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Executive summary

As other countries of southern Europe, Greece was recently transformed from a traditional sender of migrants to a significant receiver of migrants. In the case of Greece, massive inflows commenced with the collapse of socialist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989-1990, and most of this migration was unauthorised. According to the “South European model of immigration”, migration to Greece and other countries of Southern Europe corresponds to a particular type of labour demand, namely demand for flexible labour in small-scale enterprises, which in these countries have long been characterized by informal labour relationships, rendering them prime sites for the use of unauthorised migrant labour.
In its ongoing attempt to confront the problems associated with illegal migration and the presence of unauthorised migrants, Greece recently modified its migration policy framework and implemented its third programme for the regularisation of unauthorised migrants. In this programme, concern with the implications of regularisation criteria for future illegal migration resulted in the adoption of stiffer prerequisites for participation. Given that one of the objectives of all three programmes was to transfer employment from the informal to the formal sector of the economy, one of the main issues under debate with respect to the framing of criteria for participation in regularisation programmes and for renewal of permits has been  that concerning employment relations and social security contributions. 
One of the main lessons that Greece has learned from its experience with unauthorised migrants and related policies is that the policy of regularisation must be accompanied by other policies if it is to be effective. Major challenges are the reshaping of policies affecting the labour market and other spheres as well as the revision of administrative practices, in order to prevent the lapse of migrants into irregular status, necessitating further regularisations. 

1. Short analysis of illegal migration. 

1.1. Basic information on irregular migrants

Greece has only recently become a country of destination for significant numbers of migrants. A traditional sending country, Greece was transformed into a receiving country from the mid-1970’s when migrants began to arrive from countries of Africa and Asia such as Egypt, the Philippines, and Pakistan. It was from 1989, however, that migration to Greece took on massive proportions, with waves of migrants arriving from collapsed socialist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe. In the 2001 population census, 762,191 foreigners were enumerated, representing 7.5% of the population of Greece while according to most estimates, their true proportion of the population was about 10% and their proportion of the labour force was even greater.
The foreigners enumerated in the 2001 census originate from a plethora of countries but more than 75% were from source countries corresponding to former socialist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe while one of these, Albania, accounted for a remarkable 58% of the total. Other important source countries were Bulgaria, with 5% of the total, followed by Georgia, Rumania, the United States of America, the Russian Federation, Cyprus, the Ukraine, the United Kingdom, Poland, and Germany (Table 1). Of the foreigners enumerated, 45% were women but great variation in gender composition was noted by nationality. For example, 93% of the Indians were men, as were 79% of the Syrians and 76% of the Egyptians, while women accounted for 76% of the Filippinos, 75% of the Ukrainians and 70% of the Moldovans (Table 1). As for age composition, the census data show that the migrant population is notably younger than the native population (Table 2).
A large share of the migrants who have entered Greece over the last decades either entered illegally or overstayed their visas or residence permits. In the mid-1990’s it was estimated that there were about 470,000 illegal migrants on Greek territory (Lianos et al 1996). When Greece’s first regularisation programme commenced in 1998, the vast majority of the migrant population was unauthorised. In the first or so-called “registration” stage or “white card” stage of the 1998 programme, more than 370,000 migrants participated, rendering it the largest of the regularisation programmes that had been carried out in Southern Europe (Cavounidis 2002a). Since then, two more regularisation programmes have been implemented in Greece. The second programme was carried out in 2001 and attracted 360,000 applications although it should be noted that the extent of overlap between applicants in the two programmes is unknown. In the third programme, carried out in 2005-2006, fewer applications were submitted, approximately 145,000. It is widely considered that the decrease in number of applications is due largely to the more restrictive prerequisites applied in this programme as compared to the previous two (the rationale for these prerequisites will be outlined below), and that a substantial unauthorised population remains.
Estimates of the current unauthorised migrant population vary widely. As is well known, estimation of the number of unauthorised migrants is extremely difficult. Prior to the third regularisation programme that began in the autumn of 2005 and drew 145,000 applications, estimates placed the size of the unauthorised population between 200,000 and 400,000 (Kanellopoulos 2005).
Attempts to form estimates with respect to the characteristics of the irregular migrants present in Greece encounter similar difficulties. Data that could be considered relevant to such an attempt are first, the data on characteristics of migrants who participated in Greece’s first regularisation programme which commenced in 1998. Corresponding data from the second regularisation programme of 2001 were never made available while corresponding data from the third programme which ended on April 30, 2006 will be made available in the future. The second set of relevant data are the micro-data from the Labour Force Survey that provide information about enrollment in health and social security insurance. Data from these two sources will be presented in turn.
In the first regularisation programme, the Albanian nationality accounted for the majority of the migrants who submitted applications in the first or so-called “registration” stage or “white card” stage of the programme. Specifically, 65% of all participants in the first stage were Albanians. The next nationalities in terms of percentages were the Bulgarian (7% of all applicants), Romanian (4%), Pakistani and Ukrainian (each representing 3% of all applicants), followed by the Polish, Georgian, Indian and Egyptian (each representing 2%) (Cavounidis 2002b). It should be noted that only 57% of the migrants who participated in the first stage of the programme proceeded to the second stage, in which proof of social security contributions was a prerequisite for submitting the application. However, the continuation rate between the two stages of the programme fluctuated greatly according to nationality. Nationalities with high continuation rates were the Bangladeshis (92%), the Egyptians, the Pakistanis, the Srilankans, Syrians, Ethiopians, Indians and Filippinos. Nationalities with low continuation rates were the Iraqis, the Rumanians, the Georgians and the Russians. The foremost nationality in terms of numbers, the Albanian, had a continuation rate of 55%. 
With respect to gender, women were 26% of those participating in the first stage of the programme, but once again a very skewed gender distribution by nationality was observed. Specifically, 83% of the Filippinos, 80% of the Ukrainians, 75% of the Russians and 74% of the Modovans were women while men formed 99% of the Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, 98% of the Indians, 95% of the Syrians and 94% of the Egyptians. 
As for age, the migrants who submitted applications were much younger than the Greek labour force as a whole. Of the migrants, 52% were of age 29 or younger, compared to 26% of the Greek labour force at the time. Similar proportions of the two populations were in the age bracket 30-44 while only 9% of the migrants compared to 35% of the total labour force was of age 45 or older.
In an attempt to provide indications of the profile of irregular migrants (Kanellopoulos 2005), micro-data from the Labour Force Survey were used. Specifically, it was assumed that lack of enrollment in health and social security insurance indicated irregular status. Of the migrants who were identified as presumably unauthorised on the basis of this criterion, 64% were Albanian. Compared with the migrants who were insured, those without insurance were more likely to be younger and unmarried and had been in Greece for a shorter period of time. 
As for patterns of irregular migration, irregular migrants enter Greece by both land and sea. The geography of Greece is such that illegal migration is particularly difficult to control. Greece’s northern border with Albania and Bulgaria is characterized by rugged mountainous terrain while Greece has almost 16,000 kilometers of coastline and more than 3000 islands of various sizes. Those migrating irregularly into Greece across the northern border usually do so on an individual basis, without the involvement of smuggling rings. On the contrary, migrants often pay a price to organized smugglers to take them to Greece by boat, which can be a dangerous venture (Kanellopoulos 2005). Of course, the irregular migrant population present in Greece is the result not only of irregular migration but also of lapse into unauthorised status after overstaying visas or permits. 

