties.  
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In Europe, the 
attention towards 
developing and 
coordinating national 
policies in the youth 
department was 
emphasized in the last 
years. 

 

CHAPTER 7 – LEGISLATIVE MEASURES REGARDING YOUTH 

 

7.1. LEGISLATIVE MEASURES  

 
Youth represent almost 20% among total EU population. This is a Europe where they can 
move freely, they can work and learn much easier than before. The EU Member States are 
trying, through existent mechanisms, to create a common approach regarding young people. 
However, each Member State remains responsible for its own policy regarding the youth.  
 
The youth area in Romania is governed by a series of important regulatory documents, most 
of them adopted in the last 10 years: Law 69/2000 regarding 
physical education and sport, with subsequent adjustments 
and addenda, Law 78/2014  regarding the regulation of 
volunteering activities in Romania, Law 90/2001 regarding 
the organization and activity  of Government and Ministries, 
Law 646/2002 regarding public assistance for young people 
from rural areas, with subsequent adjustments and 
addenda, Law 116/2002 regarding prevention and disproof 
of social exclusion, with subsequent adjustments and 
addenda, Law 76/2002 regarding the social security system 
and motivating the workforce occupancy, with subsequent 
adjustments and addenda, Law146/2002 regarding the legal 
frame of Bucharest and county foundations for young people 
and that of the National Foundation for Youth, with subsequent adjustments and addenda, 
Act No.279/2005 regarding the apprenticeship at the workplace, republished in 2013, Act 
No.350/2006, the Youth Law, with subsequent adjustments and addenda, Romanian 
Government Decision No.669/2006 regarding the National Strategy for social inclusion of 
young people leaving child services system, Law 258/2007 regarding the internships for 
pupils and students, with subsequent adjustments and addenda, Act No.333/2006 regarding 
the foundation of youth information and counseling centers, Act No.351/2006 regarding the 
foundation, organization and functioning of the Youth National Council in Romania, Law 
72/2007 regarding the motivation of pupils and students’ work inclusion, Law 53/2003 – The 
Labour Code, republished, with subsequent adjustments and addenda, Law 1/2011 – 
National Education Law, with subsequent adjustments and addenda.  
 
The National Youth Strategy for 2014-2020 created by the Ministry of Transportation and 
Sports with the support of UNICEF is a relevant document with regards to protecting and 
promoting young people’s interests. In Europe, the attention towards developing and 
coordinating national policies in the youth department was emphasized in the last years. In 
1997, the Council of Europe started a process of monitoring youth national policies, a 
procedure that promptly became very popular among European states. By 2009 there were 
already 16 reports on monitoring national policies. As part of the Stability Pact for South 
Eastern Europe54 (adopted in 1999), a work group was created that registered a positive 
impact among states in the area. This process was inaugurated by Romania, the first 
country in the region to launch its own Youth Action Plan in 2001. Based on accumulated 
experience concerning technical assistance, a methodology of drafting and developing a 
youth strategy nationwide was created, recommending a number of 11 minimum 
requirements for any modern and Europe-oriented national youth policy. 

                                                                 
54

 http://www.stabilitypact.org/  

http://www.stabilitypact.org/
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The European Union’s vision 
for youth is based on two 
approaches: investing in 
youth and mobilizing young 
people. The new proposed 
strategy pays special 
attention to the young people 
with fewer opportunities. 

The White Paper regarding 
youth was designed as a 
response to the strong 
separation of young people 
from the traditional forms of 
participation to public life. 
Following the example of the 
White Paper regarding 
Governance, the Commission 
invited the young Europeans 
to become active citizens.  

The White Paper of the European Commission55 was published in 2001. The main 
objective of the paper was to propose a new 
framework for cooperation among the various actors 
in the youth field in order to better involve young 
people in decisions that concern them. The White 
Paper calls for EU and national policies to take 
greater account of the needs of young people. The 
policies most concerned are employment and social 
integration, the fight against racism and xenophobia, 
education, lifelong learning and mobility. The paper 
proposes a new framework for cooperation between 
the Member States : introducing new ways of 
enabling young people to participate in public life, 
improving information for young people regarding 
European issues, encouraging voluntary service and 
increasing knowledge of youth-related issues. 
 
In April 2009, the Commission presented a new document titled „An EU Strategy for Youth: 
Investing and Empowering - A renewed open method of coordination to address 
youth challenges and opportunities 56”. A strategy is suggested for future policies in the 
youth area in Europe and both the Member States, as well as the Commission are invited to 
collaborate towards youth policies area within the renewed open method of coordination. By 
taking up a cross- sectoral approach, the European strategy aims to empower young people 
to face a number of current challenges. Based on extended consultations, the following 
challenges were identified as the most important ones: education, employment, social 
inclusion and health. 
 
The European Union’s vision for youth is based on two approaches: investing in youth, 
meaning allocating enhanced resources towards 
developing certain domains within youth policies 
that affect young people on a daily basis, and 
empowering youth, meaning the promotion of youth 
potential for renewing society and contributing to 
EU’s values and objectives, with special attention 
paid towards young people with fewer 
opportunities. 
 
Under the aim of creating more education and 
employment opportunities for young people, the 
following fields of action are proposed: 

 education: non-formal education should be 
better integrated in order to complement the formal one, its quality should be 
developed and its outcomes recognized;  

 employment: in order to facilitate young people’s transition from school, inactivity or 
unemployment to work, national and European employment policy actions should 
respect the principles of flexibility and security. More so, education should aim to 
provide the necessary skills requested by the labour market; 

 creativity and entrepreneurship: developing talents, creative skills, entrepreneurial 
mindsets and cultural expression should be promoted among young people.  

