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Abstract:



The economic stability is the main goal of every country’s administration, contributing to the decrease of uncertainty, creating an attractive business environment, attracting foreign direct investment and contributing to economic growth, which increases the standard of living, reduces income inequalities, represents a sustainable development for the country and puts an end to the migration process. Migration flows lower the demographic resources of the states going through this process and consequently they compromise the possibility for future generations to support a sustainable economic growth. Migration is a process with an aggressive and alarming manifestation in Romania and Bulgaria, raising the problem of the future capacity of these countries to ensure long-term economic and social sustainability and requiring an analysis framework from a scientific perspective. The current study proposes a comparative study to identify the important determinants of international migration in the EU28 and analyses the impact of remittances on economic growth/stability and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria—Central and Eastern Europe countries—for the period between 1990 and 2015. The main contribution of the present study consists in emphasising the common determinants of the two countries regarding the migration process and at the same time providing solutions to improve government policies to contribute to the economic and social sustainability. The authors employed a multiple regression model and the correlation analysis, and tested 8 hypotheses for Romania and Bulgaria. The results indicated that the main determinants of the migration process in Romania and Bulgaria are the inflation rate, the income inequality and household consumption expenditure. Furthermore, the results indicated that there is not a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate in Romania and Bulgaria. In addition, there is a direct relationship (negative and with average intensity) between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate in Romania but not in Bulgaria. In the case of Romania and Bulgaria, the results indicate that there is a direct relationship with a similar intensity between the remittances received/capita and the unemployment rate, the household final consumption and income inequality.
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1. Introduction


Sometimes, migration is perceived as a threat to the labour market, to the security of incomes, to employment and to local culture. According to Giddens [1], people accept paying taxes to show solidarity with people like them, who share the same values and principles and who are not immigrants. The problem with migrants is more delicate. The migration flows affect the demography of the sender country and of the host country. The decrease in the numbers of an active population in a state means a decrease in the number of human resources, births, people who contribute to the state budget by paying taxes and fees, qualified workers which in the long term weakens the economic basis of a country and its capacity to support development. Migration has ambivalent effects for the countries of origin and for the host countries. In time, the countries of origin are the most affected, because the migrants intend to reach the developed countries which by migration solve many of their demographic problems. Any economy characterised by massive migration outflows tends to compensate the losses in human resources by exploiting the land and the underground and by energy-intensive production, raising questions regarding the possibility of future sustainable development. We start from the premise that there is a negative influence relation between the migration outflows from developing countries and their sustainability.



Migration is considered a wealth-generating phenomenon for the country of origin and the host country in the context of over 200 million people living in another country other than their country of origin [2]. In the paper Migration and Remittances. Recent Developments and Outlook, the causes of migration include different income and political and demographic factors. The same paper states that the global minimisation of the negative effects and the manner in which the positive effects are amplified represent the main aspects associated with migration [3]. Migration has both positive and negative effects. According to Rosenzweig [4], for example, the positive effects of migration consist, among others, in the increase of the price of qualified work on the emigrants’ market of origin, an increase of the income by remittances and an increase of investments, especially in education. The negative effects are correlated with the demographic decrease, labour market unbalance, and according to Antman [5], with psychological effects on the families who stay in the country of origin. The effect of remittances is considerable for the emerging and less developed states. If remittances emphasise the inequalities in the sender country, emigration will stimulate emigration [6]. Emigration is a self-fed process. The migrants established on other territories will help other people to migrate, offering at the same time the example of success and of beneficial chances away from the country of origin, where the living conditions are unsatisfactory for the remaining population. In the case of emerging states (countries with high development potential like Brazil, Russia, India, China, Mexico, Turkey, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria and many others), in 2009 global remittances represented 1.9% of GDP, and in the case of less developed states they represented 5.4% of GDP. The difficulties for these countries appear when migration takes the form of brain drain [2]. Sometimes, migration contributes to the demographic balance of the destination countries and to the economic balance of the countries of origin. According to Skeldon [7], the demographic balance is reflected in the composition of the population from the point of view of births, deaths and net migration (the difference between immigrants and emigrants). Births and immigration contribute to the population growth and deaths and emigration contribute to the population decline. According to the demographic balance, emigration determines the decrease in the number of individuals in a country, especially of the active ones. Remittances are money earned by immigrants in the host country, which go into circulation in the market of the country of origin. The volume of remittances is under-evaluated, because they do not always officially reach the immigrants’ country of origin. If in the developed countries the foreigners represent cheap labour used in some sectors with the purpose of remaining competitive on the market, remittances represent important sources of income for the migrant sending countries [8].



Their impact is generally positive, with an effect of multiplication. Remittances directly and indirectly raise the national income, the rates of investments and consumption (a great part of remittances are used to purchase land and housing) and the demand. In addition, they stimulate the production and creation of jobs and implicitly the income of the families who do not receive remittances, they are introduced into the educational and health systems. However, they also manifest negative effects like an increase in income inequality, a decrease of the interest of those who receive them to be active in the labour market, the creation of dependence on these amounts because the beneficiaries of remittances lose their motivation to work, relying exclusively on the amounts sent regularly by the members of the family who are settled outside the country, inflation pressures because the remittances are money without coverage in domestic production. The retreat of the population from the labour market and the inflation pressures lead to an unbalance which on average and over the long term creates pressures on the economic safety of future generations and implicitly on sustainability. We must state that remittances are not totally reinvested in the formal economy. The distribution of incomes depends on the situation of the beneficiary families, if they are poor or rich [9]. The degree of wealth of a family benefitting from remittances dictates how they will be used. The poor families channel their remittances towards expenses for products of subsistence, while the rich families invest them especially in real estate, education and health.



Remittances are used to purchase real estate as a safe and long-term investment. This is the context in which migration is seen as a positive externality. Romanians and Bulgarians try by migration to ensure their material status. The remittances are directed towards the purchase of land and buildings, or constructions. Often, the decision to emigrate is directly proportional to the possibility to purchase a house. As the income in the country of origin is too low to reach such an objective, people choose to migrate. Many Romanians and Bulgarians send a part of their income earned abroad with the precise purpose of investing in real estate, with the intention to go back to their country of origin and stay there.



In the speciality literature regarding remittances, there are studies on: the relationship between remittances and the development of the financial sector [10], the effects of remittances on children’s education and school attendance [11], the relationship between remittances and legislation [12], the net effects of migration and remittances on income distribution [13], the effect of remittances on the residents of an economy [14], the relationship between immigrants’ behaviour and their motivation to migrate and their attitude towards remittances [15,16,17], the relationship between remittances and economic growth [18,19,20] and also GDP growth [21] the influence of remittances on fiscal sustainability in dependent economies [22] and on sustainable development [23].



This research has the purpose to contribute to a field less studied: investigation of the determining factors of the migration process, and impact of international migrants’ remittances on the sustainable economic and social development of Romania and Bulgaria, countries geographically placed in Central and Eastern Europe. According to Daianu et al. [24], Romania and Bulgaria are among the countries with a relatively high dependence on remittances, offering security especially to poor and unemployed people, contributing to the increase of wealth and of national income, to import financing and to the decrease of current account deficit. In agreement with Haller [25,26], we make the distinction between sustainable economic development and sustainable social development, that is, the economic one is synonymous to growth, representing an increase of macro-indicators. When growth (economic development) influences a society by the increase of wealth, we are speaking about sustainable social development. Not any economic progress is positively influencing the society, therefore it is necessary to make the distinction between the two concepts, one quantitative and the other qualitative.



The investigation of the determinants of the migration process was performed by using migration economic factors like unemployment rate, inflation rate, and level of expenses/capita to analyse the macroeconomic balance. The analysis of economic growth was performed by measuring the impact of remittances on the increase of GDP/capita and on the income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria. The Gini coefficient used explains the impact of sustainable social development. As we presented above, there are few papers explaining the impact of remittances on sustainability. The current study intends to contribute by its results to the literature in the field, analysing also the impact of remittances on sustainable economic and social development in Romania and Bulgaria, countries on which no such comparative studies have been performed. The theoretical model tested is obtained as a result of the review of speciality literature, including relevant studies from the field of migration.




2. Literature Review


2.1.Conceptual Approach


The topic of migration is neither new, nor little discussed, on the contrary. Migration is analysed from a multi- and transdisciplinary perspective: geographically, economically, sociologically, psychologically, anthropologically, also from the perspective of causalities, theories and effects (Table 1).



The starting point in the theoretical analysis of migration is Solow model. Solow [55] considers that migrants contribute to an increase in the number of unqualified members of the population in the host country and to a decrease in incomes per capita, unlike Borjas [57,58], who explains the migration surplus as a an accumulation of benefits for the host country [59].



The migration theories made the object of many researches. Budnik [54] analyses from the standpoint of temporary migration (when the period of stay on another territory is up to a year), by analysis levels, the reasons for the decision to emigrate, the choice of destination, the markets, the utility and the mechanisms. Galbraith [36] associates the causality of migration with economic inequity. The population living illegally on the territory of a country forms a sub-class of second-hand residents, with no political representations and no civil rights. This sub-class is responsible for the worsening conditions on the labour market, the natives being affected by unemployment. Providing the migrants with civil rights results in bigger migration flows, as networks are formed and start functioning, while the entire phenomenon gets the nature of a political issue.



