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Lessons from Migration after EU Enlargement*

 
The Eastern enlargement of the EU was an institutional impetus to the migration potential in 
Europe. While the overall numbers of migrants from the new member states in the EU15 
increased between 2003 and 2007, this increase was distributed unevenly among countries. 
The proportion of these migrants in the EU15 remains smaller than that of non-EU27 
migrants. The transitory arrangements may have diverted some migrants from the EU8 
mainly to Ireland and the UK. Migrants from the EU2 continued to go predominantly to Italy 
and Spain. To date, there is no evidence that these primarily economic migrants would 
displace native workers or lower their wages (and even if crowding out happened in certain 
sectors or occupation, aggregate data suggest that such natives found well-paid jobs 
elsewhere), or that they would be more dependent on welfare than the natives. The drain of 
mainly young and skilled people could pose some additional demographic challenges on the 
source countries. However, the anticipated brain circulation may in fact help to solve their 
demographic and economic problems. While the ongoing economic crisis may change the 
momentum of several migration trajectories, free migration should in fact alleviate many 
consequences of the crisis and generally improve the allocative efficiency of EU labor 
markets. 
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Figure 2 
Share of foreign nationals from the new member states resident in the EU15  
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Source: Brücker and Damelang (2009), Tables 3b and 4b. 

Notes: In % of the host population. Data is from National Statistics, apart for France and Greece (LFS, annual), Ireland (Irish 
LFS, 4th quarter), Italy (2000: Eurostat), UK (UK LFS, 2nd quarter). In 2007, estimates are provided for EU8 residents in 
Luxembourg and Spain. Partially no data available: Austria (2000), Ireland (EU8: 2000, 2003 (2004 instead), EU2: 2000, 
2003), Luxembourg (2000). No data at all for Portugal. 
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Figure 3 
Share of foreign nationals resident in the EU15 
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Source: European Commission (2008a), Table A1. 

Notes: 2007. In % of the total population. Luxembourg is excluded due to the scale comparability; proportion of EU15 na-
tionals in Luxembourg is 37.3, of EU10 nationals 0.8, of non-EU 3.4 and is missing for EU2 nationals. Choice of data sources 
according to data availability for individual countries. For population statistics end of year data, for LFS 4th quarter data. Fig-
ures are not fully comparable between member states due to the use of different sources. Data from the LFS should be 
treated with some caution due to limitations of the survey with regard to foreign populations, in particular concerning cover-
age of very recent migrants and collective households, relative levels of non-response and small sample sizes. 1) EU LFS 
quarterly data, 4th quarter. 2) National and Eurostat Population Statistics. 3) Eurostat population statistics, 2007 DG Em-
ployment estimate. 4) CSO Ireland, Quarterly National Household Survey, 4th quarter; for 2003 3rd quarter 2004; Nationals 
from BG and RO included under non-EU27 nationals until 2006 and under EU10 nationals in 2007. 5) EU LFS quarterly 
data, 4th quarter. EU10 and EU2 nationals included under non-EU27. 6) EU totals and sub-totals are only of an indicative 
nature, as they are the sum of country values that stem from different sources; EU totals and sub-totals include country data 
which are not shown individually due to small sample sizes. Data for Ireland on EU2 migrants and for Portugal on EU10 mi-
grants are not available. See also notes in European Commission (2008a). 

 
Third, based on the available data, Figure 3 also indicates that while the over-

whelming proportion of migrants from the EU10 is in Ireland, and the largest pro-
portion of EU2 migrants is in Spain and Italy, non-EU27 migrants constitute the 
majority among all foreign nationals in all the old member states, except for Ire-
land (where it is EU10 migrants) and Luxembourg (not shown) as well as Bel-
gium (where it is EU15 migrants). It is also worth noting that between 2003 and 
2007 the number of foreign residents from the EU8 also significantly increased in 
countries outside the EU15, such as Iceland and Norway (Brücker and Damelang, 
2009; Brücker et al. 2009). 
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Turning now to the available data on actual migration flows, it is important to 
distinguish gross and net immigration. Since the Eurostat data on emigration are 
missing for most countries and years, we present trends only for gross immigra-
tion rates for the four selected EU15 countries for which the data was available: 
Sweden, the UK, Spain and Germany. Immigration rates are calculated as the pro-
portion of total immigrant inflows to the receiving country’s population. As can 
be seen from Figure 4, gross immigration rates of EU12 citizens have been stead-
ily increasing in all four countries, including the period of EU enlargement.12  