                                                                 
55

 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/youth/c11055_ro.htm  
56

 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/youth/ef0015_ro.htm  

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/youth/c11055_ro.htm
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/youth/ef0015_ro.htm
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As far as employment, the 
National Youth Strategy for 
2014-2020 aims at: 

Increasing the 
workforce employment 
rate  

A legislation that 
favors young people  

Encouraging the 
employment of young 
people  

Tax facilities  

Encouraging mobility 

Integrating youth 

 

   

The following areas of activity are proposed under the aim of improving the access and full 
participation of young people in society: 

 health and sport: preventing and treating obesity, injuries, the addiction and 
substance abuse, promoting a healthy lifestyle for young people and encouraging 
collaboration between youth workers, health professionals and sports organizations. 

 engagement: increasing young people’s participation in the civic life of local 
communities and in the representative democracy, supporting youth organizations 
and encouraging the participation of young people not affiliated to any organization, 
as well as providing better information services for young people.  

 
The objective to fostering mutual solidarity between young people and society reflects on the 
following fields of action: 

 social inclusion: in order to prevent young people’s social exclusion, relevant actors 
should get involved, such as parents, teachers, social workers and youth workers. 

 volunteering: in order to support young people volunteering, more opportunities 
should be created, cross-border including, obstacles should be removed and the 
value of non-formal education should be enhanced; 

 youth and the world: young people networks and existing tools should be used 

towards young people’s involvement in global policy-making. 

Nationwide, as far as employment, the National 
Strategy for Youth 2014-2020 aims at: 
 

 Increasing the workforce employment rate, 

focusing on certain target groups, including 

young people aged 15 to 25 years old; people 

with disabilities; people with complex family 

responsabilities; ethnic minorities, including 

Roma minority. 

 Promoting a legislation that favors young 

people, allowing them a coherent transit from 

the educational system to the labour market, as 

well as a balance between professional life and 

personal life by increasing access to social 

services for child care and dependent people. 

 Encouraging and extending facilitating 

measures for employment of young people 

within the labour market, especially for those 

coming from foster homes and for people with disabilities. 

 Tax facilities for creating workplaces: exemption, for one year, for employers, from 

paying social contributions to the state budget, in case they hire young people under 

the age of 25 and people over the age of 45, for a minimum of 2 years, with a labour 

contract. 

 Encouraging mobility of young people by granting them rental subsidies, if they move 

to another county for their first place of employment. 
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Young Romanians’ 
incomes are lower and 
their access to the labour 
market is more limited  
and delayed when 
compared to their peers in 
the EU. 

 

 Integrating young people in the labour market by developing policies that ensure a 

high level of sustainable employment and growth of the workforce. 

Due to the difficulties they encounter within the borders of the country and the lack of work 
perspective that would insure a decent living, combined with their desire to display the skills 
achieved, the phenomena of young people emigrating in search of work or education is on 
the rise. 
 
Around 80% of people registered in the official statistics as Romanian migrants belong to the 
age group 18-40 years old. The preferred destination countries for seeking a workplace are 
Spain and Italy, where the majority of the 2-2.5 million Romanians, according to latest 
estimates, left, especially prior to the debut of the economic crisis. The rate of employment 
for people aged 20 to 64 years old in Romania (63.8% in 2012) is lower than the EU average 
((68.5% in 2012) and it is estimated that the national target of 70% by the year 2020 will not 
be met; more so, the gap between Romania and the EU is likely to grow, considering the 
European target for the same time frame is of 75%. Young workforce is one of the most 
important resources in achieving the European target but young people’s access to 
employment is low. The only age group that comes close to the European level’s rate of 
employment is the 30 to 34 years old (77.1% as opposed to 77.5%), while all other age 
groups ( 15-19, 20-24, 25-29) are considerably lower that the EU-28 numbers: 

 With an employment rate of 8.4%, young people aged 15 to 19 years old represent 

less than half than their European peers; only 33% young Romanians aged 20 to 24 

years old are currently employed, compared to 50% of the young Europeans  

 67.5% of young Romanians aged 25 to 29 years old are employed, as opposed to 

72.1% of the young Europeans. The regional discrepancies are significant, as the 

lowest rates of employment for young people aged 15 to 24 years old are 

encountered in the West (27.9%) and North-West ((27.6%) but there are also slightly 

better faring regions, such as North-East (36.4%) and South-Muntenia (34.5%). 

 
Young Romanians’ incomes are lower and their access to the labour market is more limited  
and delayed when compared to their peers in the EU. 
Their first priority in the near future (for about a third of 
them), according to data provided by “The Youth Public 
Opinion Barometer“, is finding a job; 14% of them set 
their objective to improving their professional 
qualification. Most young people, 62% of them, consider 
that the support from public authorities should be 
granted firstly towards accessing a workplace. In 2010, 
only 17.3% of young Romanians aged 15 to 24 years old 
were working part-time, as opposed to 28.9% in the EU-
28. Of the young Romanians working part-time, almost 
75% of them were doing so involuntarily, unlike their 
European peers, where only 25% of them were working part-time due to the lack of a full-
time job and choice. 42.1% of young Europeans aged 15 to 24 held a temporary position as 
opposed to 3.1% of young Romanians. More than 85% of people holding a temporary 
positions in Romania declared they were doing so for lack of a stable job offering, almost 7% 
more than the EU-27 level.  

More young Romanians work in non-conventional time zones, such as working in shifts and 
on week-ends, compared to adult Romanian employees and young Europeans. The 
International Labour Bureau (BIM) unemployment rate for the entire Romanian population is 
of 7%,  a number which is rather low when compared to the EU-27, but the unemployment 
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În Romania, the 
percentage of unemployed 
highly educated graduates 
aged 25 to 29 years old 
was of 9.6%, as opposed 
to 9.2% for secondary 
education graduates. 

NEETs – young people 
aged 15 to 24 that are 
neither employed, nor in 
any education or training 
program.  