De Hein [60,61,62] analyses the myths of migration, reaching a series of conclusions: the period of the end of last century and the beginning of the present one is not characterised by massive migration waves; the cases of migration are not exclusively stories of poverty and misery, but, among other things, the manifestation of knowledge and the existence of networks; the relationship between migration and development is neither linear, nor directly proportional. Furthermore, the policies of development and trade liberalisation are not the most effective remedies against this phenomenon, as development stimulates and does not inhibit migration. Coyle [63] also refers to the myths of migration. She considers that migrants reduce welfare and weaken the health systems. However, the first-generation immigrants bring a net contribution to the state through the taxes they pay, which is higher than the value of medical care and of the benefits they get. There is a difference between the economic effects of old migration, compared to the ones of new migration. Coyle agrees that the expansion of migration needs an adaptation of infrastructure in the host country (more dwellings, more hospitals, more schools) and the migration waves are related to the income inequities in the countries of origin. The aggravation of poverty puts much pressure on migration, the destination being the rich countries.



According to the World Bank [3], migration brings advantages to the countries of origin if they are states with low incomes. The remittances represent for poor countries the main source of money for currency exchanges, the main possibility to reduce utter destitution, the main source of investments and capital accumulation. There are situations when migration becomes a mechanism for economic and demographic balance.



Studying migration in the EU, Kerr and Kerr [43] reached the conclusion that the migration flows are asymmetrical and heterogeneous: Sweden is preferred by refugees, Germany has a highly represented Turkish minority, while people of Moroccan origin prefer the Netherlands. The immigrants’ participation rates to the labour market are lower than those of the natives, especially in the countries where the benefits offered are abundant. The immigrants with a high level of education come from European states (a third are from developing European countries) but their level of education is poorer than the locals’. From the standpoint of causality, the authors consider that the mobility is due to the differences between incomes, also the living conditions and the oppressive regimes in the countries of origin. The choice of destination depends on financial factors, on personal security, on the distance from the country of origin, on the existence of migration networks.




2.2. Starting Point—Initial Migration Theories and Models


Free circulation across wide territories enables the mobility of the people looking for conditions able to guarantee or improve their wealth. The theories of mobility are not recent. One of the most famous classical theories was formulated by Zelinsky in 1971 [29]. The theory of territorial mobility considers migration a synonym of circulation, seen as a change of residence for a determined or undetermined period of time. The migration process is divided into five stages, starting with the Middle Ages and up to a future left at the discretion of our imagination or of reality, as events occur in time. The five stages go from a relatively low mobility, specific to the pre-modern period, to a relatively high one, specific to the modern period.



Migration is an intensely theorised topic, developed in micro- and macro-approaches (theories) [64], also mixt approaches, combinations of the first categories.



The micro-theories emphasise aspects of the system of values such as migrants’ wishes, expectations and resources, analysing the factors influencing individually the decision to migrate. This group of theories includes the expectancy-value model and the stress-threshold model, and the cost-benefit model. The expectancy-value model, developed by Crawford [65], is based on the hypothesis stating that behaviour depends on expectations and values. It is a cognitive model, according to which migrants make decisions according to economic factors and education [66]. The stress-threshold model, developed by Wolpert [67], describes the rational migrant’s behaviour before making the decision but not necessarily after that. According to the cost-benefit model, any decision generates positive effects (benefits) higher than the costs [68]. The migrant potential compares the costs—the available financial resources and the invested psychological resources to reach their purpose, with the benefits obtained—financial gains higher than those earned in their country of origin, in addition to personal security. The micro-theories explain how the macro- and the mezzo- factors are reflected in the individual decision to migrate.



The macro theories (pioneering gravity model, push and pull model) are focused on economic, demographic, political aspects and on characteristics specific to some regions and countries; for instance, legislation or global changes. The pioneering gravity model- or Ravenstein’s law (1885) [27]—considers that migration has economic causes—well-paid jobs and that the number of migrants diminishes with the increase of the distance from the country of origin [68]. Push and pull model, formulated by Lee in 1966 [64], considers that migration depends on factors specific to the place of origin, which push people to leave and on factors that pull individuals towards destinations with higher potential [56]. The push factors are economic (high unemployment rate, low level of payment, small income per capita). The pull factors are correlated with the regulations regarding migration and with the situation of the labour market in the host country.



The macro theories provide the best understanding of the factors promoting the voluntary migration phenomenon (the result of the personal decision to emigrate, based on several causes analysed by macro-theories) and the best explanation for involuntary migration [40,41].



The combination of micro and macro approaches formed the so-called mixed theories, of which the most relevant is the cost-usage theory, developed by Bogue. This theory combines specific elements of the push and pull model with elements of the cost-benefit model, by analysing the advantages and disadvantages offered by the countries of origin and of destination [69,70].



The mezzo theories analyse the person-community relations, which, in their turn, influence the decision to leave the place of origin to settle down elsewhere. These theories actually fill the gaps left by the other two approaches. The mezzo theories also explain why voluntary migration is a long-term process and why some regions are more susceptible to the phenomenon, regardless of their position of migrant senders or migrant receivers.



The micro, macro and mezzo theories combine, forming mixt theories with mutual components.



The micro, macro, mezzo and mixt theories are divided into two other categories, one explaining the causes of migration (the neo-classical theory, the new economics of migration theory, the dual labour market theory, the world systems theory), and one explaining the resistance of the phenomenon in time (the network theory of migration, the migration systems theory, the cumulative causation theory).



The neo-classical theory considers that migration is the result of the differences of income among markets and countries, that is, it is the result of the heterogeneity of the labour market [34]. The new economics of migration theory starts from the neo-classical theory but it moves the decision of migration from the individual to the small community, that is, the decision to leave one’s country of origin is not taken by each person apart but by their family [37,38]. Dual labour market theory correlates migration with structural changes, an important part being played by the demand. Developed by Piore in 1979 [32], this theory refers to the duality of the occupational structure and of the economic organisation in the developed states, where the capital-intensive branches provide good, safe and well-paid jobs, while the labour-intensive branches provide small wages, the capital being underused [70]. The world systems theory, developed by Collins et al. [35], considers migration the result of structural changes on the world markets induced by globalisation, by the increasing interdependence among countries and by the appearance of new forms of production.



The network theory of migration analyses the factors maintaining migration in time and in space, such as the existence of communities with a similar culture in the host country (networks). The people’s behaviour is not determined only by their own culture, by individual attitudes and by demographic features. An important role is played by social relations, stimulating or constraining the behaviour of the people involved [71]. According to the migration systems theory, migration influences the social, cultural, economic and institutional conditions in the host countries, and in the countries of origin [34]. Cumulative causation theory, initially developed by Myrdal [72], considers migration a self-generated and self-fed process, due to the existence of networks and of a migration culture. In a vicious circle, migration is presented as a divergent and never a convergent process [60,61,62].



Based on the analysis of these migration theories, we proposed in Table 2 a theoretical model of migration on types of migration, dimensions and indicators.


Table 2. Theoretical model of migration.





	
Theories of Migration






	
Theories/Concept

	
Dimension

	
Indicators




	
Macro [60,61,62,73,74]

	
economic characteristics

	
- well-paid jobs;

- high unemployment rate;

- low level of salaries;

- low income per capita.




	
demographic characteristics

	
- demographic crisis;

- existence of migration networks;

- change of social structure.




	
political characteristics

	
- political instability;

- political crises.




	
characteristics specific to some regions/countries

	
- legislation/regulations regarding migration.




	
Micro [65,67]

	
aspects of the system of values

	
- wishes;

- expectations;

- migrants’ resources;

- decision to migrate.




	
expectancy-value model

	
- expectations;

- values.




	
stress-threshold model

	
- the reason of migration in making decisions before/after migration;




	
cost-benefit model

	
- benefits (higher income than in the country of origin, personal safety)




	
Mezzo [64]

	
person-community relationship

	
- decision to leave the place of origin;




	
Theories Explaining the Causes of Migration




	
Theories/Concept

	
Dimension

	
Indicators




	
Neoclassical [34]

	
heterogeneity of labour market

	
- difference of income among markets and countries




	
The new economics of migration [37,38]

	
decision aspects

	
- the decision to emigrate is made by the family;




	
Dual labour market [32]

	
structural changes

	
- demand;

- offer: better, safer and well-paid jobs—in capital-intensive branches vs work-intensive jobs and low salaries—in branches where the capital is under-used.




	
World Systems [35]

	
structural changes

	
- new forms of production.




	
Theories Explaining the Resistance of the Phenomenon in Time




	
Theories/Concept

	
Dimension

	
Indicators




	
The network of migration [50,54]

	
cultural

	
- analyses the factors maintaining migration in time and space




	
Migration Systems [1,32,34]

	
aspects in the host countries and in the countries of origin

	
- social aspects;

- cultural aspects;

- economic aspects;

- institutional aspects.




	
Cumulative causation [60,61,62,72]

	
migration as a divergent process

	
- number of community networks;

- migration culture.










The literature presents various theories emphasizing several variables which explain the level and the causes of the migratory process. Based on the assumption that the macro theories provide the best understanding of the factors promoting the voluntary migration phenomenon and the best explanation for involuntary migration [40,41], the authors of this study decided to emphasis the economic characteristics.



The economic stability is the main goal of every country administration and it is measured by the degree of achievement of their economic goals, including the increase of individual welfare mirrored in measures such as economic growth (GDP/capita growth rate), low employment, price stability, or growing consumption [75].



The promotion of economic stability contributes to the decrease of uncertainty, creates an attractive business environment, attracts foreign direct investment, contributing to economic growth, which increases the standard of living, reduces income inequalities, representing a sustainable development for the country and stops among others the migration process.



Remittances remain one of the primary sources of financing for economic growth in dependent economies.



As we can see, the literature does not present comparative studies on Romania and Bulgaria regarding the impact of remittances on economic growth and income inequality and on the evolution of the migratory process within EU28. The authors propose in this comparative study to identify the important determinants of the international migration in the EU28 and analyse the impact of remittances on economic growth/stability and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria for the period 1990–2015.



This study will enable the authors to identify the common elements of the two countries regarding the migration process and at the same time will be able to provide solutions to improve government policies in reducing inequalities in society.



