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Foreword

This paper has been written a a time when the issue of migraion is more important in
British politics than it has been for nearly 20 years. In September 2000 the Labour
Government indicated formdly that it was in the process of reviewing British
migration policy, and asked for a public debate. Although this paper was being

researched well in advance of this announcement, it now forms part of that debate.

Reforming British Migration Policy is about exising policy and what reforms could
be enacted to improve current migration sysems it will be followed shortly by a
paper which addresses common fears about migration, and which shows that most are
of doubtful judtification

It is notable that despite the wedth of academic materid concerned with certain
agpects of migration in the UK, particularly the socid conditions of ethnic minorities,
many of the biggest immigration questions are under-researched. Issues such as the
higorica impact of migration on employment, wefare and growth in the UK have
surprisngly little written on them, amogt certainly because the process of gathering
data for such surveys is extraordinarily expensve, and difficult to interpret into
meaningful results

As a result much of the information on which this paper is based is gathered from

government sources rather than academic research. Hopefully, the present debate will
have the Sde effect of stimulating larger scde research into migrationto the UK.

Tom Steinberg

October 2000

An electronic copy of this paper is available at

www.iea.org.uk/migration.htm
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Abstract

This paper argues that British migration laws are skewed against economic migrants
in a way which is harmful to Britain. Policies designed in a different economic era
dictate who is allowed to live and work in the UK, and do so in a manner which is
unresponsive to the desires of Britons and British businesses. The existing migration
systems also create incentives to abuse the asylum process. A proposal is made for a
work permit system which is market driven, but which retains control mechanisms for

government.
1 - What are ‘economic migrants' ?

‘Economic migrant’ is a teem employed in two ggnificantly different ways In an
academic context, an economic migrant is anyone who migrates, ether within a date,
or from one nation to another, for economic reasons. However, in current press and
politicd discourse, an economic migrant has become someone who clams asylum
fasdy, with the am of living a life of ease a the expense of thar hogt date's wefare
sysem.

By confudng these two meanings intentiondly or otherwise, writers and
commentators who are againg migration have managed to tar the former category
with the same brush as the latter.

! The views expressed in this working paper are those of the author and not of the IEA (which has no
corporate view), its Directors, Advisors or Trustees.

IEA Working Papers have not been subject to the same rigorous peer review process to which all other
|EA papers are subject. It isthe purpose of these papers to stimulate debate on issues of contemporary
import; the author is grateful for comments, please contact him at tsteinberg@iea.org.uk .




In a typicad example of the current confuson over migrants, Jack Straw told the

House of Commons that:

“We must be able to provide support to those in genuine need, but we must do so
in a way that minimises the incentive to economic migrants who undermine public

support for genuine refugees.” 2

In this case Mr Straw cannot have been talking about economic migrants as correctly
defined, because he indictes that he wants to stop the flow of economic migrants. Mr
Straw knows well that most of the severd hundred thousand people awarded ‘right of
abode daus during his time in office have come explicitly for economic reasons.
Here Mr Straw is taking about migrants who come to the UK purdly to exploit the
socid security sysem, while usng a term which traditiondly refers to an entirdy

different group.

Barbara Roche, the present Government’'s minister responsible for migration issues,
redises that such language has served to obfuscate the line between desrable, useful
migrants and socia security abusers. In a speech in July 2000, Ms Roche discussed
the didinction between unjudified asylum seekers and genuine economic migrants,
obliquely admitting previous falures to distinguish important differences between the
two when she stated that:

“ Our thinking on these issues is now developing” 3

This shows a willingness to accept what is dready true: Britain accepts some types of
economic migrants with open aams. So long as the term ‘economic migrant’ is used to
denote both wedfare seekers and job seekers, debating British migration policy will
aways produce confuson. For the purposes of this paper, the wider, and much more
traditiond definition of economic migrants will be used, as a term for those who
migrate with the intention of bettering themsdlves economicdly. When the discussion
tuns to people who dam asylum fadsdy to gan wefare benefits, they will be
referred to directly as such.

2 Commons Hansard, 22 February 1999, pt12.
3 Alan Travis, “Migrants with skills may be welcomed”, The Guardian, 22 July 2000.