1.2. Rationale for adoption of the specific policy
The presence of irregular migrants poses major policy challenges. One of the most serious consequences of their presence concerns human rights. Because they have no recourse to the protection of the law, unauthorised migrants are particularly vulnerable to exploitation, not only in the labour market but in other spheres as well. Another serious consequence concerns the labour market and the terms of employment enjoyed by natives and legal migrants. Irregular migrants have no option but to take on undeclared work that is not subject to the minimum terms and conditions of employment specified by law. The presence of unauthorised migrants willing to take on substandard jobs results in unfair competition and undermines the labour market position of natives and legal migrants (Cavounidis 2004).
Among the issues confronting the new Greek government formed after the elections of March 2004 was that of migration policy. Concern that there was a substantial population of unauthorised migrants on Greek territory who had either entered illegally or had overstayed their visas or permits without renewing, led to the inclusion of a special provision for regularisation of unauthorised migrants in the new migration legislation passed in August 2005 (Law 3386/2005). 

1.3. Regulations in force and their application
The 2005 legislation constitutes the third migration policy framework adopted after migration inflows of massive dimensions commenced at the end of the 1980’s. In the three successive laws, only minor changes can be observed with respect to provisions for labour migration, with channels for legal labour migration remaining relatively narrow. At the same time, substantial improvement in the successive laws can be noted with respect to the conditions of stay of migrants already present in Greece, which as will be seen has important implications for the integration prospects of the regularised population. 

The new migration legislation specifies the prerequisites for migration to Greece to undertake dependent employment, temporary employment, and independent economic activity. A visa to enter Greece to do a specific type of work for a specific employer can be obtained after the following procedure has been completed. A committee is constituted in each Region of Greece and has the task of compiling a report during the last quarter of each year which specifies the labour needs of the Region and the vacant jobs by occupation, job duration, and prefecture. After joint consultations of various Ministries, a decision is made concerning the number of permits to be granted each year in each prefecture according to nationality and type and duration of job. Announcements to this effect are posted in the Greek consulates of the corresponding countries. Foreign nationals interested in migrating to Greece can submit an application at the consulate. Lists with the names of applicants are forwarded four times a year to the various Regional offices in Greece. Employers who are interested in hiring migrants can choose a name from the list and submit a relevant application which must be accompanied by a letter of guarantee from a bank in the amount of three months of the minimum wage. After approval of the application for employment of a specific foreigner at a specific job for a specific employer, the decision is sent to the consulate. A visa is issued to the individual, who must, after arrival in Greece, apply for a residence permit. As can be surmised, the procedure is very complex, involves various agencies, and requires a substantial amount of time.
It is still early to assess the impact of the new procedure concerning legal entry to undertake dependent employment, since it came into force only in January 2006. However, given that it is similar to the procedure foreseen in the previous migration law of 2910/2001, it is likely that the results will be similar. The corresponding procedure of the previous law was very seldom applied in practice; very few employers made use of the procedure and negligible numbers of foreigners migrated to Greece through this legal channel (Cavounidis 2004). The vast majority of migrants who entered Greece since adoption of the law in 2001 either came on other types of visas or entered illegally.

