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The article analyzes factors influencing migration
processes in the EU, namely in France, Belgium
and the Netherlands, as well as their impact
on the economies of the above states over the
period 2009-2019. To identify the main reasons
for immigration to these EU Member States,
various indicators were considered, including
macroeconomic indicators such as GDP, GDP
per capita, tax rates, unemployment rates,
employment rates among various segments of
the population, as well as the socio-political situ-
ation in countries. The results show that social
and political aspects are the key factors for emi-
grants from Africa, South Asia, Central America
and Southeast Europe to selected EU countries,
while economic factors are important for the rest
of the European migrants. Therefore, migrants
from poor countries, deciding to migrate to the
EU, primarily pursue the goal of living in a safe
and politically stable state, while emigrants from
developed European countries migrate to get
higher wages and better quality living conditions.
The study also examines the impact of migrant
remittances on the economies of recipient and
destination countries. It was found that, despite
the geographic location and similarity of econo-
mies, France and Belgium are net recipients of
remittances, while the Netherlands is a net donor.
Key words: migration, migrant remittances,
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, European
Union, asylum seekers, labor migrants, unem-
ployment rate.

B cmambe paccmampusaromcsi  (hakmopbl,
B/UAIWUE Ha MU2PaYUOHHbIE Mpoyeccsl 8
cmpaHax Esporelicko2o cor3a, a UMEHHO BO
®paHyuu, besbeuu u HudepriaHoax, a makxe
UX B/IUSIHUE HA 3KOHOMUKU BblLENepequcsieH-
HbIX eocydapcms 8 nepuod 2009-2019 20008.

[ns BbISB/IEHUSI OCHOBHBIX MPUYUH UMMUZPa-
yuu 8 amu 2ocydapcmsa-uneHsl EC 6biu npo-
aHa/Iu3upoBaHbl  Pa3/uyHble rokasamesu, 8
MOM YuC/ie MakpOSKOHOMUYECKUE, maKue Kak
BBI1, BBI1 Ha Oywy Hace/seHus, Hasio0208ble
CmMaskKu, ypoBeHb 6e3pabomuuybl, ypoBeHb 3aHsi-
mocmu cpedu pas/iuyHbIX C/I0e8 HaceseHus, a
makke coyuaIbHo-oIumuYeckas cumyayusi 8
cmpaHax. Pesy/ibmamel rokasa/u, Ymo coyu-
&/bHble U MoumuyecKue acrekmsl s8/somesi
OCHOBHbIMU Ghakmopamu 07151 IMUSPaHMos U3
Acbpuku, HOxHOU A3uu, LleHmpasbHol Ame-
puku u K02o-BocmouHoli Esporibi 8 0mAOe/ibHble
cmpaHbl EC, 8 mo 8pems1 kak 07151 0CMa/lbHbIX
esporielickux MuzgpaHmos Haubosiee BakHOe
3Ha’YeHUe UMEerm 3KOHOMUYecKue ¢hakmo-
pbl. [losyyeHHble pesynbmamsi caudemeris-
CMBYyom 0 MOM, Ymo Mu2paHmMbl U3 6e0HbIX
cmpaH, pewasi mugpuposams 8 EC, 8 repsyro
o4epeds npecaedytom yesib Xums 8 besornac-
HOM U MO/UMUYecKu cmabusibHOM 20cydap-
cmse, 8 MO BpeMs Kak O/i1 IMUSPaHMOo8 U3
dpyeux esponelickux cmpaH BaxHelwumu
acriekmamu s18/15omcesi 1os1y4eHue 6osiee BbiCco-
Kol 3apabomHol niambl u 6o/1ee KayecmseH-
HbIX YC/108Ull XU3HU. B ucciedosaHUU makxe
nposoouUMCsi ~ aHa/u3  B/IUSIHUSI  OEHEXHbIX
nepesodos8 MU2PaHMOo8 Ha 3KOHOMUKU CMpaH-
nosyyamesieli U cmpaH HasHauyeHusl. bbiio
BbISIB/IEHO, YMO, HECMOMPSI Ha CBoe 2eoepa-
cbuyeckoe MosIoKeHUE U CXOKECMb SKOHOMUK,
DpaHyus u bestbaust S8/SIMCS YUCMbIMU M0/1Y-
qamesisiMu OeHeXHbIX Mepesodos MU2PaHMOos,
a HuodepnaHOb! — YucmbIM GOHOPOM.
KnioueBble cnoBa: muzpayusi, OeHexHble
nepegoobl  MugpaHmos, ®paHyus, besbaus,
HudepnaHobi, Esponelickuli coro3, couckamenu
y6exuwa, mpyoosble MugpaHmbl, yposeHsb be3s-
pabomuusbl.