The paper proceeds & follows. Section two of this paper deds with the evidence that
many potentidly productive migrants are not admitted to the UK, and detals the
legidation and procedures that ensure that they cannot come here. Section three
addresses the reason why such redrictions are bad for British citizens and businesses.
The fourth and find section proposes changes that could improve the migration
system in the UK.



2 - High Fences

The argument that Britain's migraion policies are too illiberd seems srange when
confronted by the raw figures. In 1999 97 100 people were accepted for settlement in
the UK* This was the highest ever gross influx in a single year, and was equivadent to
a total population increase of over 0.1%. Additionaly, 76 000 were admitted as work
permit holders. 86 million more were dlowed in as holiday makers. The average

yearly acceptances for settlement in the UK total over 60 000.

Acceptances for settlement, by category, 1999
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These szedble figures hide the compostion of those granted the right of abode in the
UK. As figure 1 shows, only 7 per cent of the tota granted resdency permisson were
admitted under the government category of “Employment and other own right”.
Nearly ten times more were granted acceptance for settlement as spouses or family
members of exiding British citizens. The remaning 23 per cent condsed of asylum
seekers whose cases were accepted by the immigration and asylum authorities. This
shows that the vast mgority of migrants who are being granted the right to live in the
UK are dther doing so under the aegis of family re-unification legidation, or because

* All figuresin this paragraph are from HMSO Control of Immigration: Statistics United Kingdom,
Second halfand year 1999.



they have edablished their right to asylum. This shows that the mgority of migrants
who are admitted to the UK are not primary migrants, which is to say migrants who
comein search of work astheir highest priority.

A Short History of British Migration Policy

To undergtand why it is that such an unusud mixture of migrants are granted the right
of abode in the UK, we have to examine the history of British migration policy. For
most of the exisence of the British Empire, British subjects of any race were
permitted to migrate to the United Kingdom for the purpose of living or working. This
right was ensrined in the 1948 British Nationdity Act, which defined two groups of
UK citizens, Commonwedth and ‘UK and colonies nationas. Both were given the
same rights to live and work in the UK.

In 1962 the Immigration Act was introduced to stem the flow of migrants from
commonwedth countries. The government had been darmed about migration snce
the 1958 race riots in Notting Hill, which starkly exposed the ethnic tensons present
in British society. When the numbers of economic migrants began to rise steeply in
1960, the government fdt it had to act.

UK passport holders (induding ditizens of countries which were dill officdly British
colonies) were ill awarded full rights of resdency, but commonwedth citizens were
subject to quotas if they wished to migrate to the UK. The quota in 1962 was 51 000
per year, a little less than the actud migration figure of 66 000 in 1961. Shortly
afterwards the Labour government of 1964 drastically reduced the vouchers awarded
yealy to only 4700. This virtudly cosed primary migration as a posshility for most

commonweath members.

The project of closng primary migration channes was not finished in 1964. Despite
the numerous policy changes, one mgor door open for economic migration from the
former British empire had been left open: the remaning British Colonies. Many
ctizens of British colonies were in possesson of British passports, and ill had the
right to migrate to the UK. This presented an open door to non-white colonids which
the government was keen to close. The 1968 Commonwedth Immigration Act did so



by introducing the concept of belonging into British migraion law. Only those who
were born in the UK, or who had a parent or grandparent born in the UK were
dlowed to move here. This, as has been widdy noted, favoured white migrants who
were far more likely to have been raised in British born families than non-whites.

A mere three years later, yet another mgor immigration law was passed, the 1971
Immigration Act. This modified the concept of ‘bedonging into a more genetic
sounding, but ultimady dmilar, idea of ‘patridity’. It furthered the task of dl
immigration policy dnce the 1960s, to limit the number of people who had right by
birth of aode in the UK. This Act did not last. Migration policy was changed, yet
agan, by the British Nationdity Act in 1981, the Immigration Act of 1971 having
auffered criticism from the European Human Rights Commisson for its apparent bias
towards whites. Five new forms of British citizenship were introduced, but of the five
only one, ‘British Nationdity’ (awarded to UK born cdtizens and immediae
descendants) gave a right of abode in the UK. The others smply differentiated classes
of people who despite connections were not granted the al-important right to live or
work in the UK. The 1981 Act dso further tightened who was granted British
nationdity by changing the qudification from grandparenta nationdity to parenta
nationdity, making it even less likdy tha commonwedth citizens would be granted
the right of abode in the UK.