Special provisions govern migration for temporary employment, defined as lasting no more than a total of six months during a calendar year. Such permits are issued only for employment in seasonal economic activities, by a specific employer. If vacant positions have been foreseen in the report concerning labour needs in the specific region as described above, employers wishing to hire temporary workers can submit an application for migration of a specific worker. The application must be accompanied by a letter of guarantee from a bank in the amount equivalent to one month of the minimum wage, which is returned to the employer after the expiration of the residence permit and the exit of the migrant from Greek territory.
It should be noted that this procedure for temporary dependent employment is indeed utilized by many employers in the agricultural sector. In the first five months of 2006, applications had been submitted by employers for the temporary farm labour of approximately 16,000 migrants, of which nearly 14,000 had been requested for one specific region of Greece, that of Central Macedonia, which also accounted for the vast majority of such permits issued in 2005 (34,000 of 44,000). 
Prerequisites for migration for independent employment include submission of an application to the Greek consulate in the country of origin along with a technical study as to the feasibility of the proposed economic activity. The major difference in prerequisites specified in the new migration legislation that came into force in January 2006 and those of the preceding law is that the applicants are now required to show that they have adequate resources for their activity, defined as at least 60,000 Euro. This much stiffer economic requirement is expected to result in a decrease in the number applications for such permits.
The new migration law, as previous laws, foresees sanctions for employers who engage unauthorised migrants. Specifically, such employers are subject to a monetary fine ranging from 3,000 to 15,000 Euro for each illegally employed migrant and a jail sentence of at least three months. In case the offence is repeated, the minimum jail sentence is six months. It should be noted however, that labour inspections are relatively sparse and when carried out, rarely result in citations. Because of limited monitoring and control, employers apparently have little fear that they will be discovered or sanctioned, and therefore have little incentive to formalize their employment relationships with migrants (Cavounidis 2006c).
As for legal provisions concerning social benefits, unauthorised migrants do not have access to such benefits. It should be noted, however, that the children of unauthorised migrants can register and attend public schools of all levels.

1.4. Causes of illegal migration
The labour demand that has attracted migrants to Greece and other countries of Southern Europe over the last decades differs radically from the labour demand that fanned migration from these countries to northern Europe in the decades after World War II. According to the “South European model of immigration” put forward by King (2000), migration from southern to northern Europe was driven by industrial labour demand and peasants in southern Europe were recruited to work at formal jobs in large enterprises. In contrast, present-day migration into southern Europe corresponds to demand for flexible labour mainly in small-scale enterprises, many of which are characterized by seasonality of activity. Agriculture, fishing, construction, tourism and and personal services such as domestic and care work are sectors where demand is strong. Informal employment in these sectors in these countries has a long history, pre-dating the arrival of significant numbers of migrants, rendering them prime sites for the use of the labour of unauthorised migrants.
Indeed, the vast majority of migrants in Greece perform low-skilled or unskilled manual work in sectors which are characterised by seasonality and/or a tradition of informality of labour relationships.  Employment in such sectors is typical not only of unauthorised migrants but also of authorised migrants, regardless of their educational and technical qualifications, which are often considerable. Substantial proportions of migrants, particularly of those from the former Soviet Union, are university graduates, while noteworthy proportions of migrants from countries of Central and Eastern Europe are graduates of technical and vocational schools (Cavounidis 2003b). In nearly all such cases, these valuable educational and technical qualifications are underutilized.
The concentration of migrants in branches of economic activity marked by seasonality and informality is revealed by data of the 2001 population census. Over 60% of male migrants were employed in agriculture, fishing, or construction (Table 3). At the same time, over 60% of female migrants were engaged in agriculture, hotels and restaurants (mainly as cleaners and washers), and private households (as domestic workers and care workers), with the latter accounting for more than one-third of the employment of female migrants (Table 4). A remarkable 77% of all women employed in private households were migrants, while only 8% of all employed women were migrants. 