To examine and highlight the main causes of the migration process and to illustrate the main economic impacts of remittances in Romania and Bulgaria within the EU28, in Figure 1 we suggest the research model to be tested.


Figure 1. Research model. Source: made by authors.
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2.3. Analysis of Remittances in the Case of Romania and Bulgaria


Lubambu [76] highlights the multiple role of remittances: for social insurance, being destined for consumption expenses, contributing thus to the decrease of severe poverty; of investment, especially in the medical and educational sector, for purchasing goods, albeit less sustainable ones in the long term.



In the case of Romania, remittances increased until 2008, then they slightly decreased until 2009, peak year of financial crisis. Between 2009 and 2012, remittances slightly increased compared to 2009, without reaching the level of 2008. After 2012, remittances had a relatively constant trend, with a slight decline in 2015. Starting with 2000, the volume of remittances increased, Romania being among the main beneficiaries of remittances in the world. In 2008, remittances represented 3.3% of Romanian GDP (the fourth place in the world). However, their volume is difficult to estimate, because, according to Andrén and Roman [77], only 40% are sent officially sent into the country. The same authors show that between 2001 and 2003, the value of remittances was 2 billion dollars per year, higher than the direct foreign investment and in 2009 they reached 9.4 billion dollars. For 2012, remittances represented 2.2% of Romanian GDP. Analysing the migration process in the case of Romania, Hărău [78] characterises the remittances as financial transfers compensating for the phenomenon of ‘brain-drain’ and the losses of human capital by migration outflows. The remittances increase the income of the country from external sources with effects on the standard of living of the beneficiaries, also on the local development by consumption and investments, however without a consensus regarding their contribution to the economic growth and creation of jobs. De Sousa and Duval [79] analyse the relationship between the geographical distance and remittances in the case of Romania for the period between 2005–2009. The conclusion of the study shows that the remittances grow proportionally with the geographical distance, however there is a descending tendency specific to a small group of countries according to the size of the country, the status of the financial and labour market. Silaşi and Simina [80] show that, after 2002, remittances supported the economic development of Romania. The remittance flows became higher than the direct foreign investments, with a role of compensating measures helping the beneficiaries to protect themselves in conditions of economic regression without acting as a capital source for the economic development. Consequently, Romania benefits from remittances only on short term and if it desires to maintain the current development tendency, it will need to import labour in the future.



In the case of Bulgaria, remittances represent a positive aspect of migration. In general, the positive effects of remittances are felt ever the short term. In the case of Bulgaria, they also have negative effects on the labour market, demographic structure, motivation to work, which manifested mostly on average and long term. After 2004, the volume of remittances increased considerably in the case of Bulgaria. In 2004, remittances represented 4.2% of GDP and in 2006 they were 5.4% of GDP [6]. In 2008 and 2009, years of financial crisis, the volume of remittances considerably decreased in Bulgaria and until 2012 their volume remained relatively constant. In 2013 remittances strongly increased, and subsequently their volume slightly decreased until 2015, when, after a slight decline, they started to increase again. According to Markova [81], the Bulgarians benefitting from remittances used them to cover basic needs and to purchase goods for long-term use, especially buildings and land, raising the standard of living and the economic growth by consumption and investments. Mintchev and Boshnakov [82] consider that 4–5% of the GDP of remittances do not make the economy depend on them, however it is enough to cover a substantial percentage of the commercial deficit with a positive impact on economic growth and macro-stability. In 2013, remittances represented 2.7% of GDP. They are on an ascending tendency, even if migration is on a descending tendency, which means that migrants send more money to their country of origin. The volume of remittances increased proportionally with the degradation of the economic situation in the countries of origin. The decrease of the currency power of acquisition, the inflation boosts, the small income and increase of inequality in the country of origin determine the migrants to send more money to their families to help them. In addition, the improvement of the migrants’ situation in the host country, especially their opportunity to find better paid jobs as they adapt (they learn the language and the customs of the host community, they increase their social circle) determines the growth of emigrants’ income from which they send more money to their families at home. When the migrants legally settle in the host country, the volume of remittances decreases.



Mansoor and Quillin [83] quantify the remittances sent by Bulgarians and Romanians as80% and 62%of their income, respectively, considering them a factor contributing to poverty decrease, of savings and investments, however also contributing to a decrease of the competitiveness of exports and of motivation to work.



Migration does not affect only the sustainable development of Romania and Bulgaria. Migration flows are specific to all former communist states of Central and Eastern Europe. The system change increased the number of opportunities for the Central and Eastern European population to look for better living conditions in the developed states, especially in Europe. The case of Romania and Bulgaria is special due to the high flows of emigrants which intensified after the 1990’s, especially in 2007, when the adherence of the two countries to the EU brought the hope of a better life for the inhabitants of these states, however not in their countries but on the territory of developed European states, where the access became free. In 2009, year of crisis peak, remittances increased as a result of the worsening of the economic situation in Romania and Bulgaria. The intensification of migration outflows in the last years shows a tendency of life degradation in Romania and Bulgaria, also in the rest of the Central and Eastern European territory, even if the macroeconomic indicators do not entirely reflect it. GDP growth or decline does not mean anything as long as it is not analysed in relation with other indicators and these analyses certify that the Central and Eastern European states do not manage to decrease the development gaps. In their case, sustainability will become in time an acute problem if the tendency to leave the national territory continues. As long as the migration outflows maintain or even increase, the human resource will decrease without being replaced by immigration, because the Central and Eastern European countries are traditionally sending emigrants, without a conversely interest in immigrants.





3. Perspectives of Migration of Romanians and Bulgarians inside EU28—Romanian Migrant Profile versus Bulgarian Migrant Profile


Romania and Bulgaria have many points in common and one of them is that after 1989 both countries ceased to be communist states. Romanian and Bulgarian government started to be open to the international mobility of the labour force.



According to UN reports [84,85,86], the migration profile was made based on the country of origin and the period of reference. This profile was synthesised in Appendix A—Table A1 and Figure 2 presents the migration flow in the countries of the EU28, comparing Romania and Bulgaria.


Figure 2. Definitive migrants in EU28: Romania and Bulgaria in 1990–2015. Source: [85].
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Table A1. Migration profile of Romania vs. Bulgaria.





	

	
Migration Profile—Romania

	
Migration Profile—Bulgaria






	

	
1990

	
2000

	
2010

	
2013

	
1990

	
2000

	
2010

	
2013




	
Males (`000)

	
11,510

	
10,930

	
10,655

	
10,569

	
4349

	
3898

	
3597

	
3510




	
Females (`000)

	
11,862

	
11,458

	
11,206

	
11,130

	
4472

	
4102

	
3792

	
3713




	
Total (`000)

	
23,372

	
22,388

	
21,861

	
21,699

	
8821

	
8001

	
7389

	
7223




	
Percentage of urban population (%)

	
53

	
53

	
53

	
53

	
66

	
69

	
73

	
74




	
Percentage of rural population (%)

	
47

	
47

	
47

	
47

	
34

	
31

	
27

	
26




	

	
1985–1990

	
1995–2000

	
2005–2010

	
2010–2015

	
1985–1990

	
1995–2000

	
2005–2010

	
2010–2015




	
Annual rate of natural increase

	
5.15

	
−2.18

	
−1.79

	
−2.19

	
1.01

	
−6.14

	
−5.6

	
−6.25




	
Total net migration (`000)

	
−121

	
−328

	
−55

	
−45

	
−184

	
−107

	
−83

	
−50




	

	
2015–2020

	
2025–2030

	
2035–2040

	
2045–2050

	
2015–2020

	
2025–2030

	
2035–2040

	
2045–2050




	
Total population at the end of the period

	
21,226

	
20,232

	
19,056

	
17,809

	
6827

	
6213

	
5611

	
5077




	
Annual rate of natural increase

	
−2.88

	
−4.81

	
−5.7

	
−6.53

	
−6.76

	
−8.28

	
−8.39

	
−8.17




	

	
1990

	
2000

	
2010

	
2012

	
1990

	
2000

	
2010

	
2012




	
Remittances- Inflows (millions of US dollars)

	
-

	
96

	
3952

	
3669

	
-

	
58

	
1333

	
1376




	
Remittances—Outflows (millions of US dollars)

	
-

	
6

	
360

	
363

	
-

	
26

	
25

	
26




	
Remittances—Inflows as share of GDP (%)

	
-

	
0.3

	
2.4

	
2.2

	
-

	
0.5

	
2.8

	
2.7








Note: (`000)—per 1000 population. Source: [84,85,86].








An analysis of the data offered by UN accessible for the period between 1990–2013 enables us to present a picture of the migration phenomenon in Romania and Bulgaria. According to the data included in Appendix A, UN [84,85,86] shows a decrease in the number of emigrants in the case of Romania by 8% in 2013 compared to 1990. The number of women who emigrated is higher than the number of men. If in 1990 352,000 women emigrated from Romania, in 2013 their number increased to 561,000. These data reflect the psychological and mental profile of the population. Women are more inclined to work than men, which can be seen on the market. The number of working women is higher than the number of working men and the number of unemployed women is lower than the number of unemployed men. More people from the urban environment left the country than from the rural environment. The prevalence of emigrants originating from the rural environment is determined by the degree of education. The urban population adapts easier to the external environment due to their professional and linguistic knowledge, higher than in the case of the rural population. The analysis on periods of time shows that migration increased by 5.15% between 1985–1990, by −2.18% between 1995–2000, by −1.79% between 2005–2010 and by −2.19% between 2010–2015, considering the evolution of the number of emigrants in time. The long-term estimations performed by UN reflect a decrease in the number of emigrants. In 2050, the migration phenomenon will decrease in Romania by 6.53%. In 1990, 38.23% of the emigrant population went to Hungary and 34.84% chose Germany, according to the UN data. In 2015, the first destination was Italy with 34.54% of the total immigrant population, followed by Spain with 22.25% and Germany with 19.96%. The emigrant population increased from 507,752 in 1990 to 2,957,726 in 2015. The population of Romania in 2015 was 19.82 million. Consequently, 67% of the migrant population was distributed among 5 destinations. The main destinations of the Romanian emigrants were in 2013 Italy, Spain, Germany, Hungary and USA, according to the data provided by UN.