 
Figure 4 
Gross immigration rates in selected EU15 countries 
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12 Note, however, that when calculating total immigration from the EU12, the figures were 

missing in several years and countries and in several cases zeros were reported. 
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Figure 4 (continued) 
Gross immigration rates in selected EU15 countries 

UK
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Source: Own calculations based on data from the Eurostat online database for Population and Social Con-
ditions / International Migration and Asylum / International Migration Flows available at: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1090,30070682,1090_30298591&_dad=portal&_sc
hema=PORTAL 

Notes: Immigration rates are calculated in % of the receiving country’s population. For Germany, data for the Czech Repub-
lic, Slovenia and Slovakia are missing in 1991, for the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Malta and Slovakia in 1992, for Cyprus and 
Malta in 1993-1996. For Sweden, the data for the Czech Republic and Slovakia are missing in 1992. For Spain, the data for 
the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Slovakia are missing in 1992, for Slovenia in 1993, for Cyprus, Latvia, Malta and Slovakia 
in 1995, for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1996. Zeros are reported in Germany for Cyprus and Malta in 1998, 1999 and 
2001, for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 2001; in Sweden for the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Slovenia and Slovakia in 1991, 
for Malta in 1994 and 1996; in the UK for the Czech Republic and Estonia in 2001 and 2002, for Malta in 2001, for Slovenia 
in 2001-2005, for Slovakia in 2002. 

 
Figure 5 presents data on gross inflows to the UK and Ireland: the Worker Reg-

istration Scheme (WRS) applications and National Insurance Number (NINO) al-
locations in the UK and Personal Public Service Number (PPSN) allocations in 
Ireland.13 Overall, Figure 5 shows that the total number of nationals from the EU8 
have been increasing since 2004, and they reached a maximum in late 2006 
(WRS) or early 2007 (NINOs) in the UK and in 2006 in Ireland; however, they 
have been declining since then. The bulk of these applications are from Polish na-
tionals, followed by Slovaks and Lithuanians. Note also that compared with the 
same period of 2007, there was an increase in the number of Hungarian nationals 
applying to WRS and for NINOs in 2008. This most probably reflected the wors-
ening economic situation in Hungary. The figure also suggest some increase in the 
numbers of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals after the 2007 enlargement in spite 
of the transitional arrangements imposed on them. 

 

                                                           
13 Note that NINO and PPSN figures are directly comparable as social security number; 

whereas WRS constitutes a different measure. These figures are likely to overstate the ac-
tual migration numbers due to the likely temporary and seasonal nature of immigration 
from the new member states and a lack of incentives to deregister. 
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Figure 5 
Registered immigration in Ireland and the UK 

UK Worker Registration Scheme applications, May 2004-December 2008 
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Figure 5 (continued) 
Registered immigration in Ireland and the UK 

Irish personal public service numbers, 2001-2008 
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Source: UK WRS data are from Accession Monitoring Reports May 2004-June 2006, May 2004-December 
2006, May 2004-December 2007, and May 2004-December 2008; UK NINO data are from Department for 
Work and Pensions online statistics: 
www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/tabtool.asp#ni_alloc; 
Irish PPSN data are from the Department of Social and Family Affairs online statistics: 
www.welfare.ie/EN/Topics/PPSN/Pages/ppsn_all_2008.aspx 
Notes: WRS show applicants approved for initial applications only. 

 
Finally, valuable evidence is based on country-level studies. Gilpin et al. (2006) 