Apart from labour demand for low-skilled and unskilled work in sectors characterized by seasonality and informality, there are additional factors which create conditions conducive to illegal migration. As mentioned previously, Greece’s land borders to the north are characterized by mountainous terrain that is exceptionally difficult to patrol, while its long coastline and myriad islands and islets pose similar patrol difficulties. While multiple channels for legal migration exist, the complex bureaucratic procedures required of potential migrants and employers would appear to increase the “attractiveness” of illegal migration, even though the new migration legislation that came into force in January 2006 represents an important improvement over previous legislation in terms of bureaucracy. The accumulation of an unauthorised migrant population is the result not only of illegal migration but also of lapse into unauthorised status by those who were of regular status, as has been observed in other countries of Southern Europe (Reyneri 1998).
2. Main Characteristics of the specific policy
2.1 Analysis of the main objectives and components
The policy of regularisation under focus here was included as one of many articles in the new migration law of Greece that was legislated in August 2005 and came into effect in January 2006. Among the main aims of Law 3386/2005 were 1) to provide a rational framework for the management of migration, taking the needs and conditions of Greek economy and society into account, 2) to simplify bureaucratic procedures through unification of the residence and work permits, 3) to introduce provisions for long-term residents, 4) to facilitate family reunification, and 5) to provide for a comprehensive programme for the integration of migrants into Greek society.
The regularisation programme that was provided for in Law 3386/2005 aimed to confront the reality that an unauthorised population of migrants had accumulated and to bring many of these migrants into legality on the basis of certain criteria outlined below. It was considered that the regularisation of migrants could contribute towards important objectives where the interests of the state and the migrants coincide. Among these was the acquisition of legal status and legal rights which would greatly reduce the vulnerability of migrants to exploitation and to violation of human rights. Another important objective was to bring migrants out of irregular employment relationships and the informal economy where their employment is not governed by the terms and conditions provided for by law. The transfer of employment from the informal to the formal sector is to the benefit not only of migrants, but also benefits natives as it decreases the extent of unfair competition posed by those working under substandard terms and conditions of employment. Moreover, emergence from the informal economy benefits the public as a whole in that migrants in legal employment make contributions to, and thereby increase the revenue of, state-controlled social security funds which are in financial crisis and often subsidized by the state. Finally, another important objective was to diminish the extent of social exclusion and facilitate the social integration of migrants. As has been widely noted, marginalization of segments of the population often gives rise to social tensions and divisions which undermine social cohesion.
The regularisation policy foreseen in Law 3386/2005 concerned two categories of unauthorised migrants on Greek territory. The first, provided for in paragraph 10 of Article 91, is that of unauthorised migrants who had had a residence permit that was extended until 30.6.2004 or had had a residence permit that expired at some later date, and who had not renewed these permits. In other words, they were migrants who had been legal but became unauthorised by failing to renew. A main requirement for them to become legal once again was that they fulfill obligations to social security funds. Specifically, they were required to provide evidence that they were covered for at least 150 workdays per year after July 1, 2003. Those who could not provide such evidence were allowed to purchase the corresponding social security stamps. It should be noted that labour law foresees that social security contributions are made jointly by employer and employee in set proportions, with the employer paying a larger proportion than the employee. 
The second category of migrants provided for, according to paragraph 11 of Article 91, were those who could prove that they had entered Greece before 31.12.2004. Proof of entry could be an entry visa or a stamp of entry in the passport. Other means of proof of  presence in Greece before the end of 2004 were the following documents with dates: 1) submission of application for residence permit on basis of humanitarian reasons, 2) acquisition of a tax identification number (A.F.M.), 3) verification by a social insurance fund as to contributions made, or 4) rejection of an application for asylum. Among the requirements for issue of a residence permit to migrants of this category were submission of a statutory declaration stating that the reason for presence in Greece was performance of a specified occupation and stating the names of dependent spouse and children residing in Greece. Further requirements were a health certificate issued by a state hospital indicating that the applicant did not have a contagious disease which could pose a threat to public health, proof that the migrant had purchased 150 workdays’ worth of social insurance stamps, proof that a health booklet had been applied for, and an application fee of 150 Euros.
As for the policy formation process that led to the draft law which was then amended and legislated as Law 3386/2005, a special committee was created in the Ministry of the Interior which then carried out consultations with various bodies. These included other ministries that share responsibilities for migration such as the Ministry of Employment and Social Protection and the Ministry of Public Order, as well as bodies such as the General Confederation of Labour (GSEE), and various migrant associations that correspond to main countries of origin of the migrants in Greece. 
After the new law was adopted by Parliament, an information campaign was organized to inform migrants about the new legislation and especially about the regularisation programme. Previous experience had shown the importance of such measures. Apart from announcements in the mass media, representatives of various migrant communities were called to the Ministry to be informed about the new provisions. The relevant articles of the law were translated into French, English, Albanian, Russian, Bulgarian, Romanian and Arabic. A leaflet was prepared in each of these languages explaining in simpler, non-legalistic language, the basic prerequisites for participation and giving instructions as to completion of the application form. It should be noted that in the first regularisation programme, lack of such material had the consequence that migrants often waited hours in queues only to ask questions. 