In the case of Bulgaria, the number of emigrants lowered by 22% in the same period. The number of women is higher than the number of men and growing. If in 1990 there were 12,300 more women than men who emigrated from Bulgaria, in 2013 there were 20,300. Most of the migrants are fit for work. The emigrants from the urban environment are much more than those from the rural environment. The estimates for the period between 2010–2015 showed a tendency of improvement of the phenomenon and the analysis until 2050 confirms the UN estimates. The number of Bulgarian emigrants is estimated to 5,077,000 in 2050, compared to 6,827,000 in 2020. According to the UN, the main destinations of the Bulgarian migrants were in 2013 Turkey, Romania, Spain, USA, Germany and UK. In 1990, 29.31% of the Bulgarian emigrant population chose Germany as their first destination and in the same year 27.70% of the emigrant population went to Romania instead. The emigrant population increased from 92,389 people in 1990 to 555,197 in 2015, from a population of 7178 million. In 2015, 23.40% of Bulgarian emigrant population went to Spain and 18.95% chose Germany as their destination.



As we can see, immediately after the fall of the Communist regime in both countries, the emigrant population chose their first destination based on geographic proximity and commodity (accessibility, advantages, etc.). The World Bank, as compared to the UN, offers data for 2015, when Italy, Spain and Germany were the most attractive destinations for Romanian and Bulgarian emigrants. The real GDP growth in 2015 for Germany by 1.7%, for Spain by 3.2% and for Italy by 0.8% and the average growth for EU28 in 2015 by 2.2% show that both Romanians and Bulgarians chose as destination countries the developed countries within EU28 [2].



One of the destinations preferred by Romanian and Bulgarian emigrants is UK, country which decided to exit the EU and where the emigrants’ future, an important economic link, is questionable. Numerically, the Romanian emigrants overtake the Bulgarians. 7500 Romanians and 5350 Bulgarians entered officially the UK territory in 2001, the Bulgarians’ emigration being gradual [87]. The flows of emigrants from A2 countries (Romania and Bulgaria) towards UK increased after 2004, especially towards London and the regions of East and South-East of England. After the adherence of the two countries to the EU, approximately 22,000 Romanians and 14,000 Bulgarians entered annually the territory of UK, especially London and the regions of South-East [88]. Approximately 90% of Romanian and Bulgarian emigrants who lived in the UK in 2007 were between 16 and 64 years old and they worked in constructions, real estate, commerce, hotels, and restaurants [86], especially in small and medium private companies [89]. According to Glennie and Pennington [88], the emigrants from the two countries are young and qualified. In the case of Romanians, 82% of the emigrants are 20–65 years old and 69% are 20–39 years old, 52% are men and 48% are women. In the case of Bulgarian emigrants, 44% are under 24 years old and 81% are under 34 years old. 60% of the Romanian and Bulgarian emigrants obtain relatively quickly the certification of their qualification, 18% having higher qualification in their country of origin. According to Glennie and Pennington [88], 82% of the Romanians prove a good knowledge of English.



Analysing the remittances for Romania and Bulgaria, the situation is as follows:



However, we noticed that after 2000 and 2007, the volume of remittances has increased surprisingly for both countries. During 2000–2004, the increase of remittances was significant in the case of Romania. It was only after 2004 that the volume of remittances reached an ascending trend in the case of Bulgaria, lower than in Romania. The graph shows two inflexion points for both countries. One is characterising the adherence to the EU which offered the possibility of people’s free circulation on the EU territory and the other shows the years of peak crisis which acutely influenced the Romanian and Bulgarian economy and society, respectively. A more detailed analysis of the evolution of Romania and Bulgaria remittances based on Figure 3 was performed in Section 2.3 of the paper.


Figure 3. Received remittances per capita in Romania and Bulgaria in 1994–2016 (US dollars). Source: [2].
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The income of the Romanian citizens is higher than the income of Bulgarian citizens since 2005 until now (Figure 4).


Figure 4. Net income per capita in Romania and Bulgaria in 1990–2015 (US dollars). Source: [2].
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4. Materials and Methods


4.1. Data


In order to accomplish this comparative study of Romanians and Bulgarians within the EU28, the authors will use several databases such as: the annual databases for 1990–2015 presented by UN [84,85,86] and processed data presented by Eurostat [87] and the World Bank [2,3,86].



The purpose of this study is to:

	
define the determinants of the international migration in Romania and Bulgaria (see Table 3).


Table 3. Determinants of international migration.





	Theories/Dimensions
	Dependent Variables Name (Code)
	Independent Variables Name (Code)





	Macro [60,61,62,73,88] Economic characteristics—push factors—measuring international migration
	The number of definitive emigrants
	- The level of expenses/capita

- Unemployment rate

- GDP/capita

- Inflation Rate (CPI)

- Income inequality









	
analyse the impact of remittances on economic growth and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria (see Table 4).


Table 4. The impact of remittances.





	Theories/Perspective
	Independent Variable Name
	Dependent Variables Name





	The impact of remittance: economic and sociological [19,20,24,76,83,88,89,90].
	Remittances received/capita
	- The level of expenses/capita

- Unemployment rate

- GDP/capita

- Inflation Rate (CPI)

- Income inequality














In Table 3 and Table 4 we present the variables considered in the study of the determinants of the international migration:

	
GDP/capita growth rate.Ro(Bu)—GDP per capita growth (annual %) represents annual percentage growth rate of GDP per capita based on constant local currency. Aggregates are based on constant 2010 U.S. dollars. GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population. GDP at purchaser’s prices is the sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for depreciation of manufactured assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources [91].



	
Price inflation rate Ro(Bu) -Inflation Rate (CPI, annual variation in %). World Bank presents the inflation as measured by the consumer price index, which reflects the annual percentage change in the cost to the average consumer of acquiring a basket of goods and services that may be fixed or changed at specified intervals, such as yearly. Laspeyre’s formula is generally used [92].



	
Unemployment rate Ro(Bu)- Unemployment rate (%) represents unemployed workers, who are those who are currently not working but are willing and able to work for pay, currently available to work and have actively searched for work [93].



	
Household final consumption expenditure—Household Consumption Expenditure Ro(Bu) (current US$). World Bank defines the household final consumption expenditure as formerly private consumption—the market value of all goods and services, including durable products, purchased by households. It excludes purchases of dwellings but includes imputed rent for owner-occupied dwellings. It also includes payments and fees to governments to obtain permits and licenses [94].



	
GINI.Ro(Bu)- Income inequality—Regarding the income inequality level, the authors considered the GINI coefficient presented in the GINI index, a World Bank estimate [95].



	
Total.Migrants.Ro(Bu)—The number of definitive emigrants—we considered the number of the migrants in the EU28—Net migration is the net total of migrants during the period, that is the total number of immigrants less the annual number of emigrants, including both citizens and noncitizens [96].



	
Remittances received/capita Ro(Bu)- Personal remittances received (current US$), we considered the definition provided by World Bank—Personal remittances comprise personal transfers and compensation of employees. Personal transfers consist of all current transfers in cash or in kind made or received by resident households to or from non-resident households. Personal transfers thus include all current transfers between resident and non-resident individuals. Compensation of employees refers to the income of border, seasonal, and other short-term workers who are employed in an economy where they are not resident and of residents employed by non-resident entities. Data are the sum of two items defined in the sixth edition of the IMF’s Balance of Payments Manual: personal transfers and compensation of employees. Data are in current U.S. dollars [97].








In order to clarify the determinants of the international migration in Romania and Bulgaria, our research hypotheses take into consideration the economic characteristics—the push factors measuring the international migration from a macro theory perspective—and emphasize the influence of these variables in the case of Romania and Bulgaria. Consequently, we formulated the following hypotheses:



Hypotheses 1 (H1).

The inflation and unemployment rate explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Hypotheses 2 (H2).

The unemployment rate and income inequality (Gini index) explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Hypotheses 3 (H3).

The household consumption expenditure and GDP growth rate/capita explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





In order to analyse the impact of remittances on economic stability and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria, our research hypotheses take into consideration the economic characteristics measuring the economic stability such as: GDP/capita growth rate, price inflation rate, unemployment rate, household final consumption, income inequality, emphasizing the influence of these variables in the case of Romania and Bulgaria.



Consequently, we formulated the following hypotheses:



Hypotheses 4 (H4).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate.





Hypotheses 5 (H5).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate.





Hypotheses 6 (H6).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and unemployment rate.





Hypotheses 7 (H7).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and household final consumption.





Hypotheses 8 (H8).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and Gini Index (income inequality).






4.2. Methodology—Regression Model with SPSS


In order to define the determinants of the international migration and empirically investigate the impact of remittances on economic growth and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria, the authors employed the multiple regression model and Pearson correlation analysis. Regression models are constructed to explain (or predict) the variance of a phenomenon (dependent variable) using a combination of explanatory factors (minimum two independent variables) [98].



The mathematical form of multiple regression model is represented as follows:


Yi: (b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + … + bnXn) + εi



(1)







where:



yi = dependent variable (to be explained)



xi = independent variables (explanatory)



b0 = a constant which corresponds to the value of the dependent variable when all the independent variables are equal to zero.



bn = beta coefficient is a standardized form which corresponds to each independent variable and represents its relative contribution in the model.



εi = represents the residual—the difference between the observed value of the dependent variable and the predicted value.