MixHapoOHi MiepayitiHi npoyecu 0oci 3a/IUWaroMBbCsi 0OHUM i3 UEHMPa/IbHUX MUmaHb 07151 00C/IIOXEHb y cucmeMi MKHaPOOHUX EKOHOMIYHUX BIOHOCUH.
Kinbkicmb migpaHmig 3a ocmaHHi 20 pokig 3pocsia malbke y 0sa pasu, WO CripuduHU/IO rosisy ducbanaHcis y 6a2amboX HayioOHa/IbHUX EKOHOMIKaX.
Y cmammi posansidaromscsi chakmopu, WO Br/uBatoms Ha MigpauyiliHi npoyecu 8 KpaiHax €sporelicbkko2o cor3y, a came y PpaHyi, besbeii ma
HidepnaHdax, siKi € KpalHaMu-peyurnieHmamu, a makox ix MU Ha EKOHOMIKU suwenepeniyeHux oepxas y 2009-2019 pokax. /17151 BUSIBNIEHHS] OCHOBHUX
MPUYUH iMmigpayjii 8 Ui depxxasu-daeHu €C 6y/iu npoaHaizosaHi Pi3Hi MOKA3HUKU, B MOMY YUC/ MakpOEKOHOMIYHI, maki sik BBIT, BBl Ha dyuly Hace/1eHHsl,
rodamkosi cmasku, piseHb 6e3po6immsi, piseHb 3aliHImocmi ceped Pi3HUX BEPCMB HACE/IEHHS, & MAKOX Coyia/lbHO-o/IMuUYHa cumyayisi 8 kpaiHax.
Takox 6y/10 docAioxeHo 8raus MixHapPOOH020 IHOEeKCy wacms ma pisHs EKOHOMIYHOI HEPIBHOCMI y KpaiHax nepebysaHHs Ha PILUEHHS PO Mi2payjito.
Pe3y/ismamu rokasa/iu, Wjo couia/lbHi ma ro/iimuy4Hi YUHHUKU € OCHOBHUMU chakmopamu 07151 eMigpaHmis 3 Aghpuku, isdeHHoi A3ii, LieHmpasibHoi Ave-
puku i lNisdeHHo-CxioHOi €8ponu 8 okpemi kpaiHu E€C, 8 moli yac sik 07151 IHLWUX eBPOMelCLKUX MigpaHmIB Halbi/bL BaX/IUBE 3HAYEHHS Maromb eKOHOMIYHI
YUHHUKU. Ompumani pe3ysismamu csid4yams rpo me, Wo MigpaHmu 3 6iOHUX Oepxas, BUpIlLytoYU Miepysamu 8 kpaiHu €C, 8 nepuly Yepay, Maromb Ha
memi xumu 8 6e3reyHili ma noaimu4Ho cmabisibHIll Oepxxasi, 8 Mol Yac sik 47151 eMigpaHmis 3 6azamb0ox e8ponelicbKUX KpaiH HallBaX/ausiLLuUMU acrek-
mamu € ompumaHHs1 6ifibLU BUCOKOI 3apoBimHOI riamu i SIKICHILWUX YMOB XXummsi. Takox 6y/10 BUSIB/IEHO, WO K/IKHOBUMU ¢hakmopamu iMmiepayii 9o
Benbeiil ma HidepriaHoig 3 iHwux KpaiH €C € 6iibw BUCOKi 0oxo0u ma BBIT Ha dyuwly HacesnieHHs, moodi sik ®paHyisi 8 nepwly Yepay npusab/itoe BUCOKUM
pigHeM ocsimu ma 3a6e3MeyeHHsIM BUCOKO20 CMyreHsT 3axucmy Wykadig mpumysiky, came momy cmyodeHmu ma 6ixeHyi 3altivaroms rpubsusHo 40%
YCiX iMmi2paHmiB y KpaiHi. Y 00CAIOXeHHI maKox MpoBooUMbLCs aHasli3 BI/IUBY 2POLIOBUX Mepekasis MigpaHmis Ha eKOHOMIKU KpaiH-00epxysadis i KpaiH
rpusHayeHHs1. Bysio BuUsIBNEHO, WO, HE3BaXKaKHU Ha CBOE 2eo2pagpiyHe MO/IOEeHHST | CXOXXICMb eKOHOMIK, ®paHyist | besbais € yucmumu 00epxysayamu
2pOoWOoBUX Nepekasis MigpaHmis, a HidepaaHou — yucmum AOHOPOM.