2.2. Implementation of the policy
Several levels of government were involved in implementation of the programme. The migrants of the first category who had overstayed their permits were required first to obtain work permits from the Labour Directorates of the prefectures. Subsequently they were required, as were migrants of the second category, to submit applications for residence permits to the municipal or community authorities. Then these authorities sent the applications to regional authorities. It should be noted that there are approximately 1100 municipalities in Greece, located in 52 prefectures, which are grouped into 13 regions. The procedure also involved public hospitals, which were responsible for conducting health examinations and issuing the health certificates.
In preparation for implementation, educational and training programmes were organized for the personnel of local and regional authorities that would be involved.  These programmes aimed not only to inform about procedures but to sensitise the personnel vis-à-vis migrants and improve their behaviour towards migrants. Although these programmes were carried out in many areas of Greece, it was not possible for them to cover all 1100 local governments. 
In order to support the local authorities assigned major responsibilities in the application process, it was decided that they would receive 30% of the revenue from the application fees collected from the migrants, to cover their related operating costs. In addition, special software programmes for organization of the data were distributed to them free of charge.
Among the main obstacles to the smooth implementation of the programme were the long queues that formed at offices of local authorities, challenging the patience and nerves of both migrants and civil servants. Serious delays were encountered at the public hospitals encharged with the health component. There was a large backlog of migrants waiting to be examined; in many cases, it required one or two months or even more to complete the necessary examinations and receive the certificate. Lengthy delays were also frequent with respect to the purchase of social insurance stamps required of the migrants. The deadline for filing applications was extended by four months, until 30 April 2006. It should be noted that major administrative and organisational deficiencies plagued the first regularisation programme (Cavounidis 2003; Cavounidis 2006a) as well as the second (Glytsos 2005) and although the third programme certainly had its administrative shortcomings, these were not as serious as in the previous two programmes.
Adjustment of the policies was necessary during the implementation process, as is typical of reuglarisation programmes since circumstances and situations of migrants exist which are not foreseen by the policymakers and specialists who hammer out the details of such programmes. In this particular regularisation programme, interpretative regulations were issued in order to clarify such cases. The general spirit of these regulations was to interpret “grey areas” in such a way so as to facilitate the participation of migrants desiring to regularise and the task of the public agencies involved.

Results of the regularisation policy were that approximately 145,000 migrants submitted applications for regularisation. More specifically, approximately 50,000 were submitted by unauthorised migrants who had overstayed their residence permits without renewing (as foreseen in paragraph 10 of Article 91) and 95,000 by migrants who did not have  residence permits which had expired but could prove by other means that they had entered Greece before the end of December 2004 (as foreseen in paragraph 11 of Article 91). By June 15, 2006, 19,000 residence permits had been issued, 2,000 applications had been rejected, mainly on the grounds of inadequate proof as to length of time in Greece, while the great bulk of application remained to be adjudicated. 
The total number of applications – 145,000 - is small compared to the numbers observed in the first and second regularisation programmes. In the first programme of 1998, 370,000 unauthorised migrants participated in the first or registration phase, of which 220,000 continued to the second stage, in which proof of social security contributions was required. The second programme of 2001 drew approximately 350,000 applications. 
It is of course difficult to assess the proportions of unauthorised migrants who participated in each regularisation effort, given that there are no reliable estimates of the unauthorised population at the points in time when the programmes were implemented. However, it is undoubtedly the case that a major reason for the decrease in number of applications was the stiffness of the prerequisites that were adopted in the third programme, which rendered many unauthorised migrants desiring regularisation ineligible to apply. 
In the first programme, the residence requirement was minimal; the programme began on January 1, 1998 and the unauthorised migrants were required to have been present in Greece at the time of the publication of the regularisation decrees on November 28, 1997. In order to proceed to the second stage of the programme, 40 days’ worth of social insurance contributions were required. The second programme began in June 2001 and the unauthorised migrants had to prove they had been living in Greece since at least June 2, 2000. They were allowed to prove this by various means such as by submission of telephone or utility bills in their name, their children’s school report cards or monthly bus passes. Alternatively, they could purchase social insurance stamps to cover the 12-month period. 
It is readily apparent that the criteria of the third programme, as outlined above, are stricter with respect both to social security obligations and means of proof of residence. There were specific reasons that guided the adoption of stricter criteria in the third programme. First, the residence requirements were designed taking into account the objective that new waves of unauthorised migration not be encouraged by the prospect of regularisation. With respect to means of proof of residence, it had been observed in the 2001 programme that forgery of documents was widespread in the attempt to provide evidence of residence. In order to minimize the occurrence of false documents, residence could be proven in the third programme only by documents whose issuance was secure and could be verified. As for the requirement of 150 days’ worth of social security contributions, it was considered that the regularisation effort should focus on migrants who were working, and that migrants who had worked legally and steadily made the obligatory social security contributions, thereby remaining in legality, should not be “penalised” for their conformity with the law. In other words, the criteria were crafted with concern about the “signals” or “messages” that would be sent to potential migrants abroad and to authorised and unauthorised migrants present in Greece.  
Unsurprisingly, the stricter criteria of the third programme were subject to intense criticism on many sides. During the Parliamentary discussion of the proposed migration law of which the provisions for regularisation formed a part, the main opposition party, socialist Pasok, as well as smaller opposition parties of the Left, called for the legalisation of as many undocumented migrants as possible, warning that the strict residence criteria would exclude large numbers of unauthorised migrants. The General Confederation of Labour (GSEE) expressed similar views. Various migrant associations also heavily criticised the eligibility requirements and protested their excessive restrictiveness. 
It appears that the final figure of 145,000 applicants fell short of the number of unauthorised migrants anticipated by government officials to participate in the programme. While the criteria for regularisation were purposefully adopted on the basis of a specific rationale as outlined above, it is possible that different criteria might have been selected had it been known that large numbers of migrants would remain unauthorised. At the same time, however, it is clear that the government would not have gone far in the other direction and consider options such as the unconditional amnesty of all unauthorised migrants.
As for internal evaluation measures during the implementation of the procedure, there were none applied other than the constant monitoring of the numbers of applications that had been submitted in various regions of Greece. 