  

for young people under the age of 25 is of 22.7%. The unemployment rate is significantly 
higher among the age group of 25 to 34 years old (8.6%), compared to the adult population. 

The access to the European resources available through the Initiative to Employ Young 
People is based on the status of unemployment among young people in 2012. In 2012, the 
rate of unemployment among young Romanians aged 15 to 24 years old was of 25% in 
three of Romania’s development regions (NUTS 2) – Center, South Muntenia and South-
East, which made these regions eligible for European financial support within the Initiative 
mentioned above. The data on unemployment among young people on a regional level 
shows that there are significant differences between regions, ranging from 36.3% in the 
Central region to 11.9% in the North-Eastern region. The situation is critical for unemployed 
young people, as 43.3% of total unemployed people aged 15 to 24 years old are 
unemployed long-term (for more than 1 year). The rate of long-term unemployment among 
young-people aged 15 to 24 years old was of 13.3%, as opposed to 3.2% among active 
population. A considerable percentage of unemployed young people, both in the age group 
15 to 24 years old, as well as in the 25 to 34 years old 
one, have stopped looking for a job (either because 
they believe they won’t find jobs, they don’t know how to 
look for them, they don’t feel prepared from a 
professional standpoint, they don’t think they can find 
something at their age or they were discouraged by 
previous failure when seeking a job). 
 
A special risk is posed by the fact that, contrary to 
global tendencies, graduating from higher education 
doesn’t improve the chances to succeed within the 
labour market in Romania. In 2010, the percentage of 
unemployed highly educated graduates aged 25 to 29 
years old was of 9.6%, as opposed to 9.2% for secondary education graduates. 
 
In 2011, 12.9% of young people in the EU-27 were categorized as NEETs (young people 
aged 15 to 24 that are neither employed, nor in any education or training program), and the 
highest levels were encountered in Romania, Bulgaria, Ireland, Greece, Spain and Italy, 
according to the EU Youth Report. The percentage of 
NEETs was constant in 2007, after dropping for the past 
several years, but it surged in 2008, the year that 
marked the debut of the crisis. 
 
Therefore, the young population is, undoubtedly, one of 
the most important resources for a nation’s socio-
economic development. This population category has 
the courage and energy to come up with innovative 
ideas and progress mechanisms in all socio-economic fields. In the context of the strategies 
adopted on a European level and of the concrete measures implemented by the Member 
States, the legislative and institutional frame  is very important in promoting young 
Romanians. 
 
 

7.2. PROGRAMS ESPECIALLY DESIGNED FOR YOUTH 

 
The unique market offers a wide array of workplaces, apprenticeships and professional 
training for young Europeans. All evidence point to the fact that young people are willing to 
take advantage of these opportunities. Nevertheless, identifying and real-time capitalizing of 
opportunities from other Member States can be discouraged.  
 



90 
 

YOUTH IN ACTION 
„Youth in action” represents the EU flagship initiative meant to approach the challenges that 
young people face and help them succeed in an economy based on knowledge. The 
initiative is a frame program for new principled actions, that consolidate the existing 
activities and ensures the implementation of other activities on a EU level and also on a 
national level, while at the same time respecting the principle of subsidiarity. Youth on the 
move is a package of political initiative on education and workforce employment that is 
destined to young Europeans. Launched in 2010, the package is part of the Europe 2020 for 
intelligent, durable and inclusion favorable development. 
 
The program Youth in action aims to better the level of education and the professional 
insertion capacity, to reduce unemployment among young people and to improve the rate 
of employment in accordance with the more ample EU objective that aims to obtain a level 
of employment of 75% for the active population (20-64 years old), by adapting the education 
and professional training to young people’s needs, encouraging a larger number of young 
people to take advantage of European scholarships for studying or for training in another 
country and by encouraging EU countries to simplify the transition from student to employee. 
 

YOUR FIRST EURES JOB  
 
The inter-EU initiative „Your first EURES job” helps young people to access job 
opportunities and find a job abroad while also encouraging employers to create new 
workplaces for young, mobile workers. The EURES portal offers access to more than 1.4 
million job vacancies and almost 31000 registered employers. Nevertheless, the EURES 
network doesn’t work at its full potential and, over time, the Commission went to great 
lengths in order to increase the capacity of the EURES system to respond to the labour 
market’s realities and to consolidate the priority given to young people’s mobility, by 
providing them with both workplaces, as well as possibilities to combine work and study, 
such as apprenticeships. 
 
For a young person, identifying the working and studying abroad opportunities and 
capitalizing on them are two different things. „Your first EURES job” helps young people to 
find jobs in other Member States by providing the financial support for foreign language 
classes and other needs in terms of training, for travel expenses and integration programs in 
case of recruiting by an SME.  
 
The objective of the program „Your first EURES job” is to help fill vacant positions or other 
training opportunities at work and thus contributing to increasing the balance between supply 
and demand on the EU labour markets. The 2015 objective of the program „Your first 
EURES job” is to help approximately 5000 young people to find a job in another EU 
country. The program involves a limited number of employment agencies.  
 
„Your first EURES job” is a pilot program on a small workforce mobility scale that was 
launched by the European Commission in 2011, aiming at helping young Europeans from 
the 28 Member States to find a job or training opportunities within the workplace in another 
member state.  
 
„Your first EURES job” targets young EU citizens between 18 and 30 years old and 
employers, particularly from SMEs. A budget of approximately 12 million EUR was allocated 
for the duration of three years (2011-2013) in order to help 5000 young people to find a job, 
an internship or an apprenticeship in another member state than their country of residence. 
For the 2014-2020 budget years, „Your first EURES job” and other specific mobility 
programs will be financed within the EU Program for employment and social innovation 
(EaSI). Each mobility must last at least six months and should be based on an official 
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Additional information can be found 

on the European Commission’s 

page http://ec.europa.eu/ 

 

 

work contract that was agreed upon by the young person and the employer. The 
selected candidate is entitled to receive a salary, to know his or her rights and to benefit from 
adequate social protection, regardless of his or her status. Even though the first mobility may 
take place in another member state, the program is not limited to people seeking 
employment for the first time. 
 