KntouoBi cnoBa: migpayisi, powosi nepekasu migpaHmis, ®panyis, benveis, HidepnaHdu, €gponelicbkuli coto3, bixeHyi, mpydosi MigpaHmu, piseHb
6e3pobimms.

North Africa, the Middle East and South Asia, but also
it affected the Member States of the European Union,
that are among the main destination countries for
foreign migrants. Therefore, many authors have paid
considerable attention to the factors of migration and
its impact on the economies of countries. However, at
the moment, there are a few studies devoted to the

Problem statement. In the modern world,
international migration processes are one of the key
factors in the increasing interconnection of states
and the integration of peoples; they have a huge
impact on the economic state of countries. The recent
European migration crisis (2015) introduced changes
in the further development of not only the countries of
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motives of immigrants to the EU countries, especially
France, Belgium and the Netherlands.

The goal of the research is to identify the main
factors of migration processes in the European Union,
as well as to investigate the impact of immigration
flows and migrant remittances on such developed EU
countries as France, Belgium and the Netherlands.

Literature review. M. Kahanec and M. Pytlikova
(2016) explore connections between the immigration
flows from the new EU Member States and the
countries of destination as well as its effects on the
economies of other EU countries in the late 20th —
early 21st century. The authors claim that the most
attractive countries for destinations are highly deve-
loped states with successful economies, such as
Germany, France, Malta, Netherlands, Norway,
Finland, etc. Thus, it has been detected that there
is an inversely proportional relationship between
emigration from such Eastern countries as Ukraine,
Moldova, Belarus, Armenia and Georgia to the EU
and employment rate, GDP per capita along with
GDP in host countries [1].

P.M. Orrenius and M. Zavodny (2016) consider
the problems of illegal immigration to the EU drawing
on lessons from the U.S. experience; the economic
benefits for the receiving European countries and
the immigrants themselves. Immigration to the EU
countries for illegal migrants was fueled by large
income gap, limited opportunities in countries of
emigration, welfare programs in host countries and
aging European population [2].

A. Strockmeijer, P. de Beer and J. Dagevos (2019)
investigate temporary, circular and settlement
migration from the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE) to the Netherlands. The authors predict
a new European migration, according to which there
will be fewer labor migrants with continuous periods
of work and more circular migrants [3].

G. Dominese, S. Yakubovskiy, J. Tsevukh, T. Ro-
dionova (2020) present one of the latest relevant
studies on international migration, paying particular
attention to the flow of migrants to the EU during
the recent years. The authors also consider the
participation of Ukraine in this process and describe
the migration implications for the country. Econometric
analysis using a panel data structure reveals that
the main drivers of the immigration process in the
reviewed countries are GDP per capita and income
level in host countries [4].

Many other studies are also devoted to the
impact of international migration processes on the
economies of different countries. Among them there
are researches by J. Tsevukh [5], S. Yakubovskiy
[5; 6] and M. Kachanovska [6; 7].

Presentation of the main material of the study.
The largest emigration flows are recorded in France
and the smallest are in Belgium. Moreover, during
the period 2009-2018, the number of emigrants from
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the selected EU countries has increased significantly.
Based on the fact that France, Belgium and the
Netherlands are highly developed countries with fairly
high GDP per capita, the factor of income is not the
primary cause of emigration from these states. Top
destinations for French expats include the UK, USA,
Belgium, Spain and Switzerland. Mostly young and
aged people emigrate from the country since this
proportion of the population is most difficult to find
work in France. Especially young people are under
the threat of unemployment in France, almost 20% of
them are unemployed. Moreover, difficulties relating
to starting a business also contribute to the French
emigration. The flow of emigrants from Belgium is
4 times less than in France. The country’s GDP per
capita is 41.2 thousand EUR, and an hour of work is
paid at 39.4 EUR, so it is more profitable to work in
Belgium than in the other EU countries. First of all,
Belgians leave their country not because of income or
better living conditions, but because of their personal
convictions.