3. Evaluation of the impact of the policy on irregular migrants and irregular migration
When comparing the results of programme with its objectives, it should be noted first that the important goal of extending legal status in order to protect the human rights of migrants was achieved for the migrants participating, but as already mentioned, it was known from the outset of the programme that the restrictive criteria, which were chosen for specific reasons, would disqualify many unauthorised migrants from participation, and the number of applications was indeed smaller than in the previous two programmes. The proportion that applicants in the third programme represented of the total unauthorised population at the time remains unknown.
In October 2006, several months after completion of the programme, the government announced that the regularisation effort would be extended to include those who could provide types of documents to prove length of residence in Greece that were not allowed in the initial programme, indicating recognition by the government that the initial requirements were indeed excessively restrictive, and regret that so many unauthorised migrants were thereby disqualified. If approved by Parliament, as expected, the following documents can be submitted as proof that the migrant resided in Greece before December 3, 2004: 1) a certificate that his or her child was enrolled in a primary or secondary school in Greece, 2) a birth certificate showing that his or her child was born in Greece, 3) a decision that rejected renewal of a residence permit unless the reasons for rejection pertained to public security 4) a residence permit that had not been renewed even though provided for by law 2910 of 2001.
With regard to the objective of transferring employment from the informal to the formal sector, it is difficult to formulate conclusions concerning the effectiveness of the policy. With regularisation, migrants gained the legal prerequisites to take on legal employment, but as research has shown (Cavounidis 2003b), even legal migrants very often take on undeclared jobs, given that employers remain reluctant to hire them legally, preferring not to pay social security contributions and make aspects of their activities known to the authorities. Of course, this reluctance is conditioned by the lax control of the labour market. It should be noted that the criteria for participation in the third regularisation programme were such that proof of legal employment at the time of application was not required; the requisite 150 workdays’ worth of social security stamps could be purchased, contrary to usual practice.
With respect to the goal of facilitating social inclusion, acquisition of legal status is obviously a minimal though not sufficient condition for inclusion.  It should be noted that with this third regularisation programme, prospects for social inclusion are greatly improved, given that the regularisation policy came as part of a broader framework that increases access to more permanent status. In the previous programmes, regularisation did not lead to relatively secure status but to what has been described as “legalization under suspension” (Glytsos 2005), a phase lasting ten years in which migrants were repeatedly required to renew temporary residence permits of short duration until they became entitled to apply for status as long-term residents. With the new provisions, and in accordance with EU guidelines, this period has been shortened to five years. In addition, access to family reunification has been facilitated, again in accordance with EU guidelines. The fact that the policy of regularisation has been applied in tandem with a broader framework leading to social inclusion is perhaps one of the most positive aspects of the present policy. It should be noted, however, that criticism has been leveled at the government with respect to the prerequisites specified for acquisition of this long-term status and especially concerning the level of annual income required to qualify and the level of the application fee (Triandafyllidou 2005). 
A consideration of the positive and negative aspects of the policy of regularisation implemented in 2005-2006 should also include examination of the eligibility criteria adopted and of implementation. As for the former, it has already been mentioned that relatively restrictive criteria were chosen for specific reasons pertaining to concerns about implications for future illegal migration, and resulted in the exclusion of many migrants. As for implementation, administrative deficiencies and delays were less severe than in previous programmes but still widespread enough to have the serious consequence of undermining the effectiveness of the policy, given that long queues meant lost work days and income, thereby creating disincentives for participation, as in previous programmes (Cavounidis 2006a).