The Consequences
The most important consequences of the above changes are the following.

Firg, the only types of nonUK passport holding migrants formdly dlowed to work
or resde in the UK became ether family members and spouses of UK citizens, or
certan tightly controlled categories of workers. Work acceptances cover specific and
tightly defined fields, such as investors who bring a lees £750 000 of their own
money, cergymen, entertainers, arline pilots, domedtic servants, journdists and -

most recently - innovators who promise to set up businesses.

The second maor consequence of the changes is that the door was closed on workers
who are not highly skilled. This gpplied both for awarding temporary and permanent
permisson to work in the UK. Medium, low and unskilled workers have no reason to
expect that they can work and live in the UK, unless they enter under the seasond
agriculturd workers scheme, which is fixed & a maximum of 10 000 workers per
year. They are, to dl intents and purposes, not wanted by the government and not
alowed in. The DFEE Overseas Labour Service notes curtly that:

“We do not issue work permits for jobs at manual, craft, clerical, secretarial or

similar levels, or for domestic work, such as nannies or housekeepers.”>

The work permits scheme is the only mechanism which alows companies to sponsor
migrants that they want to employ. However, the drict procedure guiddines ensure
that this is only worthwhile for rdativey highly skilled, highly paid jobs required by
firms that are large enough to handle the procedures required to obtain even a single
work permit. It is recognised informaly within the DFEE that work permits are not
awarded for jobs worth less than about £20 000 per year®, and the DFEE's advice
suggests that applicants should have at least a university degree plus two years of well

> http://www.dfee.gov.uk/ol s/html/bc/beeligib.htmi#tebook 1
® In 1997 UK median wage was £14,020 per year, Social Trends 1997, Office of National Statistics.



pad employment in certain sectors behind them. The only exception is the key
workers scheme which is desgned to dlow unusudly skilled workers, such as sheep-
shearers, access to the UK job market for no more than 36 months, even though they
may not have high paying positions or academically advanced qualifications,

This does not redidicdly provide a chand for many medium and low skilled
workers. Immigration lawyers report that the legal costs to businesses of processing a
sngle work permit gpplication are about £500-850 plus VAT. On top of this there are
the extra expenses of advertiang to see if there is a ‘native worker who can fill the
job instead” ( between £700 and £1000 ), plus the even greater costs of administering
and running an entire vetting and interviewing process. For anyone less than a very
highly skilled worker these bariers sand as formidable obstacles to potentia
employers, and to medium and low skilled migrants. Many employers, wishing to
avoid these cods, introduce a vicious circle to ther employment procedures by
making a work permit a prerequisite for goplying for a job that is required to gan that
permit.

The third, and mos visble effect of the closure of low and medium skill migraion
channds is tha the numbers of asylum seekers without legitimate clam to refugee
datus has soared, pesking a over 70% of total agpplicants in late 1999, pushing
migration as a whole back into the public eye. The rise in unjudtified asylum seekers
can be atributed to a number of different factors, including the smple spread of
information concerning the avalability of wefare through the asylum system.
However, there is no doubt that the combination of tight migration policies, with high
labour demand and relatively high wages makes Britan a prime target for migrants
who cannot get into the UK through legitimate channds. Miniser of State Barbara
Roche recognized this recently when she stated thet,

“1f no other opportunities exist, asylumwill increasingly be seen as the only route

for migration”®

" Itisnot required to advertise for certain employment fields such as medicine and nursing.
8 Barbara Roche speech in Paris, 21 July 2000, p10.



In this datement, the miniger recognised a fairly smple economic phenomenon.
Unemployment in most other European countries is relatively high. In the UK, low
unemployment rates and high employment rates reflect high demand for labour. It is
not surprisng that with the UK economy giving off such drong sgnds about its
desre for labour that migrants have darted to use the only sysem open to them,

asylum.

Figure 2 on the next page indicates that, broadly spesking, asylum applications have
been inversdy corrdated with unemployment snce the mid 1980s, when asylum
figures firs garted being recorded. In other words, as demand for labour has risen, so
have the number of gpplications for asylum. Although there are many other factors
which influence numbers of people daming asylum, egpecidly mgor dvil crises in
countries which provoke floods of refugees, the corrdation is sufficiently clear to

imply cause.