report that the number of nationals from the new member states increased substan-
tially in the UK. Blanchflower and Lawton (2009) document that 812,000 workers 
from the new member states have registered to work in the UK since May 2004 till 
March 2008 under the Worker Registration Scheme, and there have been an addi-
tional 10,540 and 22,080 worker registrations from Bulgaria and Romania, respec-
tively. The authors also argue that these numbers do not reflect actual immigration, 
since these people are temporary workers. However, the number of net migration 
from the eight new member states was much lower and was equal to 71,000 in 2006. 
This highlights the importance of the definition of migration. Doyle et al. (2006) 
document a small increase in immigration from the new member states in Sweden in 
2005, while Gerdes and Wadensjö (2008) provide updated figures and show that the 
increase was larger in later periods. However, these immigrants still constitute a 
small part of the overall immigration to Sweden. Suggested reasons why immigra-
tion to Sweden did not increase by a larger extent include fewer job vacancies, less 
flexible labor markets and language issues. Doyle et al. (2006) document a remark-
able increase in the number of foreigners in Ireland between 2003 and 2005, and the 
majority of this inflow in 2005 consisted of nationals from the new member states. 
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Barrett et al. (2008) report that nationals from the new member states in Ireland in 
2006 constituted 3% of the country’s population, an remarkable increase from fewer 
than 25,000 people in 2002. Finally, Brenke and Zimmermann (2007) document an 
increase in net immigration flows from the new member states into Germany despite 
the “closed door” policy. 

b. The Source Country Perspective 

To complete the picture of post-enlargement migration flows, we present available 
evidence from the source countries’ perspective in this section. As shown in Figure 
6, emigration to the EU15 has increased in all EU8 and EU2 countries since 2000. 
In 2007, the largest shares of emigrants in proportion to the home population were in 
Romania (7.2%), Bulgaria (4.1%), Lithuania (3.8%) and Poland (3.4%). According 
to the European Commission (2008b), between 2003 and 2007, 3.1% of working-
age Lithuanians moved to another EU country, followed by Cypriots (3.0%), Roma-
nians (2.5%), Poles (2.0%), Slovaks (2.0%) and Bulgarians (1.7%). Including those 
who emigrated more than four years ago, the countries with the highest share of 
emigrants were Romania, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Lithuania and Poland. For sake of com-
parison, the share of emigrants to the EU15 in 2007 was 7.1% in Croatia and 
amounted to an extraordinary 25.5% in Albania, the country with the highest emi-
gration rate in the region (Brücker and Damelang, 2009; Brücker et al., 2009). 

 
Figure 6 
Share of emigrants to the EU15 in the new member states 
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Source: Brücker and Damelang (2009), Table 6b. 

Notes: In % of the home population. Data are from National Population Statistics, Eurostat, LFS. 2000: without Austria and 
Luxembourg, 2000-2003: without Ireland, 2004-2007: Ireland included with structure of PPSN. See also notes in Brücker and 
Damelang (2009). 
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Figure 7 
Emigration rates to Germany correlated with GDP per capita/unemployment rates in the EU12 

 

 
Source: Migration data are from the Eurostat online database available at  
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1090,30070682,1090_30298591&_dad=portal&_sc
hema=PORTAL. Data on GDP per capita in PPS are from Eurostat Yearbooks 2006-2007 and 2008; data 
on unemployment and population are from Eurostat Yearbook 2008. 

Notes: Migration rate is calculated as immigration from the respective sending country to Germany in % of the sending coun-
try’s population. Time period 1998-2006. 
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Another interesting fact is that in 2004, the destination countries for emigrants 
from the new EU members changed, and Ireland and the UK became the preferred 
destinations after enlargement. For example, the main destination countries for 
emigrants from Lithuania in 2002 were Germany, Estonia, Russia, Ireland and the 
US; whereas they largely moved to the UK and Germany in 2004 (World Bank, 
2006). Kadziauskas (2007) confirms that emigration from Lithuania has increased 
after enlargement and warns that the official emigration data might be severely 
understated.  

 
A similar upward trend in emigration is apparent from Polish Labour Force 

Survey data, with 20% more Poles staying abroad in 2004 than in 2003, which 
amounted to 250,000 people (World Bank, 2006). Kaczmarczyk and Okólski 
(2008) report that based on Polish LFS data, the number of Polish residents who 
stayed abroad for at least two months tripled from early 2004 to early 2007 from 
around 180,000 to around 540,000. Germany remains the most important destina-
tion country for immigrants from Poland (especially regarding seasonal migra-
tion), although its share is decreasing; while the importance of the UK and Ireland 
is increasing (World Bank, 2006; Frelak and Kazmierkiewicz, 2007; 
Kaczmarczyk and Okólski, 2008). The migrants are predominantly male, work-
oriented, young, relatively well-educated and tend to stay abroad for less than one 
year. The proportion of individuals with tertiary education is even larger among 
those migrating after enlargement, leading to an emergence of two distinct emi-
grants groups – low-skilled individuals from the periphery and high-skilled ones 
(Kaczmarczyk and Okólski, 2008). 