The activity of the program „Your first EURES job” is based on annual call for 
proposals. The selected projects must comply with the program’s rules but can use different 
methodologies. The purpose is to experiment and innovate, as well as to test the efficiency 
of an adapted service of workforce placement in 
association with financial support prior to 
implementing the program on a larger scale. The 
program „Your first EURES job” is meant to offer 
young people a professional and training 
experience at a time when the rate of 
unemployment among young people is twice as 
high as the rate of unemployment for the general 
population. 
 
„Your first EURES job” is enacted by the 
workforce employment services and other labour 
market organizations with experience in workforce 
placement activities, with headquarters in any 
member state. The European Commission is 
generally responsible, both politically as well as 
financially, for managing the program „Your first 
EURES job”. Its responsibilities include also the promoting of the program, offering guidance 
and support to the labour market organizations that were selected for participating, as well 
as ensuring the monitoring and general evaluation of activities. 
 
„Your first EURES job” workforce employment services are responsible for implementing the 
activities presented in this study. These activities have objectives that are result-oriented and 
offer support as far as information, recruitment, supply-demand correlation, placement and 
post-placement for both young people as well as employers. 
 
The program „Your first EURES job” targets young people soliciting jobs and enterprises 
(particularly SMEs) seeking to fill their vacant positions. 
 
„Your first EURES job offers financial support to young cross-national and cross-borders 
mobile workers with regards to their relocating abroad, provided that they establish their 
residence (permanent or temporary) in the country the relocating takes place. However, for 
the cross-borders jobs, internships or apprenticeships that do not require double residency, 
the candidate will not benefit from lump sum allowance to cover for the relocation or for 
double residency. These candidates may, however, benefit from the services of supply and 
demand correlation and professional placement services, including financial support for 
other types of expenses. 
 
 

ERASMUS FOR YOUNG ENTREPRENEURS  
 
„Erasmus for Young entrepreneurs” is a cross-border exchange program offering new or 
aspiring entrepreneurs the chance to learn from experienced entrepreneurs that run small 
companies in other participant countries. The exchange of experience takes place within an 
internship with the experienced entrepreneur, which allows the new entrepreneur to gain the 

http://ec.europa.eu/
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entrepreneurs.eu/  

 

 

necessary skills for running a small business. The host benefits from new perspectives 
regarding the company he or she runs and has the opportunity to cooperate with foreign 
partners or to learn more information on new markets. The internship is partially financed by 
the EU. 
 
The program can offer special added value to the company through knowledge and 
experience exchange, networking opportunities in Europe, new commercial relationships or 
external markets for both the new entrepreneurs as well as for the experienced ones. 
 
As a new entrepreneur, the interested party will benefit from workplace training in a small or 
medium enterprise in one of the participant countries.This will facilitate the successful 
demarcation of a business or it will consolidate 
the new enterprise. The interested party may 
also benefit from accessing new markets, 
international cooperation and potential 
collaboration possibilities with business partners 
abroad. 
 
As a host entrepreneur, the interested party can 
benefit from new, useful ideas from a newly 
motivated entrepreneur. Indeed, it is a mutually 
advantageous collaboration that allows both 
participants to discover new markets or 
European business partners and also new ways 
of business. On the long-term, they will both 
benefit from important networking opportunities 
and could continue collaborating, eventually as long-term business partners (for example, 
joint venture businesses, outsourcing activities, contractor-provider relations, etc.). 
 
„Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs” is a program financed by the European Commission 
that is implemented within the participant countries with the help of contact local points, with 
competence in providing business support (for example, the Commerce Chamber, the newly 
established enterprises centers, the „business incubators” etc.). Their activities are 
coordinated on a European level by the program’s support office. 
  
The active participation within the „Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs” offers aspiring 
entrepreneurs access to a wide array of benefits in order to help them to successfully run or 
start a new business: the exchange up to six months with an experienced entrepreneur from 
another participant country in order to gain first-hand knowledge on starting a business in 
numerous areas such as: marketing/ sales, financial accounting, customer relations, 
enterprise finances etc.; improving the business plan; building self-confidence and skills; 
specific know-how to that particular sector, technical and management abilities; collaboration 
opportunities with other entrepreneurs and developing cooperation within cross-borders 
business area; networking and building close relations, which may be useful for mutual 
consultations, business references and identifying business partners abroad; information 
regarding different cultural and organizational frame and the way companies work in another 
participant country; information regarding the business environment in another participant 
country; linguistic abilities. 
 
 

YOUTH GUARANTEE 
 
„Youth Guarantee” is an initiative from the European Commission that aims to fight 
unemployment among young people, by making sure that any young person under the age 

http://www.erasmus-entrepreneurs.eu/
http://www.erasmus-entrepreneurs.eu/
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of 25 years old – regardless or not having registered as unemployed – receives a quality 
offer, within 4 months since completing his or her studies or since losing his or her job. The 
offer must provide a labour, internship or apprenticeship contract or a training course and it 
must be adapted to each and everyone’s needs and situation. The EU countries adopted this 
youth guarantee principle in April 2013. Creating and implementing youth guarantees 
requires a strong collaboration between the main involved factors: public authorities, 
workforce employment services, career guidance counselors, education and training 
institutions, youth assistance services, enterprises, employers, unions, etc.The intervention 
and activation in a timely manner are essential. In many cases, reforms are needed, such as 
improving education and professional training systems. 
 