It is traditiond to blame the increase in asylum applicants on risng socid security
benefits. This cannot explain the figure 2 , though. Socia security benefits for asylum
seekers have not changed dramatically over time, except when they were made
condderably less generous in 1996, via the Asylum and Immigration Act of that year.
It was ds0 in 1996 that we see the numbers of asylum gpplications Sart to rise
rgpidly, and continue to rise for the next three years. This is the exact opposte result
we would expect to see if we bdieve tha asylum seeking levels have risen in
response to an overly generous welfare state. Over the same three year period UK
unemployment fell to the lowest rate for over 20 years, which would seem to be a far
dronger incentive for any nontgenuine asylum seeker than benefits which were
actudly being cut.

It must be added tha genuine refugees, when fledng persecution, may very well
respond to conditions in labour markets, and so choose to escape to countries where
their chances of rebuilding their lives are improved. Figure 2 is not intended to show
that mogt asylum applicants are unjudtified in their dams,



Figure 2 ILO Unemployment against Asylum Applications (inverted )
over time
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It has recently been suggested that the exiging migration systems, though widdy seen as
a ‘closed door’ are in fact dready sufficiently open to serve the UK while protecting it
againg the envy of less happier lands. Conservative MP Ann Widdecombe dtated that she

SEes.

“No reason to relax the existing controls on immigration. If we have a shortage of skills

the existing work-permit scheme seems to function perfectly well.”

The above examples concerning skill levels and the cost of obtaning work permits
indicate that this is not the case for many workers. The next section expands in more
detal on how Britan is suffering from insuffident flexibility in its migraion sysems.

 Ann Widdecombe quoted by David Bamber, “Labour to invite 100,000 foreigners ayear into UK”,
The Daily Telegraph, 3rd September 2000.

10



3 - Why Economic MigrantsareValuable, and What WeareMissing

Chancdlor of the Exchequer Gordon Brown has declared that there are about one
million unfilled jobs in the UK a the time of writing, a the same time as the nation
till has an officia unemployment rate of 3.9%™°. Furthermore, the BBC reports that

“Literacy, numeracy and skills levels in the UK are so poor that a quarter of

employers struggle to fill job vacancies™”

This indicates that there are a large number of jobs avalable in the UK which are not
filled for two reasons, either because there is a shortage of appropriady skilled
workers in the area where there is demand, or because there are not enough people
who desire to do those jobs. These jobs are not by any means dl highly skilled, new
technology related employment, dthough many of them undoubtedly are IT related.
The Economist noted that British farmers report a shortage of labour capable or
willing even to pick lettuces'®, while restaurants and service industries around the
country druggle to fill jobs due to the tight labour market. The Nationd Farmers
Union is lobbying for more migrant labour, without which it says many full time
British famers jobs ae under threat. In July 2000 the CBI, the voice of many manua
indudtries, reported that skill shortages were being fet by 16 per cent of its members,
athree year high.

Despite the shortfdl of willing and able gpplicants for jobs in the UK, work permit
policy is Hill framed by the idea that the companies must prove that there is no UK
citizen who could do the job instead. This gppears to be a hangover from the era when
the 1981 British Nationdity Act was drafted, a which time unemployment was a

much more severe problem than it is now, primarily due to labour market inflexibility.

10 http://news2.thls.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/business/newsi d%5F 751000/ 751963.stm
. http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/education/newsid_807000/807053.stm
12 The Economist, ‘A Continent on the Move', 6 May 2000.
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The present government has shown dgns of recognisng that exiging migration
policies are faling Britain. A new category of skilled worker digible to work in the
UK has been added, the ‘Innovator’, to reflect the need for entrepreneurs who may not
have much of their own capitd behind them, and more announcements are in the
pipeline. Nevertheless, attempts to open the debate face resstance, the most high
profile obstacle being the following argument.

Britons before I ndians

The primary argument againg migraion reforms is that indead of importing migrants,
we should spend our time and money training our own under-skilled population. This
Sseductive idea (summed up in the German ndiondist campaign dogan “Children
before Indians’), isfdlacious.

Fird, it ignores important time condderations. If there is a vacancy tha requires an
unavailable worker today, it is of little use to tel the company with the vacancy thet
someone will be specidly trained up, and that they will be ready to work in a few
months, or a few years time. This costs the company, which in turn passes the codts
onto the British consumer. Far from being a help to native Britons this policy would
result in tharr suffering from inferior, and higher cost services.