Meticulously associated with the evaluation of the model, the multiple correlation index R2 represents the percentage of variance explained by the model (the combination of the independent variables).



The design of a regression model should relate on the choice of independent variables and the choice of the regression method. In our case we used the backward elimination method. We used the backward elimination criterion- the probability of F to remove ≥0.10.



In this case, the initial model includes all the variables, as for forced regression and then the variable with the smallest contribution to the model will be removed if the variation of the R2 is not significant. This variable is eliminated from the model. The procedure will be repeated until all the conserved variables contribute significantly to the improvement of the R2.



This method simplifies the regression model and conserves only the variables contributing significantly.



To be able to apply the multiple regression model, the following most important premises should be observed: weak exogeneity, linear character, homostedasticity, independence, absence of multicollinearity, and so forth. Multicollinearity can be measured by calculated variance inflation factors (VIFs).VIF values higher than 10 indicate that multicollinearity may be a problem. Ideally would be to obtain a VIF value of 1 [98].



The null hypothesis (H0) is that there is no linear relationship between the combination of the independent variables (X1, X2, X3 ... Xn) and the dependent variable (Y).



The research hypothesis (H1) is the opposite, that is, the combination of the independent variables is significantly associated with the dependent variable.



The first step is to evaluate the quality of the regression model-analysis of variance. The ANOVA test enables us to determine whether we reject the null hypothesis (H0) or not.



We verify if the model explains significantly more variability than a model without predictor (VI). Then, it is a question of ensuring that all the variables introduced contribute to significantly improve the variability explained by the final model. We analyse the null hypothesis that there is no relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables by interpreting the results of the ANOVA test. We analyse the relevance of the model and we perform the F value test using the SPSS software. The value of F is significant at p < 0.001. In this case, we must reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables. On the other side, if the value of F were not accompanied by a significant p value, the interpretation would stop here.



Subsequently, we examine the contribution of each block of variables. The “R2” value indicates the proportion of the variability of the dependent variable (y) explained by the regression model. The adjusted R2 value is an estimate of the robustness of the model.



In order to analyse the impact of remittances on economic stability and income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria, the authors employed the correlation analyses, by which we intended to determine the possible relationship between two variables, the intensity of the relationship and the direction of influence of a variable on the other. The correlation analysis is a bivariate statistical analysis consisting of the observation of an ensemble of units distributed according to the values of two variables, X1 and X2 [98]. The bivariate statistical analysis has the objective to identify the influence of a variable on another variable, of the direction and intensity of the connection between the two variables.





5. Results


5.1. Model of Migration—The Determinants of the International Migration in Romania and Bulgaria


As mentioned in the methodology, we employed the multiple regression model—backward elimination method. As we previously mentioned, this analysis considers the period between 1990 and 2015 (26 years). Before presenting the results for Romania and Bulgaria, Table 5 shows a descriptive statistic of the independent variables considered to explain the number of definitive migrants of these two countries in the EU28 (dependent variable).


Table 5. Descriptive statistics—the determinants of the international migration for Romania and Bulgaria.













	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Ro
	26
	−12.1584
	10.2815
	2.121745
	5.8663212



	GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Bu
	26
	−7.5341
	8.4700
	2.155468
	4.8229686



	Price inflation rate Ro
	26
	−0.59
	256.10
	54.0850
	72.49390



	Price inflation rate Bu
	26
	−1.42
	1061.20
	75.0991
	212.83490



	Unemployment rate Ro
	26
	3.40
	11.00
	7.2923
	1.63730



	Unemployment rate Bu
	26
	2.90
	18.10
	11.5769
	3.74682



	HouseholdConsumption Expenditure Ro
	26
	1.58 × 1010
	1.32 × 1011
	6.1305 × 1010
	4.26385 × 1010



	Household Consumption Expenditure Bu
	26
	5.92 × 109
	3.58 × 1010
	1.8819 × 1010
	1.18250 × 1010



	GINI.Ro
	26
	0.68
	0.80
	0.7383
	0.04784



	GINI.Bu
	26
	0.70
	0.79
	0.7373
	0.03520









The GDP growth rate/capita mean is similar for the two countries considered in our study (2.12% for Romania and 2.15% for Bulgaria). The price inflation rate is higher in Bulgaria, which can be explained by the fact that in its case, there was a hyperinflation in 1991 and 1997; the inflation rate was 333.5% and 1061.20%, respectively. In the case of Romania, the maximum value of price inflation was 256.10% in 1993. The unemployment rate is higher in Bulgaria and the highest value (18.10%) was in 2000. At that time, the unemployment rate in Romania was 7.6%. The income inequality average score is similar for these two countries (0.8 in Romania and 0.79 in Bulgaria) but very high compared to the average of 0.3 for EU28 countries.



Table 6 presents the correlations between the studied variables and their Pearson correlation test. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) marked with (*) in the table and the correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed), marked with (**) in the table. If the correlation between two of these variables is significant, there would be a significant risk of multicollinearity. We want to avoid this situation. We can see that there is a very high and significant correlation between the variables GDP/capita growth rate, price inflation rate and unemployment rate for Romania but not correlated in the case of Bulgaria. We can see that GDP/capita growth is not correlated with Household Consumption Expenditure and GINI index (income inequality) for any of the two countries.


Table 6. Correlation matrix—Independent Variables—Romania-Bulgaria.





	
Variables

	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita. Ro(Bu)

	
Price Inflation Rate Ro(Bu)

	
Unemployment Rate Ro(Bu)

	
Household Consumption Expenditure Ro(Bu)

	
GINI Ro(Bu)






	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Ro

	
Pearson Correl.

	
1

	
−0.572 **

	
0.499 **

	
0.308

	
0.315




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	

	
0.002

	
0.010

	
0.126

	
0.117




	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Bu

	
Pearson Correl

	
1

	
−0.265

	
0.288

	
0.214

	
0.354




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	

	
0.190

	
0.154

	
0.293

	
0.076




	
Price inflation rate Ro

	
Pearson Correl

	
−0.572 **

	
1

	
−0.056

	
−0.663 **

	
−0.742 **




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.002

	

	
0.787

	
0.000

	
0.000




	
Price inflation rate Bu

	
Pearson Correl

	
−0.265

	
1

	
0.070

	
−0.339

	
−0.355




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.190

	

	
0.734

	
0.090

	
0.075




	
Unemployment rate Ro

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.499 **

	
−0.056

	
1

	
−0.169

	
−0.181




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.010

	
0.787

	

	
0.410

	
0.376




	
Unemployment rate Bu

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.288

	
0.070

	
1

	
−0.406 *

	
−0.256




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.154

	
0.734

	

	
0.040

	
0.208




	
Household Consumption Expenditure Ro

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.308

	
−0.663 **

	
−0.169

	
1

	
0.971 **




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.126

	
0.000

	
0.410

	

	
0.000




	
Household Consumption Expenditure Bu

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.214

	
−0.339

	
−0.406 *

	
1

	
0.960 **




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.293

	
0.090

	
0.040

	

	
0.000




	
GINI. Ro

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.315

	
−0.742 **

	
−0.181

	
0.971**

	
1




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.117

	
0.000

	
0.376

	
0.000

	




	
GINI.Bu

	
Pearson Correl

	
0.354

	
−0.355

	
−0.256

	
0.960 **

	
1




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.076

	
0.075

	
0.208

	
0.000

	










Data analysis shows that the variable price inflation rate in Romania is significant correlated with the variable GDP/capita, household consumption expenditure and GINI index. In the case of Bulgaria, the same variable is not correlated with the other variables. This situation can be explained in the case of Bulgaria with the hyperinflation episode mentioned above. If we isolate these 2 values, the correlation is following the same trend as in the case of Romania.



Hypotheses 1 (H1).

The inflation and unemployment rate explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Hypotheses 1.0. (H1.0.).

The inflation and unemployment rate cannot explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





In Table 7, we can see that according to the F value obtained for the two models, the null hypothesis can be rejected in the case of Romania. Indeed, the values of 11.525 and 21.487 are significant at p < 0.001, which indicates that we have less than 0.1% chances of being wrong in stating that the models contribute better to predict the number of definitive migrants in EU28.


Table 7. Assessing the Quality of the Regression Model.





	
Case

	
Model

	
Sum of Squares

	
Sum of Squares

	
F

	
Anova Sig.






	
Ro

	
1

	
Regression

	
1.012 × 1013

	
11.525

	
0.000 a




	
Residual

	
1.010 × 1013




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Ro

	
2

	
Regression

	
9.549 × 1012

	
21.487

	
0.000 b




	
Residual

	
1.067 × 1013




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Bu

	
1

	
Regression

	
1.222 × 1011

	
2.386

	
0.114 a




	
Residual

	
5.892 × 1011




	
Total

	
7.115 × 1011




	
Bu

	

	
Regression

	
8.133 × 1010

	
3.098

	
0.091 b




	
2

	
Residual

	
6.301 × 1011




	

	
Total

	
7.115 × 1011








a Predictors: (Constant), Unemployment rate Ro/Bu Price inflation rate Ro/Bu; b Predictors: (Constant), Price inflation rate Ro/Bu; Dependent Variable: Total.Migrants.Ro/Bu.








For the case of Bulgaria, according to the F value obtained, the two models were not accompanied by a significant (p < 0.001) p value (p = 0.114 and 0.091). We analyse the relevance of the model and we conclude that the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.



We employed the multiple regression model—backward elimination method. In this case, the initial model includes all the variables considered (model 1), such as price inflation rate and unemployment rate and model 2 is considering only one variable- the price inflation rate (we consider the backward elimination criterion- the probability of F to remove ≥ 0.10. We can see in Table 8 that the unemployment rate is the variable with an insignificant contribution to the model and it was removed from the final model (model 2). The beta coefficient for this particular variable is not statistically significant with a value of −0.168 (i.e., the t-value is not significant with a value of 0.266 ≥ 0.10), the variable does not significantly predict the outcome. The variable price inflation rate presents a beta value of −0.697 and indicates that by each 1-unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable will decrease by 0.697 units.