Another dimension of implementation that must be assessed in terms of its positive and negative aspects is that of the level of government involved. Following a general trend in decentralisation of government, in the third regularisation programme local governments were called on to undertake the administration of submission of applications. But the more than 1100 municipalities and communities all over Greece presented great variation in their ability to carry out this immense task.
Among the lessons Greece has learned from its experience with illegal migration and three regularisation programmes is that implementation of regularisation programmes does not solve the problem of illegal migration. As has been widely noted, implementation of the policy of regularisation is an admission of the failure of migration policy to effectively manage migration flows and it must therefore be accompanied by revision of past policies that have failed. Policy directions that have frequently been cited as offering promise in the attempt to combat illegal migration are the opening of legal channels of migration and the forging of bilateral agreements between sending and receiving countries (e.g. Papademetriou 2005, Papademetriou 2006).
Greece’s experience with the policy of regularisation has also shown that one of the biggest policy challenges is not only to bring unauthorised migrants into legality but to keep them in legality. The data concerning applications submitted in the third programme verify previous assessments that lapse into unauthorised status is a common phenomenon and accounts for a significant proportion of the unauthorised migrant population. The extent of overlap among applicants in the three regularisation programmes carried out to date is unknown but is no doubt considerable. The unauthorised migrant population appears to have a fluid nature, as individuals change their status and often move in and out of irregularity over time.
An important challenge is to understand the reasons for this fluidity and make prevention of reversion to irregular status a policy priority. The factors contributing to the phenomenon must be carefully studied. The first sphere that should come under focus is that of the labour market and particularly the interaction of irregular immigrants with the informal economy; unless this relation is addressed with new policies, it is likely that regularisation may have little impact on employment relationships, leading to more regularisations in the future (Papademetriou et al 2004). Another sphere that should come under scrutiny is that of the administrative practices surrounding regularisation programmes and the permit renewal process. These two spheres are crucial in shaping the context of incentives and disincentives in which migrants develop courses of action with respect to legality and illegality. For example, lack of labour market control reinforces the reluctance of employers to formalise their employment relationships with migrants while days of queuing at administrative offices results in lost wages and renders legality a costly affair for migrants (Cavounidis 2006c). 
In the Greek experience, one of the thorniest policy issues has been that of the employment or social insurance criteria to be adopted for regularisation and for the renewal of permits. A minimum number of social security stamps has been required as proof of legal employment, or, when open purchase of stamps is allowed, as compensatory payment to the social security funds. This is a sticky issue particularly in light of the fact that in Greece, informal employment is widespread not only among the migrants but also among natives. Policies concerning regularisation and permit renewal by migrants should on the one hand encourage employment in the formal as opposed to the informal sector but at the same time must not be at such great odds with the realities of the labour market that migrants are prone to lapse into irregular status. 
It should be noted that in October 2006, the government announced that it would introduce legislation to amend some of the present requirements concerning renewal of permits, indicating recognition of the realities of the labour market and of the difficulties faced by migrants in their attempts to secure formal labour relationships. More specifically, status with respect to social security contributions will be calculated not on an annual basis but on a biannual basis, so as to facilitate permit renewal by those who have more than the required number of insured workdays one year and fewer than those required the other year. In addition, it will become possible for migrants to openly purchase up to 20% of the social security stamps required for renewal of the permit, in other words, outside of employment relationships. 

4. Summary of conclusions

Greece continues to wrestle with the challenges posed by illegal migration and the accumulation of an unauthorised population. At the end of April 2006 the third Greek regularisation programme was completed. Stricter criteria were adopted in this programme in order to discourage future illegal migration and the number of applicants was smaller than in previous programmes. The considerations that must be taken into account when criteria for regularisation are selected are very complex and there are important trade-offs that must be weighed carefully. One issue that has particularly perplexed Greek policy-makers and has been a main focus of the policy debate is that of the framing of regularisation and renewal requirements regarding employment relationships and social insurance contributions. On the one hand, an important goal is to frame requirements such as to encourage formal as opposed to informal employment but on the other hand, frame them in a way that they are not at such great odds with the realities of the labour market that employers and migrants have strong disincentives to enter formal labour relationships and make social security contributions.
Perhaps the biggest lesson Greece has learned from attempts to deal with the unauthorised population through the policy of regularisation is that this policy must be accompanied by many other measures if it is to be effective. The challenge is not only to legalise migrants, but to prevent future illegal migration and to adopt policies and administrative practices which will facilitate the efforts of migrants to remain legal and to successfully integrate in the host society.

Migration offers new opportunities that can be taken advantage of by host countries but at the same time migration can be the source of new divisions, tensions, and problems that threaten social cohesion. The effective management of migration flows and the successful integration of migrants constitute major policy challenges for migrant-receiving countries. The consequences of failure in these two key areas will be exceptionally dire both in terms of human rights and in terms of social cohesion. Recognition that outcomes with respect to migrant flows and migrant integration depend largely on the ability of governments to design and implement effective policies renders the exchange and evaluation of the policy experience of different states an utmost necessity.
Table 1

Foreign Population of Greece: Main Nationalities by Gender

	All nationalities
	Total
	As % of all nationalities
	Men
	Women
	Men as % of total