The number of emigrants from the Netherlands
increased relatively little compared to the other
two analyzed countries — by 18.1% between 2009
and 2018. The state has a tendency to move to
neighboring countries such as Belgium and Germany,
and the Dutch are also emigrating to warmer climates
such as Spain and Portugal. The incentives to move
to another country are the lower taxation system and
cheaper housing. The difference in personal income
tax rates in the Netherlands, Germany and Belgium is
not large, in these countries it is 52%, 50%, and 45%,
respectively.

In 2018, the number of official immigrants to France
was 4.8 million, which is 7.1% of the population of the
entire country. There is a high level of education here,
so students occupy a large share among all emigrants
to France — 21.5% (83.000 people). Also, the country
has a significant number of refugees, which is growing
every year, the largest number of asylum seekers
from Afghanistan, Albania and Georgia.

In 2018, Belgium recorded the largest number
of migrants from France, Italy and the Netherlands.
Basically, Belgians have a positive attitude towards
immigrants from the EU Member States, which cannot
be said about other ones. During the European
Migration Crisis (2015), the number of immigrants to
Belgium increased by 19% compared to the previous
year, in France — by 7% and to the Netherlands —
by 15%. The main motive for migration was family
reunification, job search, higherincome and education.
However, in Belgium it is quite difficult for foreigners
to get a job, as evidenced by a number of indicators.
In 2017, the employment rate among migrants from
countries that are not members of the EU was 52%,
among European immigrants it was 69%, and for
indigenous people — 72% [8]. In addition, among all
the EU countries, Belgium recorded the largest gap
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between the level of employment of citizens of the
country and migrants from non—European countries.

The Netherlands, in contrast to Belgium, shows
one of the highest employment rates among the EU
countries — 80.5% of all native people are employed
(higher only in Sweden — 85.5% and Germany —
81.6%). The employment rate among migrants from
non-EU countries is 60%, and among immigrants
from EU countries — 78%. Steadily more migrants
choose the Netherlands as a destination country, as
it has a very high standard of living and high quality
welfare systems. The largest proportion of immigrants
come from Syria, Poland, Germany, India and the
countries of the former Soviet Union. The economy of
the Netherlands is one of the most open and strong
economies in the EU, that is why this country attracts
migrants even though there are a lot of taxes.

A positive migration rate has been recorded in
France, Belgium and the Netherlands during the entire
analyzed period (Figure 1). Since these countries
show high performance according to various criteria,
citizens of other European as well as non—European
states immigrate to this very place. For instance,
GDP per capita in the Netherlands in 2018 was
53 thousand EUR, while in Poland it is 3.5 times less,
in Germany — 1.1 times less and in Italy — 1.5 times
less. Excluding refugees, emigrants from these above
countries predominate in the Netherlands.

The level of poverty in the country also affects
migration flows. The share of the population at risk
of poverty or social exclusion in France in 2017 was
fixed at 17.1% (6th place among the EU), in the
Netherlands — 17% (4th place), and in Belgium —
20.3% (13th place). At the same time, this indicator
in the selected countries was below the average
among the EU states, which was 22.4%. This figure
varies from 38.9% in Bulgaria to 12.2% in the Czech
Republic. In Italy, 28.9% of the population is subjected

to poverty and social exclusion, in Poland — 19.5%,
and in Germany — 19%. Moreover, in all the EU
Member States, women are more at risk of poverty,
although in the Netherlands, France and Belgium this
percentage is lower than in other countries.

It is difficult to accurately measure and analyze
the level and quality of life in countries based only on
key macroeconomic indicators, so it is appropriate to
explore the index of happiness (HPI) in the studied
countries. The Netherlands is ranked 18th out of 140in
the ranking of the "happiest" countries in the world
and 3rd among the EU countries, behind Norway
and Spain [10]. Also, this state recorded the lowest
level of economic inequality, which is 4%, among all
countries. Unlike the Netherlands, the HPI in France
and Belgium shows low rates. In total, according to
all the criteria of this indicator, France occupies 40th
position, and Belgium — 87th. Therefore, choosing
countries of destination, migrants are most likely
guided by various reasons.