The second reason why the ‘train the Britons first” argument is flawed, is that working
migrants pay taxes which can be used to tran naives. If working migrants are
dlowed into the UK then they will pay additiona taxes which are not pad at presen.
Without those tax revenues, there will be less money to spend on public services,
including educetion, in the firda place Agan, the agument leads to a

counterproductive outcome.

The find nall in the coffin of this theory is the fact that there are many jobs which do
not require great <kill, but which few Britons are willing to take up. Sectors like
picking fruit or cleaning office buildings dready use large amounts of migrant |abour,

13 Some commentators have noted that working migrants must actually contribute more to the tax
coffers than natives because they do not bring pension claiming relatives with them. Unfortunately, in
the UK there are no studies with which to compare this theory.
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primarily because finding native Britons willing to do this work a any reasonable
wage is impossble. Few urban Britons who live on wefare would accept hard,
manud agricultura labour even if the wages were better than thelr benefits.

There are more, mportant reasons why the UK would benefit from a more intelligent
and more liberd migration system. Two of the mgor advantages are discussed below.

Self-salection and motivation

Mogt migrants come from a sdf-sdected group of unusudly motivated and organised
individudls. People who ae idle or disorganised are unlikdy to go through the
troublesome, expensve and exhaugting procedures required to migrate. Higtoricaly
this has led to migrant communities being unusualy motivated in the work sphere. At
one end of the spectrum this has led to 13-14% of Indians in the UK becoming part of
the ‘professond classes, nearly twice the figure for white mae Britons* Members
of British ethnic minorities are, taken together, more likey to be entrepreneurs then
the white population®. Even amongst the figures normaly cited to highlight the
exigence of seious deprivations amongst ethnic minorities in the UK, there is
evidence of the sdf-sdection of migrant families. For example, Bangladeshi children
achieve the lowest standard of school results in the country. However, their attainment
levels & GCSE have doubled in 6 years, indicating the fastest growth in education
standards for any ethnic group in Britan'®. In the 2000 A-Leve results, Bangladeshi
children again showed the fastest improvements, underlining the fact that even if a
migrant who comes to the UK is unskilled, it does not mean for a moment that they or
their families are lacking in a work ethic. Indeed the opposte seems to be true.
Writing about the American experience with migrants, Julian Smon wrote that:

“Compared to natives, their rate of participation in the labour force is higher, they
tend to save more, they apply more effort during working hours, and they have a

higher propensity to start new businesses and to be self-employed.”*’

14 social focus on ethnic minorities, ONS, p12.

15 Office of National Statistics, Labour Market Trends, June 2000, p253.

18 Al figuresin this paragraph are from “ Social Inequalities 2000” from the ONS.

7 3ulian Simon, “The Economic Consequences of Immigration into the United States’, Ch 17.
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The benefits of cultural interaction and assimilation

The second advantageous aspect of dlowing economic migrants into the UK is the
cultura assets they bring with them, whether they be cuisne, musc, science,
literature, forms of socid organisation or actud objects and resources. Britan has
benefited an incaculable amount from imported practices, from chicken tikka masaa
( purportedly Britain's most consumed dish ) to democracy itsdf. The dangers
presented by nations which legidate to enforce cultura purity hardly need repeating.
Britain is not aout to go down such a path, but the lack of open migration channels
means an inevitable retardation of culturd assmilation, with potentid socid and
economic costs. The missed opportunities themsdves are impossible to caculate, but
we need only to note that the founder of Intd was a Hungarian born migrant to the
US, or that Picasso received inspiration from African masks, to see the varying and
potentidly enormous opportunity costs that hindering culturd interaction could have.
Had we had such drict migration policies in the past as we do today we can be sure
that Britan would be a less rich place then it is Our primary rdigion, much of our
language, our beer and favourite foods al have srong foreign dements which could
have been excluded by our current migration policies. And then there is Marks and
Spencer.