Table 8. Testing the effects of unemployment rate and price inflation rate Ro on the total definitive migrants in EU28 in the case of Romania.





	
Model

	
R Square

	
Adjusted R Square

	
F Change

	
Sig. F Change

	
Standardised Coefficients Beta

	
t

	
Sig

	
Collinearity Statistics (VIF)






	
1

	
(Constant)

	
0.457

	
11.525

	
0.000

	

	
0.000

	
0.000

	




	
Price inflation rate Ro

	
−0.697

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
1.003




	
Unemployment rate Ro

	
−0.168

	
0.266

	
0.266

	
1.003




	
2

	
(Constant)

	
0.450

	
1.297

	
0.266

	
−0.687

	
11.894

	
0.000

	




	
Price inflation rate Ro

	
−4.635

	
0.000

	
1.000










The VIF value (1.003 for the model 1 and 1.000 for the model 2) indicates that we do not have a multicollinearity problem.



The adjusted R Square value for the model 1, which includes all the variables, illustrates that 45.7% of the variance in the number of Romanian migrants in EU28 was explained by the combination of the two variables (price inflation rate and unemployment rate). Furthermore, the model 2 illustrates that 45% of the variance in the number of Romanian migrants in EU28 was explained by the price inflation rate.



Hypotheses 2 (H2).

The unemployment rate and income inequality (Gini index) explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Hypotheses 2.0. (H2.0.).

The unemployment rate and income inequality (Gini index) cannot explain the number of definitive migrants in the EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





The Table 9 shows the relevance of the regression model. According to the F value obtained (p < 0.001) for the two models, the null hypothesis can be rejected in the case of Romania and Bulgaria.


Table 9. Assessing the Quality of the Regression Model.





	
Case

	
Model

	
Sum of Squares

	
Sum of Squares

	
F

	
Anova Sig.






	
Ro

	
1

	
Regression

	
1.954 × 1013

	
333.760

	
0.000 a




	
Residual

	
6.733 × 1011




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Ro

	
2

	
Regression

	
1.949 × 1013

	
647.742

	
0.000 b




	
Residual

	
7.222 × 1011




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Bu

	
1

	
Regression

	
7.074 × 1011

	
1987.677

	
0.000 a




	
Residual

	
4.093 × 109




	
Total

	
7.115 × 1011




	
Bu

	

	
Regression

	
7.073 × 1011

	
4097.683

	
0.000 b




	
2

	
Residual

	
4.143 × 109




	

	
Total

	
7.115 × 1011








a Predictors: (Constant), GINI.Ro/Bu, Unemployment rate Ro/Bu; b Predictors: (Constant), GINI.Ro/Bu; Dependent Variable: Total.Migrants.Ro/Bu.








We can see in Table 10 that the initial model which includes all the variables considered (model 1), such as unemployment rate and Gini index and model 2 which considered only one variable—the Gini index (we consider the backward elimination criterion—the probability of F to remove ≥ 0.10).


Table 10. Testing the effects of unemployment rate and Gini Index on the total of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





	
Model

	
R Square

	
Adjusted R Square

	
F Change

	
Sig. F Change

	
Standardised Coefficients Beta

	
t

	
Sig

	
Collinearity Statistics(VIF)






	
1

	
(Constant)

	
0.964

	
333.760

	
0.000

	

	
0.982

	
0.000

	




	
Unemployment rate Ro

	
0.050

	
0.982

	
0.209

	
0.000




	
GINI. Ro

	
0.991

	
0.982

	
0.000

	
0.209




	
2

	
(Constant)

	
0.963

	
1.671

	
0.209

	
0.982

	
−22.617

	
0.000

	




	
GINI. Ro

	
25.451

	
0.000

	
1.000




	
1

	
(Constant)

	
0.994

	
1987.677

	
0.000

	

	
−53.176

	
0.000

	




	
Unemployment rate Bu

	
−0.009

	
−0.531

	
0.601

	
1.070




	
GINI. Bu

	
0.995

	
60.819

	
0.000

	
1.070




	
2

	
(Constant)

	
0.994

	
0.282

	
0.601

	
0.997

	
−58.709

	
0.000

	




	
GINI. Bu

	
64.013

	
0.000

	
1.000










We can see that the unemployment rate is the variable with an insignificant contribution to the first model in the case of Romania and Bulgaria. In addition, the standardised coefficient Beta of this variable are 0.05 in the case of Romania and −0.009 in the case of Bulgaria, which is not statistically significant (i.e., the t-value is not significant with a value of 0.209 for Romania and 0.601 for Bulgaria ≥0.10) representing an insignificant contribution to explain the dependent variable—number of migrants in EU28—and it was removed from the final model (model 2). The VIF value of the model 2 (1.000 for Romania and Bulgaria) indicates that we do not have a multicollinearity problem.



Furthermore, the variable Gini index presents a beta value of 0.991 for Romania and 0.995 for Bulgaria (model 1) and indicates that by each 1-unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable will increase by 0.991 units for Romania and 0.995 units for Bulgaria. These values indicate that the income inequalities explain in majority the variance of the definitive migrants in EU28 in the case of Romania and Bulgaria.



We may conclude that the variable Gini index (income inequality) explains by 96.3% (model 2) the number of definitive migrants in EU28 in the case of Romania and by 99.4% in the case of Bulgaria (model 2).



Hypotheses 3 (H3).

The household consumption expenditure and GDP growth rate/capita explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Hypotheses 3.0. (H3.0.).

The household consumption expenditure and GDP growth rate/capita cannot explain the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





Table 11 shows that according to the F value obtained (p < 0.001), the null hypothesis can be rejected in the case of Romania and Bulgaria.


Table 11. Assessing the Quality of the Regression Model.





	
Case

	
Model

	
Sum of Squares

	
Sum of Squares

	
F

	
Anova Sig.






	
Ro

	
1

	
Regression

	
1.865 × 1013

	
136.966

	
0.000 a




	
Residual

	
1.566 × 1012




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Ro

	
2

	
Regression

	
1.865 × 1013

	
285.765

	
0.000 b




	
Residual

	
1.566 × 1012




	
Total

	
2.022 × 1013




	
Bu

	
1

	
Regression

	
6.765 × 1011

	
222.790

	
0.000 a




	

	
Residual

	
3.492 × 1010




	

	
Total

	
7.115 × 1011








a Predictors: (Constant), GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Ro/Bu, Household Consumption Expenditure Ro/Bu; b Predictors: (Constant), Household Consumption Expenditure Ro/Bu; Dependent Variable: Total.Migrants.Ro/Bu.








We can see in Table 12 that the initial model for Romania includes all the variables considered (model 1), such as household consumption expenditure and GDP.Growth.Rate/capita and model 2 which considered only one variable- the household consumption expenditure (we consider the backward elimination criterion- the probability of F to remove ≥ 0.10).


Table 12. Testing the effects of Household Consumption Expenditure and GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita. on the total of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria.





	
Model

	
R Square

	
Adjusted R Square

	
F Change

	
Sig. F Change

	
Standardised Coefficients Beta

	
t

	
Sig

	
Collinearity Statistics (VIF)






	
1

	
(Constant)

	
0.916

	
136.966

	
0.000

	

	
2.765

	
0.011

	




	
Household Consumption Expenditure Ro

	
0.959

	
15.725

	
0.000

	
1.104




	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Ro

	
0.005

	
0.076

	
0.940

	
1.104




	
2

	
(Constant)

	
0.919

	
0.006

	
0.940

	
0.982

	
2.823

	
0.009

	




	
Household Consumption Expenditure Ro

	
16.905

	
0.000

	
1.000




	
1

	
(Constant)

	
0.947

	
222.790

	
0.000

	

	
1.810

	
0.083

	




	
Household Consumption Expenditure Bu

	
0.941

	
19.906

	
0.000

	
1.048




	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Bu

	
0.123

	
2.593

	
0.016

	
1.048








Predictors: (Constant), GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita.Ro/Bu, Household Consumption Expenditure Ro/Bu; Predictors: (Constant), Household Consumption Expenditure Ro/Bu; Dependent Variable: Total.Migrants. Ro/Bu.








We can see that the GDP.Growth.Rate/capita is a variable with an insignificant contribution in Romania. In addition, the standardized coefficient Beta of this variable is not statistically significant with a value of 0.005 in the case of Romania (i.e., the t-value is not significant with a value of 0.940 ≥ 0.10), which represent an insignificant contribution to explain the dependent variable—number of Romanian migrants in EU28 and it was removed from the final model (model 2).



In the case of Bulgaria we have only one model but we can see that the variance of the definitive migrants is explained in majority by the same variable as household consumption expenditure (the standardised coefficients Beta of this variable is 0.941, which indicates that by each 1-unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable will increase by only 0.941 units) as compared to the other variable which presents the standardised coefficient Beta of 0.123, which indicates that by each 1-unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable will increase by only 0.123 units.



In both cases, the VIF value (1.000 for Romania and 1.048 for Bulgaria) indicate that we do not have a multicollinearity problem.



We can conclude that the variable Household Consumption Expenditure explains by 91.9% the number of definitive migrants in EU28 in the case of Romania and by 94.7% in the case of Bulgaria.



Data analysis confirmed that the inflation rate explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania. In addition, the income inequality (Gini index) explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria. And finally, the household consumption expenditure explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria. The contribution of each these variables is very similar for Romania and Bulgaria.



In order to achieve our first objective of the present study, we can conclude that the main determinants of the migration process in Romania and Bulgaria are the inflation rate, the income inequality and the household consumption expenditure. However, because we manipulate economic indicators, we can see that many of them are highly correlated and they influence each other. For example, GDP growth rate (economic growth) has a linear correlation with the inflation rate and the unemployment rate, etc.