The European Commission supported the EU countries in elaborating their own execution 
plans for the youth guarantee and in initiating their implementation. In addition, it supports 
the sensitizing activities regarding the establishment of the youth guarantee, by developing 
pilot projects in 4 Member States (Latvia, Finland, Portugal and Romania). The associated 
concept, products and Figure for this pilot project were made available to national, regional 
and local authorities that wish to utilize it as a set of electronic instruments. 
 
In order for the system to work, national budgets must prioritize integrating young people on 
the labour market, so that it may avoid the increase of future costs. The EU will complete the 
Member States’ expenses through the European Social Fund and the „Youth Employment” 
initiative, for which 6 billion EUR were allocated.  
 
In Romania, according to the Ministry of Labour, Family, Social Protection and Elderly 
People57, the national legislative frame for executing the Youth Guarantee is centered 
around the reform for the Unemployment Insurances System and Employment 
Encouragement Law, as well as the subsequent methodology norms, that stimulate both the 
employment supply segment, as well as the demand one. The key element constituted the 
amendment of the Unemployment Insurance Law, so that it includes a new, distinct 
category, the beneficiaries (or example, long-term unemployees), which will be eligible for 
awarding specific segments, while also maintaining the non-eligibility of it for obtaining the 
unemployment allowance.  
 
The amendments focused on utilizing structural and cohesive EU funds, same as two 
elements that were subordinated to the architecture of Youth Guarantee, mainly the 
Apprenticeship Law, republished, and the Law regarding the Internship for higher graduates. 
These currently offer an explicit alternative for a balance between the employment and the 
training measures, with the possibility to access EU funds (largely FSE). A third element of 
the institutional structure of the Youth Guarantee is the partnership approach. This approach 
responds to identified challenges and encompasses the objective to resolve, through the 
added value of various proposed reforms and measures, a series of problems regarding: - 
low participation of young people to training and especially to continuous training; - low 
employment rate for young people, as well as employer’s reluctance to hire young people 
and offer them work and learning experiences; - the apparent lack of partnership initiative 
towards employment and training opportunities for the workforce; - the, still, precarious 
perception of public employment services among young people; - the inefficiency of the 
current intervention measures regarding young people’employment. 
 
As a result of the Council’s Recommendation on April 22nd, 2013, Romania will implement 
the 2014-2015 Youth Guarantee which aims to ensure all young people under the age of 25 
that either lose their job or don’t find a job after finishing their studies will receive, within 4 
months from registering at an employment agency or at the youth guarantee centers, a 
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quality employment offer, an offer for continuing their education or one for entering an 
apprenticeship or an internship. This will offer young people a variety of opportunities, 
facilitating their employment or their access to higher quality employment placement 
services, by introducing a mandatory counsel component in providing mediation services.  
 
The objective is that both the Employment Public Service, as well as private service 
providers, especially those using structural and cohesion funds from the EU, will implement 
this approach severely; in order to support this effort they will have access to funds. At the 
same time, the guarantee will place higher accent on those initiatives that combine 
employment with training, thus offering young people the possibility to enhance the skills 
they obtained during their initial education and to acquire new competencies by participating 
to apprenticeships and training stages. These will focus on encompassing young graduates 
from all levels of initial education, with a special attention given to professional and technical 
education graduates, as well as higher education graduates. 
 
Therefore, the political initiative in question will favor the development of apprenticeship for 
secondary and professional education graduates and of internships for higher education 
graduates. The guarantee will ensure all interested parties are involved in providing services 
so that a vast array of interests may be represented in the creation and subsequent 
implementation of the reforms and initiatives. 
 
Pilot initiatives and experimentation will be encouraged, especially if there is a high to low 
approach, as well as financing, which will be based on a well directed use of both national 
and European funds. 
 
The monitoring and evaluation of the results will be ensured by integrating within the scheme 
the components of the research system and by developing a specific set of basic 
instruments and indicators which will allow both the evaluation of the registered progress, as 
well as the launching of corrective measures  
 
The entire concept will be supported and implemented by an institutional frame, which will 
ensure a pyramid result: (1) the rate of employment for young people will register an 
ascending evolution compared to current levels, (2) the rate of participation for young people 
in apprenticeship and internship programs will increase and (3) the NEET’s rate will be 
characterized by a sustained and a sustainable reducing tendency. 
 
 

THE MOST IMPORTANT MEASURES TO IMPLEMENT THE PROGRAM58 
 
 
Measures for which the Ministry of Labour, Family, Social Protection and Elderly 
Persons is responsible 
 
APPRENTICESHIPS AND INTERNSHIPS 
These initiatives combine the labour employment and training. This allows young people the 
possibility to perfect their obtained skills within the initial education and to acquire new 
competencies. A grant is awarded to employers for apprenticeship, as follows: 300 RON/ 
month/ apprentice, from the Unemployment Insurance Budget. Other 250 EUR/ month/ 
apprenticeship are awarded from European funds, mainly from the European Social Fund or 
from the „Initiative regarding Young People’s Employment”. The sums are granted for a 
period of 1 to 3 years, depending on the level of qualification for which the apprenticeship is 
organized, meaning for the duration of the scheme course. 
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The internship grant is awarded also to employers: 750 RON/ month/ intern, from the 
Unemployment Insurance Budget. Other 300 EUR/ month/ intern are awarded from 
European funds, mainly from the European Social Fund or from the „Initiative regarding 
Young People’s Employment”.The sums are granted for a duration of 6 months, meaning for 
the entire duration of the scheme course. 
 
YOUTH EMPLOYMENT 
Stimulating the employers by awarding grants 
This measure targets the recruitment of young graduates by companies, in order to offer 
them a job as follows: 500 RON/ month/ employee, from the Unemployment Insurance 
Budget. Other 200 EUR/ month/ intern are awarded from European funds, mainly from the 
European Social Fund or from the „Initiative regarding Young People’s Employment”.The 
sums are granted for a duration of 12 months. 
 