Economic migrants are dedrable primarily because they fill jobs which employers
want to be filled. Britain is in an unusud period where the number of jobs is relatively
high compared with the active labour force. Migration laws ought to reflect the dedire
of British companies to be able to employ more migrants for the good of themsdves,
their shareholders, their customers, and (of course), the job seeking migrants. Second,
migrants who come to the UK tend to be willing to work hard, are unusudly
entrepreneurid and to take up employment that Britons are not willing to. Ladtly,
migrants are desrable because they bring socid and culturd practices which
chdlenge dagndion in our private and public lives. They bring new ways of
goproaching problems and of entertaining ourselves which serve to make our lives

more vigorous and interesting.
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4 - Changes

The migration sysem needs reforming. It is a sysem of two parts, the first being the
norma day-to-day migration controls, the second the asylum sysem which exids to
give sanctuary to those fleeing persecution. The government has shown sgns that it
redises that the issues surrounding the two have become confused. It is seeking to
separate them in order to ingtigate changes, particularly to the nontasylum migration
channels. Barbara Roche stated that:

“In ensuring that we crack down wherever necessary on misuse, we must not lose
sight of the bigger picture. Many immigrants....have been very successful here,

bringing economic benefits to Britain as a whole” 8.

Separating the two systems must not be done unthinkingly. Britain cannot have two
separate migration systems which do not carefully interlock. The wrong incentive
from one sysem will drive people from one to the other. This is exactly what has
been happening over the last decade as potentid economic migrants have discovered
that the asylum system can be used as a successful means of entry. There is a danger
that reforms which do not take into account the interrdlated nature of the systems will
just create a different set of unwanted incentives.

In the following sections a pair d blueprints are sketched out which are designed with
the question condantly in mind: “Will this sysem make the right people use the right
channd?’

Reforming the economic migration system

As seen above, the work permit scheme as it sands is flawed. It is targeted, soviet
dyle, a workers with skills that the Home Office bureaucracy decides are ‘required
for British prosperity. But necessary sKills in the work place are changing so fast thet
companies have found it essentid to implement continud training schemes jugt to
keep their employees up to date with current technologies. In the light of this the

18 Barbara Roche, speech, ‘UK Migration in aGlobal Economy’, p8.
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government lisg of agpproved computer skills is laughable both in content and
conceptudisation. The list is lacking PHP, Autocad and SNA, al magor technologies,
and has no specific mention that web designers are needed the UK, even though the

page thelist is on itself contains a broken link.1°

One of the mogt talked about proposas for migration reform, the introduction of a
points based sysem smilar to Canada, suffers from the same problems as the existing
British sysem. In Canada an applicant is awarded points according to the content of
their gpplication, such as points for having a redive in the country, or beng a
computer programmer. If they receive enough points, the applicant gains permisson
to live and work in Canada. However, this method suffers from the same type of
unresponsiveness to actua demand associated with bureaucratic systems sdecting
ussful skills. This is probably the most serious weskness with the points system: that
in one important way it too closdy resembles the existing UK work permit system.

The quedtion of skills sdection is not just one of choosing the right technology to add
to the lig. There is an unfounded bias againg low and medium skilled workers in our
exiging migration policy, even though they are the lifeblood of the modern services
sector. While they are not as purely productive as IT workers this does not mean that
they are not in demand from many businesses without the glamorous dot.com status.

There is Smply no way that the civil sarvice can eficiently declare what workers the
UK needs. Indeed the only people who know what British companies and British
customers need are the companies and their markets. The shortages discussed above
are the mogt vishle manifestation of this falure. The opportunity cods of the exising
permit systems are grest, but can never be caculated.

So how should this system be reformed? One solution would be for companies to be
able to submit to an eectronic system ether the name of a specific person, or to
contract an agency that would find and then submit the name of a potentiad employee
to the same sysem. Applicants for migration would be able to apply for permanent or
temporary work permits by having their detals regisered. The moment a company

19 http:/ www.dfee.gov.uk/ol s/html/bc/beshort.htm
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expresses a dedre for a particular worker, the worker ought to be awarded an
appropriate work permit. Job agencies would be free to act internationaly between
employers and labour markets, which could make obtaining the work permit
transparent to both parties. The system would be non-discretionary and based on a
gmple demand-award system. If there was no demand, applicants could ill apply
and have ther gpplications held in a queue until demand for those skills emerges. This
would make the life of work placement agencies esser as they could search the

waliting list for gppropriately skilled workers, and advertise them to businesses.