	Total
	762.191
	100,0%
	415.552
	346.639
	54,5%

	Albania
	438.036
	57,5%
	257.149
	180.887
	58,7%

	Bulgaria
	35.104
	4,6%
	13.888
	21.216
	39,6%

	Georgia
	22.875
	3,0%
	9.839
	13.036
	43,0%

	Rumania
	21.994
	2,9%
	12.447
	9.547
	56,6%

	U.S.A.
	18.140
	2,4%
	8.805
	9.335
	48,5%

	Russian Federation
	17.535
	2,3%
	6.545
	10.990
	37,3%

	Cyprus
	17.426
	2,3%
	8.284
	9.124
	47,5%

	Ukraine
	13.616
	1,8%
	3.342
	10.274
	24,5%

	United Kingdom
	13.196
	1,7%
	5.269
	7.927
	39,9%

	Poland
	12.831
	1,7%
	5.876
	6.055
	45,6%

	Germany
	11.806
	1,5%
	4.746
	7.060
	40,2%

	Australia
	8.767
	1,1%
	4.105
	4.662
	46,8%

	Turkey
	7.881
	1,0%
	3.998
	3.993
	50,7%

	Armenia
	7.742
	1,0%
	3.615
	4.127
	46,7%

	Egypt
	7.448
	1,0%
	5.693
	1.755
	76,4%

	India
	7.216
	1,0%
	6.722
	494
	93,1%

	Iraq
	6.936
	0,9%
	4.841
	2.095
	69,8%

	Philippines
	6.478
	0,8%
	1.529
	4.949
	23,6%

	Canada
	6.049
	0,8%
	2.923
	3.126
	48,3%

	Italy
	5.825
	0,8%
	2.757
	3.068
	47,3%

	Moldova
	5.716
	0,7%
	1.709
	4.007
	29,9%

	Syria
	5.552
	0,7%
	4.400
	1.152
	79,2%

	France
	5.267
	0,7%
	2.136
	3.131
	40,5%


Source: National Statistical Service of Greece, Population Census of 2001
Table 2
Greek and Foreign nationals by Age
	 
	Greek nationals
	Foreign nationals

	Age
	Persons
	in %
	Persons
	in %

	0-14
	1 536 553
	15.1%
	127 090
	16.7%

	15-19
	666 080
	6.5%
	059 635
	7.8%

	20-24
	739 608
	7.3%
	093 511
	12.3%

	25-29
	733 529
	7.2%
	107 443
	14.1%

	30-44
	2 189 958
	21.5%
	239 819
	31.5%

	45-64
	2 464 067
	24.2%
	108 008
	14.2%

	65+
	1 842 111
	18.1%
	026 685
	3.5%

	Total population
	10 171 906
	100%
	762 191
	100%


Source: National Statistical Service of Greece, Population Census of 2001
Table 3
Total employed population and foreign employed population of Greece aged 15 and over by branch of economic activity: Men
	
	Employed foreigners
	Employed foreigners as % of all employed foreigners
	Total employed
	Employed foreigners as % of total employed

	Total


	270,699
	- - -
	2,596,884
	10.4%

	Agriculture, hunting and forestry
	52,127
	19.2%
	345,068
	15.1%

	Fishing


	1,591
	5.9%
	12,829
	12.4%

	Mining and quarrying
	628
	0.2%
	10,504
	6.0%

	Manufacturing


	39,195
	14.5%
	349,385
	11.2%

	Electricity, gas and water supply
	525
	0.2%
	30,405
	1.7%

	Construction

	94,895
	35.0%
	339,606
	27.9%

	Wholesale and retail trade; vehicle repair
	23,959
	8.8%
	373,671
	6.4%

	Hotels and restaurants
	13,481
	5.0%
	135,683
	9.9%

	Transport, storage, communications
	8,720
	3.2%
	223,915
	3.9%

	Financial intermediation
	823
	0.3%
	53,882
	1.5%

	Real estate, renting and business activities
	5,598
	2.1%
	122,065
	4.6%

	Public administration and defense
	2,515
	0.9%
	216,665
	1.2%

	Education


	1,863
	0.7%
	95,056
	2.0%

	Health and social work
	1,642
	0.6%
	65,067
	2.5%

	Other service activities
	4,029
	1.5%
	74,019
	5.4%

	Private households with employees
	1,982
	0.7%
	3,429
	57.8%

	Extra-territorial organizations
	177
	0.1%
	548
	32.3%

	Not specified


	16,949
	6.3%
	145,087
	11.7%


Source: National Statistical Service of Greece, Population Census of 2001
Table 4
Total employed population and foreign employed population of Greece aged 15 and over by branch of economic activity: Women
	
	Employed foreigners
	Employed foreigners as % of all employed foreigners
	Total employed


	Employed foreigners as % of total employed

	Total


	120,884
	- - -
	1,505,065
	8.0%

	Agriculture, hunting, forestry
	14,627
	12.1%
	228,648
	6.4%

	Fishing


	331
	0.2%
	5,124
	6.4%

	Mining and quarrying
	20
	0.0%
	842
	2.4%

	Manufacturing


	9,620
	8.0%
	143,463
	6.7%

	Electricity, gas and water supply
	44
	0.0%
	6,831
	0.6%

	Construction


	1,067
	0.9%
	11,018
	9.7%

	Wholesale and retail trade; vehicle repair 
	7,134
	5.9%
	231,778
	3.1%

	Hotels and restaurants

 
	16,914
	14.0%
	98,642
	17.2%

	Transport, storage, communications
	2,001
	1.6%
	43,929
	4.6%

	Financial intermediation
	683
	0.6%
	52,033
	1.3%

	Real estate, renting and business activities
	9,009
	7.4%
	116,274
	7.7%

	Public administration and defense 
	951
	7.9%
	104,211
	0.9%

	Education


	3,862
	3.2%
	154,638
	2.5%

	Health and social work
	3,670
	3.0%
	119,643
	3.1%

	Other service activities


	3,236
	2.7%
	61,849
	5.2%

	Private households with employees
	41,776
	34.6%
	54,298
	76.9%

	Extra-territorial organizations 
	169
	0.1%
	533
	31.7%

	Not specified


	5,770
	4.8%
	71,311
	8.1%


Source: National Statistical Service of Greece, Population Census of 2001
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