STIMULATING YOUTH EMPLOYMENT MOBILITY 
Awarding the employment bonus  
The employment bonus is granted to the young person holding a job in a place which is 
situated more than 50 km away from his or her residence, as follows: 1000 RON/ month are 
granted only once, from the Unemployment Insurance Budget. Other 250 EUR/ month are 
awarded from European funds, mainly from the European Social Fund or from the „Initiative 
regarding Young People’s Employment”, for a duration of 12 months. 
 
Awarding the installation bonus 
The installation bonus is awarded to the young person changing his or her residence in order 
to get a job. As such, 3500 RON are awarded only once from the Unemployment Insurance 
Budget. In addition, the young person is also granted another 1000 EUR from European 
funds, mainly from the European Social Fund or from the „Initiative regarding Young 
People’s Employment”. 
 
STIMULATING THE YOUNG PEOPLE TO INITIATE BUSINESSES AND TO CREATE 
SMALL AND MEDIUM BUSINESSES 
For this measure, there are several stimulation forms. Among them are the mentorship for 
young entrepreneurs, the grants for creating enterprises and also subsidized training classes 
for new entrepreneurs. All these are granted as integrated packages, with a 30.000 EUR/ 
package financing. The money is allocated from awarded from European funds, mainly from 
the European Social Fund or from the „Initiative regarding Young People’s Employment”. 
 
FREE EVALUATION OF THE SKILLS OBTAINED IN THE NONFORMAL AND 
INFORMAL SYSTEM  
This measure refers to the official acknoledgement by the evaluation centers of the skills 
young people obtained other than within the education or training system. This way, a 
second chance is granted to people that left the school prematurely, thus improving young 
people’s access to formal education and training systems. The skill evaluation centers that 
implement this measure wil be able to benefit from a medium allocation of 400 EUR for each 
evaluated young person. The money is allocated from awarded from European funds, mainly 
from the European Social Fund or from the „Initiative regarding Young People’s 
Employment”. 
 
PROFESSIONAL TRAINING 
This measure is meant to ensure a better correlation of the workforce supply and demand. 
The objective: developing young people’s competencies in order to increase their 
professional integration capacity. Under the law, authorized professional training providers 
that organise the classes will be able to benefit from a medium grant of 400 EUR for each 
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trained young person. The money is allocated from awarded from European funds, mainly 
from the „Initiative regarding Young People’s Employment”. 
 
GRANTING PERSONALIZED ASSISTANCE TO YOUNG PEOPLE AT RISK FOR SOCIAL 
MARGINALIZATION 
This measure aims at facilitating the integration on the labour market of young people at risk 
for social marginalization; young people with disabilities, Rroma young people or those 
leaving the institutionalized child care system. The employers benefit, on a monthly basis, for 
each person in this category, from an equal amount to the basic salary established at the 
date of young people’s hiring, but no more than twice the value of the reference social 
indicator (currently 500 RON), effective at the date of employment, until the end of the 
solidarity contract. The funds are allocated from the Unemployment Insurance Budget.   
 
CAREER ORIENTATION AND COUNSELLING  
In order to benefit from any of the measures within the implementation scheme of Youth 
Guarantee, after registering at the Employment Agency, young people can be oriented and 
counseled. The entities, from single employers to employers in partnership with training 
providers, employment/ evaluation and skill certifying services providers, unions, boards, 
Employment Public Service, that will opt for granting these measures will be able to benefit 
from a medium allocation of 100 EUR from European Funds for each young person 
counseled. The money is allocated from awarded from European funds, mainly from the 
„Initiative regarding Young People’s Employment”. 
 
Measures for which the Ministry of Education and Scientific Research is responsible  
 
Continuing the implementation of the program „The second chance for primary education”, 
aiming at supporting young people over the age of 14 to recover the primary education;  
Continuing the implementation of the program „The second chance for inferior secondary 
education”, aiming at completing and finalizing the basic education within the mandatory 
education, as well as preparing for obtaining a professional qualification in a certain area by 
young people over the age of 14 that have not finalized the gymnasium education;  
Continuing the implementation of the National Program for Social Protection „Professional 
Scholarship”, aiming at subsidizing, by way of monthly financial support, the costs for the 
students that attend professional education, for the duration of classes, practical training and 
for the duration of preparing and sustaining the professional qualification certification exam. 
Continuing the implementation of the National Program for Social Protection „High school 
allowance”, aiming at financially supporting the students that attend high school classes 
during the daytime.  
 
Measures fo which the Ministry of Energy, Small and Medium Businesses and 
Business Environment is responsible 
 
Developing entrepreneurial skills among young people and facilitating their access to 
financing (START), aiming at stimulating the creation of new small and medium enterprises 
by young people and improving the performance of those existent by increasing the potential 
to access financing sources and developing the entrepreneurial skills of young people. 
Stimulating the creation and development of micro-enterprises by new entrepreneurs (SRL-
D), aiming at stimulating and supporting the development of newly-created firms (start-ups), 
by facilitating young people’s access to the sources of financing; 
Mentoring the young people accessing the program to stimulate the creation and 
development of micro-enterprises by young entrepreneurs (SRL-D);  
The Growing-Up II project, financed by the European Commission within the Erasmus 
program, aiming at carrying out internships of up to 6 months by young entrepreneurs, 
alongside experienced entrepreneurs from EU Member States. 
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7.3. PROGRAMS ESPECIALLY DESIGNED FOR YOUNG PEOPLE IN ITALY  

 
As a result of the economic crisis that started in 2008, the Italian labour market was 
confronted with a profound crisis period over the last years. Between 2007 and 2012, the 
percentage of people employed was reduced by almost 2%; the only segment of the 
population that registered an increase in the employment rate was that of people aged 55 to 
64 years old, with an increase of almost 6%. In parallel, the percentage of unemployed 
increased by 4.6%, which means approximately 2 million people and 744.000 people 
seeking employment, almost 1.2 million unemployed people compared to 2007. The growing 
difficulties in accessing jobs generated an increase of time spent seeking a job for almost all 
population categories. 
 