The duration of work permits ought to be somewha longer than the expected
employment duration of the worker. This would give workers time to new seek work
if their employment came to an end. If a new job were found, or if they started one
themsdves, ther permit would be extended. If they remaned persagently
unemployed, their permit would be revoked.

Of course, practica politica pressures will demand that the government manifests a
control over the numbers of economic migrants permitted entry to the UK. The
system sketched out above dlows this to be achieved through a numbers quota, to be
st according to politicd acceptability. When the quota has been used up, new
gpplicants would be added to the queue, until the next period for the quota begins, or

as Britons or workers leave and formaly give up their rights of abode.

This sysem would dlow British governments to display a control over workers
rights and pay levels, both highly sengtive issues. No worker could be demanded by a
busness, for example, where pay offered is below the minimum weage If paliticaly
necessay, this could dso act as a way of preventing British businesses from usng the
sysem to replace native workers with chegper subditutes; an amost  unknown
phenomenon, but one which provokes great public fear. Additiondly, a family re-
unification scheme could be run dong sde the new system, very much dong the rules
of the exiging one.
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Reforming the Asylum System

Reforming the work permit sysem dill leaves the quedtion of asylum. There is little
doubt that given more flexible migration channds many of those who seek asylum
without firm grounds for doing so, would change their gpproach and apply
legitimately, thus avoiding the pendties associated with being discovered as a nont
refugee. Nevertheless, unless other policies are changed, the incentive for those
purported migrants who want only to live on wefare will remain unchanged. If only
for the sake of the public image of migrants as a whole, this group has to be as firmly
discouraged as possible.

There is a humane way of deding with this issue that does not require the currently
proposed reassessment of the 1951 UN Convention. Benefits for asylum seekers
might be limited in length to no more than a few months, and made conditiond on
seeking work. Welfare to work schemes have been embraced successfully in a
number of western dates. Since subgroups of asylum seekers who want to live off
benefits rather than work are a form of welfare dependency problem, they can and
should be dedlt with in asimilar way to policies designed for natives.

Consequently the ban on employment for most of those in the process of seeking
asylum should be dropped. Those who are granted asylum need not have wasted their
time and tax payers money wating for work permits (incuding meny of the
estimated 1000 asylum seeking doctors who st idle in London a the moment?©).
Those whose asylum cdams ae found wanting, but who 4ill find productive
employment, could dso be converted to norma ‘economic migrant’ Status but hit
with a punitive income tax rate for a fixed period of time. This would act as a
disncentive to use the asylum channd rather than the newly reformed economic
migration channels, while avoiding the absurd waste of labour, benefits and tax
revenues that the current asylum sysem entails. Those who fal on both judgement
and employment counts could be sruck off welfare and deported. The recent

proposas to remove the rights to employment from those asylum seekers who have

20 The 1000 doctor figure is a Refugee Council estimate. Foreign doctors would, of course, haveto be
trained and certified to British standards.
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ganed them would serve litle more than to push even more asylum seeking

employment underground, and out of the taxation system.

Conclusion

There are many aspects of the immigration debate which are purposefully left out of
this discusson paper in the interests of brevity and cdlaity. The most important
omisson is the question: “What harm, if any, do migrants do to the UK?'. This
question has not been raised because this paper is amed a reforming government
policy, and the government does not and will not say what it fears from an overly

generous migration system.

Bypasing quegions of possble ham is less important a problem than it initidly
seems. Whatever the potentid cogts of migration may be, they will not actudly be the
reason that the government decides to set redtrictions at a certain level. Ingtead public
opinion that remains drongly hogile to mogt migraion will be the primary redrant.
The government is never likely to have to ask serioudy “Wha do migrants mean for
housng or unemployment?” because public opinion is certan to keep permitted
numbers below levels a which these issues become rdevant. A further paper, to
follow this one, will explore exclusvely the objections to migration and will be amed
a rectifying press and public misperceptions concerning migration, which the

government and civil service currently teke as given.

What this paper has sought to demondrate is that there is a pressng need for
migration reforms, and has sketched out a sysem which could replace exising
policies. It has been shaped to improve the exising sysem while recognisng the
delicate political redities surrounding migration as an issue. Hopefully careful
improvements to the migration sysem will themsdves change the nature of those
political redities, and perhaps alow more frank debate than is possible at present.
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