 
Regarding potential macro-economic determinants of migration, Figure 7 is 

based on Eurostat data on gross immigration flows and examines whether a cor-
relation exists between migration flows into Germany and the GDP per capita 
and unemployment rates of the sending countries. It shows that both GDP per 
capita and the unemployment rate are significant push-factors. Moreover, the 
concave pattern of GDP per capita is in line with the migration “hump” hy-
pothesis (see Hatton and Williamson, 2005).14 

c.  Who Migrated, and how Do They Fare? 

According to the European Commission (2008a, b), the post-enlargement mi-
grants demonstrate greater labor market participation and have higher employ-
ment rates than the populations in either the sending or receiving countries. 
                                                           
14 Some caution, however, is needed when interpreting these results. Although there were 

large income and unemployment differences between old EU15 and new member states 
upon accession in 2004, unemployment has until recently been declining in the new mem-
ber states.  
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However, there are notable exceptions: recent EU8 immigrants in Germany ex-
hibit lower employment and participation rates, but above average self-
employment rates (Brenke et al., 2009).  The share of employed among EU8 
migrants in the EU15 is larger for cohorts arriving after enlargement than for 
pre-enlargement migrants, and the shares of unemployed and inactive are corre-
spondingly smaller for the former than for the latter (Brücker and Damelang, 
2009). Interestingly, the employment rate is almost the same for pre- and post-
enlargement EU8 immigrants in Germany, while in the UK the share of post-
enlargement migrants in employment is much higher than that for pre-
enlargement migrants. Note also that self-employment seems to have been used 
as a means to circumvent transitory arrangements in Germany (Brenke and 
Zimmermann, 2007; Brenke et al., 2009). Indeed, while the share of self-
employed among recent EU10 immigrants (those residing for four years or less) 
is low in the UK, around half of employed recent migrants from the EU2 in the 
UK and around 40% of recent EU10 migrants in Germany are self-employed 
(European Commission, 2008a).  

 
Migrants from the new member states are also more likely to be overrepre-

sented in low and medium-skilled sectors (such as manufacturing, construction, 
hotels and restaurants, but also agriculture and private households, especially for 
workers from EU2) and occupations in spite of the majority having a medium 
educational attainment and almost a quarter of EU8 immigrants possessing high 
education (European Commission, 2008b; Brücker and Damelang, 2009; 
Brücker et al., 2009). According to Brücker and Damelang (2009), in 2006 
about 29% of the immigrant population (of working age) from Bulgaria and 
Romania had low educational attainment, compared to 17% from the EU8 and 
27% of natives from the EU15; the corresponding percentages with high educa-
tion were 18, 22 and 27, respectively. The proportion of highly educated mi-
grants from the EU8 in the EU15 is lower for cohorts that arrived after enlarge-
ment than for those who arrived before 2004, but also the share of the less-
skilled has declined, resulting in a slight improvement of the average education 
level of the E8 immigrants. Interestingly, the proportion of EU8 post-
enlargement migrants in Germany with low education is substantially larger 
than the proportion of pre-enlargement migrants with low skills suggesting a 
negative selection of migrants; while in the UK, the proportion of those with 
low education is smaller and of those with higher education is larger after 
enlargement. In addition, migrants from the new member states are dispropor-
tionately young and there is also a relatively large share of females. 

 
It is also important to note that a significant proportion of these migrants is 

likely to be of a temporary or seasonal nature. For example, 62% of workers regis-
tering in 2008 under the Worker Registration Scheme (WRS) in the UK intended 
to stay for less than three months, compared to 59% in 2007 and 55% in 2006 
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(Home Office, 2009).15 Germany also has a large number of migrants who are sea-
sonal workers (see also European Commission, 2008b; Pollard et al., 2008). 