5.2. The Impact of Remittances in Romania and Bulgaria


Hypotheses H4-H8 were confirmed by running correlation analyses, by which we intended to determine the possible relationship between two variables, the intensity of the relationship and the direction of influence of a variable on the other.



Table 13 indicates the Pearson correlation for the variable remittances received/capita and the five variables considered in the study such as: GDP/capita growth rate, price inflation rate, unemployment rate, household final consumption, income inequality in Romania and Bulgaria.


Table 13. Correlation matrix—Remittances: Romania—Bulgaria.





	
Variables/Pearson Correlation

	
GDP.Growth.Rate/Capita

	
Price Inflation Rate

	
Unemployment Rate

	
Household Final Consumption

	
GINI






	
Remittances Received (ReR.Ro)

Sig. (2-tailed)

	
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.151

0.504

	
−0.470 *

0.027

	
−0.477 *

0.025

	
0.759 **

0.000

	
0.718 **

0.000




	
Remittances Received (ReR.Bu)

Sig. (2-tailed)

	
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.308

0.187

	
−0.422

0.064

	
−0.539 *

0.014

	
0.799 **

0.000

	
0.851 **

0.000








** The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * The correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).








Hypotheses 4 (H4).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate in Romania and Bulgaria.





The study of the relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate was based on Pearson correlation analysis. According to Table 13, the relationship between the two variables may not be presented as direct, positive (the correlation coefficient value is 0.151 for Romania and 0.308 for Bulgaria), and it is not statistically significant for a confidence level of 99%. Sig. coefficient value (0.504 for Romania and 0.187 for Bulgaria) higher than the accepted level of 0.05, statistically proves that there is not a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate.



The hypothesis H4 is not confirmed.



Hypotheses 5 (H5).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate in Romania and Bulgaria.





The study of the relationship between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate was based on Pearson correlation analysis. According to Table 13, the relationship between the two variables may be presented as direct, negative, with average intensity (the correlation coefficient value is −0.470) and statistically significant for a confidence level of 95%. Sig. coefficient value (0.027), lower than the accepted level of 0.05, confirms the start hypothesis and statistically proves that there is a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate in Romania.



For Bulgaria, the correlation coefficient value is −0.422 and it is not statistically significant for a confidence level of 99%. Sig. coefficient value (0.064), higher than the accepted level of 0.05, statistically proves that there is not a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate. We recall the hyperinflation episode in Bulgaria in 1991 and 1997 which influenced the statistical data.



H5 is confirmed for the case of Romania.



Hypotheses 6 (H6).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and unemployment rate in Romania and Bulgaria.





The study of the relationship between the remittances received/capita and unemployment rate was based on Pearson correlation analysis. According to Table 13, the relationship between the two variables may be presented as direct, negative, with average intensity (the correlation coefficient value is −0.477 for Romania and −0.539 for Bulgaria) and statistically significant for a confidence level of 95%. Sig. coefficient value (0.025 for Romania and 0.014 for Bulgaria), lower than the accepted level of 0.05, confirms the start hypothesis and statistically proves that there is a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and unemployment rate in Romania and Bulgaria.



H6 is confirmed for Romania and Bulgaria.



Hypotheses 7 (H7).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and household final consumption in Romania and Bulgaria.





The study of the relationship between the remittances received/capita and household final consumption was based on Pearson correlation analysis. According to Table 13, the relationship between the two variables may be presented as direct, positive, with high intensity (the correlation coefficient value is 0.759 for Romania and 0.799 for Bulgaria) and statistically significant for a confidence level of 99%. Sig. coefficient value (0.000 for Romania and 0.000 for Bulgaria), lower than the accepted level of 0.01, confirms the start hypothesis and statistically proves that there is a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and household final consumption in Romania and Bulgaria.



H7 is confirmed for Romania and Bulgaria.



Hypotheses 8 (H8).

There is a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and Gini index (income inequality) in Romania and Bulgaria.





The study of the relationship between the remittances received/capita and Gini index (income inequality) was based on Pearson correlation analysis. According to Table 13, the relationship between the two variables may be presented as direct, positive, with high intensity (the correlation coefficient value is 0.718 for Romania and 0.851 for Bulgaria) and statistically significant for a confidence level of 99%. Sig. coefficient value (0.000 for Romania and 0.000 for Bulgaria), lower than the accepted level of 0.01, confirms the start hypothesis and statistically proves that there is a direct connection between the remittances received/capita and Gini index (income inequality) in Romania and Bulgaria.



H8 is confirmed for Romania and Bulgaria.



Data analysis shows that there is not a direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate in Romania and Bulgaria.



In addition, there is a direct relationship (negative and with average intensity) between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate in Romania but not in Bulgaria.



In the case of Romania and Bulgaria we find that there is a direct relationship with similar intensity between the remittances received/capita and the unemployment rate, the household final consumption and finally the income inequality.





6. Discussion


Romania and Bulgaria are two very similar countries, as we previously mentioned. Both belong to the Central and Eastern European block, characterised by massive migration flows towards the developed states of the EU28. Migration flows have positive and negative effects on the countries of origin and on the host countries, which are different on short and long term. The focus of the present analysis is on remittances, income sent by emigrants to their country of origin, which on short term influences positively the economy and the society. Remittances are used for subsistence expenditure, also for investments, especially in the field of real estate and education. However, on long term, remittances associated with an increasing number of emigrants economically affect sustainability, because the deficit of active labour will be compensated by activities involving the almost abusive use of other resources and environmental destruction.



The economic stability—sustainability is the main goal of every country administration and at the same time it is a common goal in EU28.



In the case of Romania, migration effects are not entirely negative. Romania is currently the second emigrant sending country after Syria and the Romanian exodus has been high for years [99,100]. The social categories of Romanian migrants are extremely varied, from people who are highly educated and well trained professionally [101], to people with extremely limited formal education [102]. Regardless of the Romanian migrants’ professional status, the causes of their decision to migrate are generally the economic and social deprivation. Romanian migrants seek opportunities to raise their income and their standard of living, as well as the safety of their jobs and these objectives are reached both legally and illegally.



Most of the highly educated Romanian migrants leave the country legally. They find a place to work before leaving the country and when they leave their place of origin, they are certain that the activity they are going to perform is according to their education and professional abilities. The migrants with high degree of formal education intrinsically intend that the position they occupy abroad will offer them the expected income, the desired work conditions, possibilities of professional development and safety, all these being important factors in their decision to migrate. The exodus of the people with good formal education constitutes the so-called brain-drain flow, which according to Haller [100,103,104,105] is an economic and social loss for any country investing in the educational process of its people, and not recovering its investment. The more years for the formal education, the greater the loss. The state will indirectly recover some of this investment by the money which the migrants re-send to the country, that is, by remittances. The probability that the value of remittances is higher than the value of investments in education is low, so that the brain-drain phenomenon becomes a loss for economy and society, especially that a small part of the migrants in this category return to their country of origin. It is usually a form of definitive migration, because well trained people find in the destination countries what they lack in their country of origin: good work conditions, professional development opportunities, high degree of civilisation. The professionally well-trained migrants constitute the social category which has no problems in finding a job in their country, they only have problems in finding an adequate place of work, also from a financial perspective.



Most of the Romanian migrants with low training and education leave the country illegally. They assume major risks, because they do not have the certitude of getting a job, so that they do not have great expectations and they accept to perform almost any activity as long as it is paid. Their objective is to earn higher incomes than they used to earn in their own countries and to re-send them home as remittances with the purpose to consolidate their material position, with the belief that they might return. This category of migrants frequently change their work place in the destination country as they adapt and have the possibility to earn increasingly higher incomes. The migrants with average and low formal education send to their countries the highest volume of remittances due to the certainty of definitive return, with the objective to consolidate their material position. The people who emigrate illegally have difficulties in finding a safe job, in re-qualifying and even in adapting to the conditions in the destination countries, so that they become aware of the fact that at a certain point they will need to return to their country. On long term, migration attracts negative effects to Romania. The more the phenomenon is perpetuated, the more it erodes the economy and the society. The decrease of the number of active population will chronically unbalance the labour market. The demographic pyramid will not be reversed as a result of the aging process associated with the effects of growth specific to developed countries but as a result of a higher and more accelerated exodus of the young population fit for work, on the background of a demographic decrease. After graduation, many young people intend to find a job in one of the countries where their diplomas are recognised. According to our analysis, the volume of remittances in both countries highly explains the degree of income inequality. The number of remittances in Romania and Bulgaria is alarming and it should be one of the main concerns of their governments in order to align these two countries to the requirements of the European Union.



In Romania there are no perspectives for migration to stop, only to lower, providing that there is a fast and efficient implication of the state by complex measures of economic policy. The low income and standard of living will maintain the migration phenomenon in Romania and the effects will prove increasingly complex by their multiplication effect (low income, low investments, labour market unbalance, unemployment, etc.), which will maintain the migration, especially the definitive one, lowering the positive impact by contracting the value of remittances. However, on long term, there will be negative effects of the migration phenomenon on the economy and on Romanian society and the problems associated with migration will involve complex structural measures in almost all the fields and sectors, including the behaviour of the political decision-making factors for which the population manifests a deficit of trust.