In 2012, the percentage of longt-term unemployed (more than 12 months) surpassed the 
level of 52.5%, compared to 51.3% in 2011 and 46.8% in 2007. The rate of employment for 
people with low education levels remain significantly lower than the average rate of 
employment: at the beginning of the economic crisis, the employment rate dropped by 3% 
for graduates of the elementary cycle and by 5.4% for medium level graduates.  
 
Young people are certainly the age group most affected by the employment crisis: in 2012 
the rate of employment among young people aged 15 to 24 years old was 35.3%, and the 
first three trimesters of 2013 marked an increase, with substantially similar profile for both 
men and women (however, the latter have a lower participation rate to the labour market). 
 
The situation in Northern Italy is particularly serious, as the rate of unemployment among 
young people is 47% and the rate of employment is stuck at 13.2% (compared to 18.6% at 
national level and 32.8% the European average). The phenomenon of young people aged 
15 to 24 years old that are not employed, don’t have a job, don’t follow a form of education 
or training (NEET young people) is worrisome, as it is estimated at approximately 1.27 
million people (among which 181.000 are foreigners), which represents 21% of the total 
population in this age group, a percentage that surpasses 30% in some of the most 
important regions in Southern Italy (Campania, Calabria, Sicily).  
 
 

7.4. PROGRAMS ESPECIALLY DESIGNED FOR YOUNG PEOPLE IN SPAIN  

 
Spain, as is the case for a large number of EU Member States, is dealing with an acutely 
aging population phenomenon. As such, during the 20th Century, the structure of the 
population suffered drastic changes by decreasing the percentage of young population and 
increasing the elderly population – Spain is one of the countries with the highest life 
expectancy on a world level (85 years for women and 79 years for men), being surpassed 
only by Japan59. 
 
While over a century ago the population younger than 15 years old represented the third part 
among total and the population over the age of 65 only 5%, currently, young people 
represent only 14% of the population, compared to the elderly’s 16.5%. The UN foresees 
that Spain will be the most aged country on a global level by the year 205060.  
 
The experts consider the factors that determined this demoFigure situation are correlated 
with the structural problems of the labour market, such as: the high rates of unemployment 
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and long-term unemployment among young people (even in times of economic growth), the 
reduced duration of work periods and the recruitment rotation.61 Despite the progress from 
the last 30 years, there are still irregularities regarding the equality of chances between 
women and men, especially regarding the dividing of domestic chores. Spain made serious 
progress regarding the equality between women and men, through different laws that were 
approved, especially when it comes to work equality or gender violence, so that, at the 
moment, the gender irregularity regarding the access to education and work was greatly 
reduced (there was a decrease of difference between the rate of unemployment among 
women and men and women are the majority among university graduated – even though 
there are differences for certain specialties). The difficulty of obtaining a stable job that offers 
the possibility of emancipation is also a relevant factor. The high prices for consumer goods 
and services – for example, in the accommodation sector, made it possible for only 45.6% of 
young Spanish people aged 18 to 34 years old to get emancipated, and the Spanish are the 
Europeans that get emancipated the latest (on average at 29 years old). However, there are 
also other cultural factors to consider, such as the prevailing of traditional family model or the 
preference of  owned housing as opposed to rented ones62.  
 
As a consequence of the economic crisis, the number of young people enrolled in the 
Spanish education system increased over the last years. According to the data published by 
OECD, in 2008, approximately 81% among young people aged 15 to 19 years old and 21% 
among those aged 20 to 29 years old were registered in the educational system, while in 
2011 these percentages were at 86% and 26% respectively. In addition, the duration of the 
classes frequency increased also in the education system by approximately one year, 
according to the same organization63. This is due to the fact that many young people found a 
temporary alternative in education in order to avoid unemployment.  
 
There is still plenty of room for improvement in order to improve young people’s education 
situation, especially as far as professional training, as Spain registers a high rate of young 
NEETs64). 25.79% among young Spanish people aged 15 to 29 years old are in this 
situation, as Spain is surpassed only by Turkey, with 29.19%. 
 
The Spanish Government took a series of measures in order to stimulate professional 
training, particularly by introducing the german model of dual professional training, enacted 
by the Royal Decree 1529/2012, modifying the contract of professional training and learning 
and stabilizing the basis of dual professional training. The goal is to launch an 
apprenticeship contract for young people aged 16 to 25 years old and the interested 
companies, aiming at „improving the professional training by connecting to the business 
environment” and stimulating the professional insertion capacity among young people. The 
decree is based on the German model and tries to combine practical learning with the 
theoretical one, in training centers, focusing on the former65. The Reform of the Organic Law 
2/2006 through the Organic Law for improving the quality of education, aims at triggering the 
professional training and rendering the system more approachable toward the states nearby 
by creating a new way of professional training and by allowing a more flexible access at this 
educational level. 
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The situation of young Spanish people on the labour market registers a higher level of 
unemployment than the general population. The rate of unemployment among young people 
was twice as high as the general population one even before the crisis. In 2013, according to 
the Eurostat data, the rate of unemployment among young people was 55.5%, with Greece 
being the only country with a higher rate of unemployment (58.3%). The economic crisis 
affected especially young people’s situation on the labour market due to the fact that they 
were employed in precarious positions – which were sensitive to social and economic 
changes – but also due to their concentration on sectors that were badly affected by the 
crisis: construction, low qualification jobs or temporary contracts. Despite qualified positions 
taking a cutback also, over the past four years, the rate of unemployment among higher 
education and post-university graduates has doubled. 
 