The number of asylum seekers in EU Member
States in 2019 increased by 11.2% compared to 2018.
In contrast to Belgium and the Netherlands, in France
from 2008 to 2018, this figure almost tripled, and
the share of asylum seekers among all immigrants
in the country was 31%. France is the second EU
destination country for asylum seekers and refugees
after Germany. In 2019, France became the host
country for the majority of refugees from Afghanistan,
Albania, Georgia, Genoa and Bangladesh. The main
reasons of emigration for asylum seekers are the
political situation in their home countries, domestic
violence, and sexual harassment.

Belgium registered a significantly lower number
of asylum seekers than France during 2009-2019.
For comparison, in 2019 the share of refugees in
France was 19.6% of all refugees in the EU, while in
Belgium — 3.8%, and in the Netherlands — 3.7%. This
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—o—France  —e—Belgium Netherlands
Figure 1. Net migration in selected EU countries in 2009-2018, number
Source: [9]




IHOPACTPYKTYPA PUHKY

is because of the fact that it is much more difficult to
obtain asylum in Belgium. The country is dominated
by refugees from Syria, Palestine, Afghanistan,
El Salvador and Eritrea. Firstly, Belgium attracts
asylum seekers with its political stability. Secondly,
since 2019, it has a new rule, according to which
refugees can officially find employment, even if their
application for asylum has not been approved by the
Office of the Commissioner General for Refugees
and Stateless Persons in Belgium yet.

In 2019, the number of asylum seekers in the
Netherlands increased by only 5% compared to the
previous year. Significant groups of asylum seekers
are natives of Syria, Nigeria, Iran, Turkey and Algeria.
The Netherlands attracts asylum seekers mostly with
its social security system, which allows refugees to
have absolutely the same rights as native people.

The largest percentage of immigrants who found
employment in the country of destination has been
recorded in the Netherlands (Figure 2). Despite the
fact that in 2019 the average value of this indicator
throughout the country was 71.1%, in the Dutch
province of Flevoland it was the highest in the EU —
92.7%. Compared to other EU Member States, it is
not high enough. For instance, in the Czech Republic
86.1% of European immigrants found a job, in
Iceland — 90%, and in Malta — 91% in 2019. For this
indicator, France ranks 24th among EU countries and
is ahead of only Greece (29.5%), Hungary (58.4%)
and ltaly (62.4%).

In general, the smallest difference in the
percentage of labor migrants from the EU countries
and labor migrants from non-EU members is observed
in France — throughout the entire period it has varied
within 8.4-15%. In the Netherlands, the situation
was more stable, the indicator was in the range of
10-14% in 2009-2019. The greatest differentiation
was recorded in Belgium (20-28%), from which it
follows that in this country it is much more difficult

80 62,5
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for migrants from non-EU states to find a job than for
migrants from the EU Member States. This situation
may indicate the fact of discrimination.

Since one of the drivers of immigration to France,
Belgium and the Netherlands is the creation of
own business in more favorable conditions for an
entrepreneur, it would be appropriate to consider
in more detail the proportion of people who work
for themselves. Interestingly, the percentage of
self-employed migrants from other EU countries in
France, Belgium and the Netherlands prevails over
the percentage of self-employed natives. Since in
the modern world labor migration within Europe is
practiced more often, in principle this phenomenon
is normal. On the other hand, it may indicate that
these countries have a more favorable and attractive
business climate, and more migrants from neighbo-
ring European countries immigrate here. The
Netherlands is a leading country by this criterion,
as almost 1/5 of European migrants are self-
employed, which is a fairly good result. In 2018, the
top countries with the largest percentage of self-
employed migrants from other EU Member States
were led by Poland (38%), ahead of Malta (21%) and
Estonia (20%). The highest level of self-employment
among migrants arriving from non-EU countries was
in the Czech Republic (35%) and in Poland (19%).
The predominant percentage of local people working
for themselves was noted in Greece (31%) and ltaly
(22%). The average rate of self-employed migrants
across the EU who came from other non-EU states
was 11.8% in 2019 (in Belgium itis lower — 11.3%), for
migrants from the EU countries — 11.5% (in France —
11.4%), and for indigenous people — 13.8%.