The Bulgarians’ migration has positive economic and demographic consequences by reducing the pressures on the labour market and the poverty, by stimulating entrepreneurship by increasing the number of small enterprises as an effect of remittances. It also has negative consequences, because brain-drain migration involves highly qualified people who are leaving the country, depopulation of peripheral regions, family division [81]. Like the Romanian migrants, Bulgarians strive to obtain material safety. Remittances are mainly destined for consumption expenditure but also for investments, especially in the field of real estate. The critical economic fund stimulates Bulgarians’ migration; however, the volume of remittances is lower than the Romanian one, which may be also explained by the demographic differences. We must mention that Bulgaria made a significant economic progress, which will be reflected in the future migration flows. At present, the effects of migration are similar to those of the Romanian economy. Migration also unbalances the Bulgarian labour market and modifies the demographic balance, on long term straining the Bulgarian economy due to the lower capacity to support sustainability. Young Bulgarians seek development opportunities outside their country of origin, which means a loss on the segment of qualified people, which also has a negative impact on economy and society on average and especially on long term.



In both countries, remittances represent income from external sources with positive short-term and negative long-term effects. If we consider the economic and environmental consequences, that is, the fact that in the future a sustainable development will be difficult to support, the advantages offered by remittances on short term do not compensate the long-term disadvantages. The microeconomic objectives—the income growth and financial safety—do not overlap the macroeconomic ones, which converge towards sustainable development.



For the receiving states, the emigrants coming from the East European states, Ukraine, Romania, Bulgaria and Moldova compensate the loss of workforce from the developed markets as a result of population aging and offer the possibility to use the cheaper and less qualified or highly qualified workforce [106] but willing to perform such a work where the native population is not willing to. However, the problem of stay and of illegal work is relevant in the case of Romanian and Bulgarian migrants [107].




7. Conclusions


This study aimed to identify (1) the factors determining migration and (2) the impact of remittances—the income sent by emigrants to their country of origin—on the economic growth and income inequality in the case of Romania and Bulgaria for the period between 1990–2015.



For the empirical analysis, we used indicators from three different sources, UN, Eurostat and the World Bank, with the purpose of obtaining a full picture of the situations studied.



The authors proposed eight hypotheses to be tested in order to highlight the main aspects of Romanian and Bulgarian migration singularity and their effects on the economic/social stability—sustainability.



H1–H3 hypotheses were tested with the help of the multiple regression model and H4–H8 hypotheses were tested with the help of the bivariate correlation—based on Pearson correlation analysis.



Data analysis confirmed that the inflation rate explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania. In addition, the income inequality (Gini index) explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria. And finally, the household consumption expenditure explains the number of definitive migrants in EU28 from Romania and Bulgaria. The contribution of these variables is very similar for Romania and Bulgaria.



In order to achieve our first objective of the present study, we can conclude that the main determinants of the migration process in Romania and Bulgaria are the inflation rate, the income inequality and the household consumption expenditure. However, because we manipulate economic indicators, we can see that many of them are highly correlated and they have an influence on each other. For example, GDP growth rate (economic growth) had linear correlation with the inflation rate and with the unemployment rate and so forth.



In order to achieve our second objective, we can conclude that there is no direct relationship between the remittances received/capita and GDP/capita growth rate in Romania and Bulgaria.



In addition, there is a direct (negative) relationship between the remittances received/capita and price inflation rate in Romania, though not also in Bulgaria, with average and similar intensity in both cases.



In Romania and Bulgaria there is a direct relationship with similar intensity between the remittances received/capita and the unemployment rate (negative relation, average intensity but higher in the case of Bulgaria), the household final consumption and finally with the income inequality (positive with high intensity and very similar for both countries).



The analysis of the relationship between remittances and economic growth and between remittances and inflation, unemployment and income inequality indicates some of the factors determining Romanians’ and Bulgarians’ migration. The non-manifestation of a direct relationship between remittances and economic growth highlights that in Romania and Bulgaria migration is not necessarily a factor of economic stimulation but rather a consequence of the deficiencies manifested in economy like inflation, unemployment and income inequality. This paper may constitute a starting point for future studies of this phenomenon, including the comparison to other developing states. It may also be an inspiration for the decision-makers in economic policy to help them establish the measures necessary for the decrease of the migrants’ flow from Romania and Bulgaria towards EU28, because it highlights three of the main factors determining the phenomenon and demonstrates that the value of remittances does not have a direct impact on the economic growth. According to the conclusions of this analysis, countries like Romania and Bulgaria may redirect their attention towards solving the internal problems which are mostly related to phenomena with major implications in economy, like inflation, unemployment and income inequality, because they are the main causes of migration. The demographic contraction in Romania and Bulgaria will not be compensated by the positive effect of remittances but it might be stopped by the implementation of measures to balance the labour and monetary market and to improve the standard of living.
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Appendix A








Table A3. Definitive emigrants according to the destination country. Data for Bulgaria (total number of people).





	Year
	1990–1994
	1995–1999
	2000–2004
	2005–2009
	2010–2012
	2013
	2014–2015





	Austria
	8666
	9777
	10,888
	12,170
	13,452
	14,061
	15,733



	Belgium
	907
	976
	1048
	4126
	14,129
	14,641
	26,415



	Bulgaria
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-



	Croatia
	0
	138
	0
	283
	0
	0
	305



	Cyprus
	1531
	2165
	2799
	4097
	5392
	7247
	6857



	Czech Republic
	1154
	1731
	2308
	4421
	6973
	7113
	8768



	Denmark
	224
	445
	666
	1760
	2853
	5457
	5611



	Estonia
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	72



	Finland
	274
	348
	421
	793
	1164
	1492
	2271



	France
	9404
	9708
	10,012
	13,222
	16,767
	17,332
	17,626



	Germany
	27,077
	30,146
	33,214
	67,518
	65,255
	66,001
	105,331



	Greece
	4994
	22,834
	34,214
	56,513
	54,092
	55,988
	72,893



	Hungary
	1962
	1696
	1430
	1766
	2102
	2276
	1397



	Ireland
	178
	494
	1187
	1642
	1352
	1952
	1974



	Italy
	446
	5423
	10,400
	34,041
	44,617
	57,794
	57,691



	Latvia
	390
	220
	50
	297
	589
	513
	451



	Lithuania
	33
	37
	29
	59
	128
	88
	71



	Luxembourg
	42
	68
	94
	334
	566
	796
	880



	Netherlands
	833
	1217
	1693
	3111
	13,501
	18,044
	18,714



	Malta
	77
	91
	221
	361
	433
	507
	1055



	Poland
	2415
	2064
	1762
	1752
	1916
	1854
	1730



	Portugal
	183
	395
	609
	2831
	5113
	5350
	5014



	Romania
	25,599
	21,944
	19,404
	18,833
	20,290
	18,271
	11,154



	Slovakia
	362
	790
	1039
	1612
	1223
	1115
	2190



	Slovenia
	65
	75
	88
	122
	794
	949
	1210



	Spain
	1095
	1959
	3678
	86226
	154,389
	160,832
	130,116



	Sweden
	2756
	3271
	3508
	3962
	6652
	7506
	8513



	United Kingdom
	1722
	3395
	18,207
	24,672
	51,125
	58,366
	51,875







Source: [86].











Table A5. SPSS database for Romania and Bulgaria.












	Year
	ReR.Ro
	ReR.Bu
	Total.Migrants.Ro
	Total.Migrants.Bu





	1990
	
	
	507,752
	92,389



	1991
	
	
	531,328
	98,193



	1992
	
	
	554,903
	103,996



	1993
	
	
	578,479
	109,800



	1994
	0.483937
	
	602,054
	115,603



	1995
	0.396751
	
	625,630
	121,407



	1996
	0.795791
	4.962437
	654,024
	128,919



	1997
	0.709409
	6.087534
	682,418
	136,432



	1998
	2.177067
	6.137477
	710,811
	143,944



	1999
	4.271975
	5.179633
	739,205
	151,457



	2000
	4.277509
	7.127812
	767,599
	158,969



	2001
	5.241287
	103.1572
	962,317
	196,480



	2002
	6.580614
	150.1757
	1,157,035
	233,991



	2003
	5.747572
	221.0178
	1,351,752
	271,502



	2004
	6.106729
	223.2475
	1,546,470
	309,013



	2005
	44.64341
	210.5912
	1,741,188
	346,524



	2006
	54.75499
	225.8165
	1,902,441
	374,193



	2007
	77.7802
	224.4503
	2,063,693
	401,861



	2008
	82.88763
	256.074
	2,224,946
	429,530



	2009
	33.5075
	213.8232
	2,386,198
	457,198



	2010
	31.67831
	180.2302
	2,547,451
	484,867



	2011
	34.45169
	201.8405
	2,606,870
	498,426



	2012
	36.55486
	198.3168
	2,666,288
	511,986



	2013
	176.0857
	229.4472
	2,844,544
	525,545



	2014
	169.8355
	233.2163
	2,901,135
	540,731



	2015
	155.7093
	208.2393
	2,957,726
	555,917







Source: [87].
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Table 1. Migration—perspectives of analysis.
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Perspectives of Analysis
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Authors




	
Multi-and transdisciplinary

	
geographical

	
Ravenstein [27], Rogers [28], Zelinsky [29], Wright [30], King [31]




	
economic

	
Piore [32], Hanson [33], Giddens [1], Kurekova [34], Collins et al. [35], Galbraith [36]




	
sociological

	
Stark, Bloom [37], Gieseck [38], McDowell, De Haan [39], Boswell [40,41], O’Reilly [42], Kerr, Kerr [43]




	
psychological

	
Binnie [44], Berry [45], Esses et al. [46], Gurieva, Kinunen [47], Brown [48]




	
anthropological

	
Colson [49], Fitzgerald [50], Horevitz [51], Salaza [52], Kempny [53]




	
Causality, theories and effects

	
causality

	
Budnik [54], Galbraith [36]




	
theories

	
Solow [55], Kalinowska, Knapińska [56] Kurekova [34]




	
effects

	
Borjas [57,58], Orefice [59], Giddens [1], Kerr, Kerr [43]




	
myths

	
De Hein [60,61,62], Coyle [63]
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