In addition to the lack of employment for young people is the high number of contracts with a 
determined duration. Both in the EU-28 as well as in Spain, the rate of fixed-term contracts 
among young people is three times higher than that of the general population. The fixed-
term contracts have two negative consequences among young people: on the one hand, it 
limits the possibility of building a professional career and of specializing, and on the other 
hand, the lack of stability affects their personal life and their possibilities to emancipate. 
 
In order to diminish the effects of the economic crisis on the labour market in general and on 
young people in particular, the Spanish Government adopted a large number of legislative 
measures over the last years (Ministry orders, decrees and laws), among which it is worth 
mentioning the following legislative acts that are relevant to young people’s situation: the 
Law 3/2012 regarding urgent reform measures for the labour market; the Law 14/2013 
regarding the support of entrepreneurs and their globalization; the Law 1/2014 regarding the 
workers’ protection with partial-time contracts and other urgent measure for the economic 
and social order. 
 
Since 2014, the Spanish Government implements the System of Guarantee for Young 
People in the context of the Strategy for Entrepreneurship and Young People’s Employment 
approved in February 2013, a measure that was promoted by the European Commission. 
The System of Guarantee for Young People offers economic incentives for hiring young 
people: mainly the exemption from tax payments to social security system and training 
activities. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

 
The chapters of this study present a comprehensive image of the young migrants or 
potential young migrants’ situation. In general, the report shows that international migration 
of youth involves both opportunities as well as risks and challenges. The migration extends 
youth opportunities bu increasing access to education and employment and equally allows 
young people gaining and utilizing new technologies and skills.  
 
By applying adequate policies, migration can become a positive experience that may help 
youth to develop the skills they need in order to succeed. This way, young migrants can 
contribute significantly to the economic and social growth of both the origin country and the 
destination country. 
 
The general conclusion is that a governing agenda is necessary, one that would 
incorporate explicitly young people’s migration within the national development 
policies. Specific policies and actions that target young people’s migration, ones that 
specifically consider their needs, should be developed both on a local/ regional level as well 
as on a national level. When creating and implementing these policies all interested parties 
should be involved, especially social partners, civil society organizations and young migrants 
themselves. 
 
Youth migration represents an important percentage within total international 
migration and offers young people opportunities on the labour market, contributes to 
improving the socio-economic status, acquiring new skills and increasing human and 
financial capital. 
 
There are few concrete data regarding youth migration, and the research in this field 
is scarce. The available data regarding migration on a global level offers mainly statistics 
regarding the number of migrants, age, sex, education or other important factors. An 
adequate policy requires an efficient database that would include detailed information 
separated by age groups and sex, education, occupation, professional status and level of 
qualification. Relevant data – regarding, for example, health, education and the conditions 
for granting social protection measures – may support the creation and implementation of 
efficient policies in the young people’s migration domain. 
 
The risks that young migrants have to face are accentuated by age, sex and/ or 
cultural identity. Young migrants are generally ambitious and adaptable and present the 
advantage to be generally prefered by employers. The available data show that young 
people are more exposed to the risk of unemployment and have more difficult access to 
decent workplaces.  
 
The reasons for people’s migration and the ways to achieve it are extremely varied. 
The essential factor that stimulates leaving the countries of origin is the hope for a better 
future and obtaining an income that can guarantee this future. Therefore, on an internal 
scale, the low rate of employment is just one of the problematic aspects regarding 
youth situation on the labour market. The other troubling aspect is related to the structure 
of young people’s employment. Only a little more than half of the total employed young 
people have a workplace. The other half are either unpaid domestic worker of self-employed.  
 
Romanian migrants integrate well within the destination states. Some research shows 
that more than 90% of the migrants returned to Romania claim, upon their return, that they 
integrated „pretty well” (36%) or „very well” in the country they worked.  
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1. Acknowledgement and involvement from the government and from the social 
partners and civil society in a collaborative manner in approaching youth migration.   
 
2. Consolidation of the database regarding youth migration through the 
improvement of the collecting, disseminating and analyzing the data regarding young 
migrants.  
 
3. Adopting a national legislation regarding young people’s migration (action plans, 
institutional structures and practical measures) in order to approach, in an efficient way, 
the risks, needs and potential of the young migrants. 
 
4. Ensuring alternatives to migration, especially for youth originating from rural 
areas, by creating and facilitating decent employment opportunities, promoting 
investments in infrastructure and agriculture, extending the access to education, 
apprenticeship, employment. 
 
5. Facilitating the transfer of remittances and reducing the costs of transfer for 
young migrants, especially by consolidating the official channels and facilitating the 
access to financial services for young migrants. 
 
6. Integrating youth migration within the development plans and policies, 
establishing an agenda that would lead to the inclusion of young people’s migration 
within the national policies.  
 
8.     Promoting the participation of young migrants as well of the civil society and social 
partners, by the creation and development of cooperation networks, including young 
migrants involvement within the elaboration process of policies and decision-making.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In Romania, external migration remains an option and, for many young people, migration 
appears as the solution for a decent life. In order for the migration be a conscious choice, 
instead of a necessity, the elaborate policies should, on the one hand, consider the basic 
causes of migration and, on the other hand, they should regard the rural consolidation and 
fighting poverty, investing in rural infrastructure and in agriculture, as well as increasing 
access to education, apprenticeships and decent employment opportunities. The efforts to 
ensure access to decent jobs and protection at the workplace are particularly important for 
ensuring the well-being of young people and, in consequence, for ensuring the economic 
and social development of Romania. 
 
The decision to return to Romania is influenced by the following significant factors: 
owning a piece of land and a property in Romania, as well as the number of children. 
The age affects in a negative way the decision to return: the younger the migrant, the lower 
his/her intention to return. Young migrants owning a piece of land in Romania are also less 
inclined to come back to the country. 
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