 
Regarding country-level evidence from the UK, Ireland and Sweden, in most 

cases, the majority of EU8 migrants were found to be male, young, originating 
from Poland, the Baltic states and Slovakia, with relatively high or medium skill 
levels and concentrated in relatively low-skilled sectors, indicating such issues as 
downgrading and imperfect transferability of human capital. Despite their rela-
tively high educational levels, in the UK these immigrants are concentrated in 
low-skilled sectors, such as hotels and restaurants, manufacturing and agriculture 
and in the low-skilled occupations (Gilpin et al., 2006; Drinkwater et al., 2006; 
Blanchflower et al., 2007; Blanchflower and Lawton, 2009). They are also more 
likely to be self-employed, have a higher propensity to work than natives and hold 
a qualification (Blanchflower et al., 2007; Blanchflower and Lawton, 2009). 
However, they were found to be relatively low paid. It is also argued that the 
higher unemployment rates for the most recent EU8 migrants arise largely be-
cause they are relatively young. 

 
Doyle et al. (2006) study immigrants from the new member states in Sweden in 

2005. They document that they have a higher labor force participation rate than na-
tionals, and the majority work in hotels and restaurants, and in the construction and 
manufacturing sectors. Gerdes and Wadensjö (2008) report that these immigrants have 
relatively high education levels but lower employment rates than natives, and if they 
work, they self-select into relatively low-skilled jobs and sectors. Barrett and Duffy 
(2007) find that immigrants from the new member states in Ireland have the largest 
occupational disadvantage compared to other immigrants and natives. Furthermore, 
they show that the effect is largest for the post-enlargement arrivals and confirm the 
existence of “downgrading”. According to Hughes (2007), there was a large increase 
of the EU10 employees in the construction sector in Ireland in the beginning of 2007. 
Barrett et al. (2008) provide the most recent analysis of EU8 immigrant performance 
in Ireland and show that the difference in earnings is either non-existent or low for 
people with low skill levels and for people at the lower end of the earnings distribu-
tion; while the difference is higher for those at the upper ends of the skills and earnings 
distributions. The authors suggest that the transferability of human capital is a crucial 
determinant of the immigrant-native earnings gap for these immigrants.  

 
Building on Brenke and Zimmermann (2007), Brenke et al. (2009) provide 

evidence on the impact of immigrant flow from EU8 countries on the German 
labor market following EU enlargement, using more recent micro census data. 
As previously stated, Germany did not immediately open up its labor market to 
immigrants from the new member states. Nevertheless, their analysis confirms a 
                                                           
15 The temporal and seasonal nature of post-enlargement migration and the fact that there 

are no incentives to deregister may also explain the observed discrepancies between reg-
ister and survey data. 
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substantial inflow and suggests that the composition of EU8 immigrants has 
changed since EU enlargement. The majority of the new EU8 immigrants are 
male and young, and they are less educated compared to previous immigrant 
groups. They also find that recent EU8 immigrants are more likely to be self-
employed than employed as a wage earner. Furthermore, these recent EU8 im-
migrants earn less conditional on being employed or self-employed. The find-
ings suggest that these recent EU8 immigrants are more likely to compete for 
low-skilled jobs with immigrants from outside of Europe and not with German 
natives. While Germany needs high-skilled immigrants, the analysis suggests 
that the new EU8 immigrants only replace non-EU immigrants in low-skilled 
jobs. These results underline the importance of more open immigration policies 
targeting high-skilled immigrants. The current German migration policy not 
only fails to attract the required high-skilled workforce, but also cannot avoid 
attracting the low-skilled immigrants. 

 
The reasons for migration from the new to the old member states and the bar-

riers migrants face are important factors that shape the nature of east-west mi-
gration in Europe. Consistently with the above evidence, employment-related 
factors were found to be the most important mobility motives for these emi-
grants (Fouarge and Ester 2007a, b; Bonin et al. 2008). The intentions to learn 
English may also constitute a reason for emigrating as shown for migrants to the 
UK by Anderson et al. (2006), and Pollard et al. (2008). East Europeans were 
generally found to be unhappy with their lives, dissatisfied with their salaries 
and working conditions, concerned about the availability of good jobs and inse-
cure about their current jobs. All these factors further contributed to reasons to 
move abroad (Blanchflower and Lawton, 2009; Blanchflower et al., 2007). A 
similar picture emerges from studies in the new member states. Kadziauskas 
(2007) reports that in Lithuania, a country with one of the largest emigration 
rates, 90% of the respondents name low salaries as the main motive to seek em-
ployment abroad. On the other hand, language and cultural barriers play key 
roles as factors deterring intra-European migration. Furthermore, worries about 
finding a (suitable) job and the expected loss of social contacts with family or 
friends also matter (Fouarge and Ester, 2007a; Bonin et al., 2008).  