In recent years, there has been a downward
trend in the unemployment rate, which has a positive
effect on the economies. The Netherlands has one
of the lowest unemployment rates among all the
EU countries, while in France, on the contrary, this

Netherlands

Uneployment rate

Figure 2. Employment rate and unemployment rate in France, Belgium and the Netherlands in 2019, %

Source: [8; 9]
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Figure 3. Net personal remittances of the selected EU countries, million USD

Source: [9]

figure in some periods exceeded the unemployment
rate in the EU and the Eurozone. Moreover, the
unemployment rate among immigrants in France,
Belgium and the Netherlands is higher than the
one among the local population. However, the
Netherlands can boast that the unemployment rate
among immigrants from non-EU countries is almost
equal to the unemployment rate among the Dutch
population. This point to the fact that the authorities
in the Netherlands provide employment opportunities
and equal rights to migrants as to their native people.
In Belgium, the unemployment rate is quite low
(5.4%) compared to the EU, but among immigrants
from non-EU Member States this indicator is almost
3 times higher (14%). However, the unemployment
rate among immigrants from other EU countries
is almost equal to that one among the indigenous
population of Belgium.

An important aspect in the analysis of migration
processes is the remittances of migrants, which
influence on both the host country and the homeland.
Remittances help to stimulate demand in the
receiving country, its further economic growth, and
have a positive effect on its tax base. Each year, their
amounts increase so much that, for example, in 2019,
remittances to Montenegro were estimated at 25.4%
of GDP, to Moldova — 16.3%, to Georgia — 14.2%.
First of all, remittances play a significant role in the
economies of developing countries. However, in
developed states their amounts are small in relation to
GDP, for example, in Belgium they amounted to 2.5%
of GDP, in France — 1%, and in the Netherlands —
0.3% in 2019.

France tops the list of countries in terms of the
largest outward remittance flows, mainly directed to
African countries. Compared to the beginning of the
analyzed period, this indicator increased by 30% (from
11.8 billion USD to 15.2 billion USD). The decrease
in transaction costs from 40% in 2013 to 6.6% in
2019 also influenced the increase in remittances from

France [11]. Recipients mainly spend this money on
food, education and health (70-80% of the total), but
investments account for less than 10%, therefore,
remittances do not have a significant impact on
improving the economy of the receiving countries,
since the money is simply consumed.

Remittances sent by Belgians to their country
increased by 14.3% in 2019 compared to 2009, but
from Belgium abroad — by 29%. The main obstacle in
the implementation of this process for migrants is the
too high cost of sending money (on average 7 — 9.5%
of the total amount) from the host country to their
homeland. The amount of remittances that developing
countries have received from their emigrants in
Belgium exceeds three times the amount that the
country allocates to them as official development
assistance. On the other hand, since Belgium is the
net recipient of remittances, the primary income in
the balance of payments has always been positive.
However, over the past five years, there has been a
trend towards a decrease in the balance of primary
income (from 6.6 billion USD to 634.4 million USD)
[12]. While the amount of remittances flowing into
Belgium is growing, so are the payments of investment
income, which exceed their receipts.

Unlike France and Belgium, the Netherlands has
a negative net remittance value, as migrants send
significantly more money back to their homeland
than the Dutch (Figure 3). The remittances that the
Dutch send to the Netherlands from other countries
do not have a strong impact on the state of its
balance of payments, in particular on the balance of
primary income, since the investment income in the
Netherlands significantly exceeds their payments,
which ultimately contributes to a positive balance of
primary income.

Conclusions. Over the past 10 years, migration
processes have led to an even greater integration of
countries, especially European ones, since the flows
of immigrants have increased by an average of 30%
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during this time. The analyzed EU Member States,
particularly France, Belgium and the Netherlands are
attractive for migrants as destination countries since
their macroeconomic indicators show some of the
highest values among the EU, and their migration
policy is constantly evolving, thereby providing more
favorable conditions for immigrants.

Despite the fact that the selected EU countries
recorded a high level of employment, on average,
only 68% of European immigrants and only half of
migrants who arrived from non-European countries
found work. Nevertheless, the Netherlands ensures
equal conditions for native and migrant entrepreneurs,
as evidenced by the case that in this country 18.5% of
European migrants are self-employed, while among
indigenous people this percentage is 16.5.

This study confirms the fact that migrant
remittances are an integral part of the analysis of
migration processes, as they influence the economies
of both destination and host countries, affecting their
balance of payments and final consumption. France
and Belgium are net recipients of remittances, while
the Netherlands is a net sender. Although, annually
from these EU countries, migrants send large
amounts of money, this does not stimulate economic
growth in the receiving countries, since 70-80% of
remittances are spent on meeting necessary needs
and only 10% are invested.
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