 
Is it likely that migration intentions in the new member states and thus actual 

migration will decline in the future? The latest available evidence shows that im-
migration from the new member states to the EU15 has risen after enlargement, in 
particular in Ireland and the UK, and these new networks may in turn trigger fu-
ture migration. However, the inflows of nationals from the new member states to 
the UK and Ireland also appear to have slowed down in 2007 and 2008 (see Fig-
ure 5 and European Commission, 2008b). Moreover, there does not seem to be a 
simple relation between the transitional arrangements and migration flows. On the 
one hand, the proportion of individuals intending to emigrate after the 2004 
enlargement was found to be larger in the new member states than in the EU15; 
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whereas it was smaller before the enlargement (see Fouarge and Ester, 2007a; 
Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 2008).16 This may suggest that with open borders an 
increasing number of individuals in the EU8 are willing to try their luck abroad, 
since the option to return or migrate again is now always available. However, it 
may also be due to the transitory enlargement-related shock and euphoria, which 
may fade away over time. A number of additional factors could influence future 
east-west migration: growth in the new member states; income convergence; fal-
ling unemployment rates; expected appreciation in their exchange rates in the long 
term; new vacancies and skills shortages in these countries, combined with an 
ageing population and remaining cultural barriers. A recent European Commission 
report points out that “a further surge of labour mobility from the new Member 
States seems unlikely” (European Commission, 2008a, p. 8). Indeed, Figure 8 
shows that in 2006 although around 15% of respondents in the new member states 
think about emigrating to another EU country in order to work “but haven’t de-
cided yet”, 13% have already “given up the idea”. The data from the 2007 Euro-
barometer on intentions to migrate abroad, although not directly comparable to 
earlier waves, seem to indicate that moving intentions were on average lower in 
2007 than they were in 2005, and the largest decline occurred in the Baltic States 
(Bonin et al., 2008). Interestingly, cross-border moving intentions in 2007 were 
highest in Bulgaria and Romania. 

 
Figure 8 
Intentions to migrate for work 

“Have you, yourself, ever considered living in another Member State in order 
to work?” Feb-Mar 2006
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Source: Own tabulations from the Eurobarometer EB 65.1. 

                                                           
16 Note, however, that the questions were asked in a slightly different manner before and af-

ter enlargement, which may partly account for the documented differences. 
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Box: Air passengers traveling to and from new EU member states via London 

Since mid-1990s there has been an increase in the number of air passengers at London 
airports traveling to and from the new member states. Furthermore, the most dramatic 
increase occurred after 2004 (Figure B1). This trend is clear if London airports are 
studied with the focus on passengers to and from Poland (Figures B2 and B3). In 
1996, Heathrow was the most relevant airport and the number of passengers was 
around 297,000; however by 2000 the number of passengers had increased to around 
474,000, and by 2007 Gatwick, Heathrow, Stansted and Luton had reported the total 
number of passengers to and from Poland was close to 3 million. There was also an 
increase in the number of connections between Poland and London and by 2007 ten 
Polish airports had established connections with four London airports. While the ad-
vent of low-cost airlines contributed to this development, the demand factors are unde-
niable. One should also note that these numbers reflect not only the increased migra-
tion to and from the UK, but also an increase in tourism. From another perspective, 
the importance of distance in monetary terms is declining (see also Brücker and Dam-
elang, 2009 and Brücker et al., 2009 for documenting “the eroding role of distance”). 
It used to cost almost the same amount of money for a person to travel from a periph-
eral town of Rzeszów in south-east Poland to London on a low-cost air carrier (around 
30 euros, 1 hour and 35 minutes, one way) as to go by train to Warsaw (around 26 eu-
ros and 5 hours and 20 minutes, one way) and somewhat less if traveling to Warsaw by 
bus (around 16 euros and 4 hours and 45 minutes, one way).17 
 
Figure B1 
Number of air passengers between London airports and new member states 
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Source: Own calculations from UK Airport Statistics, Table 12 1 Intl Air Pax Route Analysis (vari-
ous years):  
www.caa.co.uk/default.aspx?catid=80&pagetype=88&pageid=3&sglid=3 

Notes: Number of passengers traveling to or from London Airports to or from the following countries: Bulgaria, the 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia. 














































