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Introduction:

In this new 21st century, migration flows have reached at world scale. We count 200 millions migrants in the world, 3% of the world population, a phenomenon which has known a rapid growth in these last twenty years: 75 millions in 1965, 150 in 1990, 191 millions in 2005,     200 millions to-day. 61% of migrants are living in developed countries and 28 countries are welcoming 75% of migrants in the world, half of them in Europe and the United States. Among the migrants living in developed countries, 54% of them are coming from developing countries and 80% of migrants who live in developing countries are coming from other developing countries. In 2030, the world will have 8 billions inhabitants and the population of Africa, with two billions inhabitants will be more than the population of India and Chine which themselves will represent one third of humanity.
Several factors explain the rise of migrations: the demographic gap between poor and young countries and rich and old countries, the unequal share of resources, information in countries of departure about the western way of life and revenues, the existence of transnational diasporas and cultural links, the economy of passage, the rapid urbanisation of the planet in developing countries which are passing form 70% of rural to 70% of urban in 50 years, alike in Africa, the absence of hope. Another new point is the changing approach of migrations in international relations, which was marginal some years ago and which has become a central stake to-day. The countries of arrival and of departure try to use migrants and their activities (remittances, knowledge diasporas, associations of co-development) as development tools in their countries of origin while supplying an answer to labour shortages and to demographic decrease in welcome countries. The win-win strategy is up-to-date, as well the changes in the mechanisms of governance of migration policies. But the topic is politically hot, because the countries have difficulties to get rid of their sovereignty.
The development by exile, a new idea
Can we imagine that migration could become the major factor of development in the countries of departure? The relations between migration and development are among the most controversial. Several policies have been implemented in European countries and in the United States since the 1970’s. The first one have put the emphasis on return policies settled in Germany since 1972,   in the Netherlands since 1975, in France since 1977 with the slogan “Leaving to settle at home” (“partir pour rester”). Some money was allocated to migrants willing to come back home (the famous “million” of Lionel Stoleru, State Secretary to Immigration and Manual Work in France in 1977) with reinsertion programs in order to help migrants to resettle with a productive economic project. In France these reinsertion programs were led successively in 1983 and in 1998 (with the mission Migration and co-development led by Sami Naïr)) but few of them were successful because of the too short following training programs and because most migrants intended to come back as pensioned workers, sometimes taxi drivers and used their money to build a big home in their villages. Few of the projects were productive because few migrants had the temper of firm managers and they often lack of previous training courses. The situation has not changed a lot now because the profiles of returnees, their intentions and their education do not allow them to become managers of their own development. But the analysis of remittances has deeply shifted. They were first considered as low productive investments, turned towards ostensible projects of housing and consumption or coffee shops, groceries and taxis in rural and isolated regions of emigration without future for any economic development. As progressively the remittances appeared to be the most important investment in many countries of origin, before public and private aid to development and as the evidence was that migrants abroad went on to send remittances even if they did not intend to come back definitely, the interest has been focussed on them in public policies.
A new strategy, focussed on co-development began to emerge in mid 90’s. Facing with the relative failure of return policies and with the experts’ analysis on the mutual and concomitant dependence between migration and development in the short term (Tapinos, OECD, 1994) it consisted in supporting immigration countries the initiatives of migrants towards their countries of origin across associations of development, remittances and transnational economic diasporas in agreement with countries or regions of departure. The destination of funding is a crucial point, because many subsidies in the past never reached the population and were used by governments for private scopes. The European Commission begun to help directly associations of development in Maghreb and sub-Saharan Africa with MEDA programs, focussed on collective projects of public interest and sustainable development (water, electrification, education, health, roads, rural tourism, urban housing programmes). Some projects of decentralised cooperation have been led between regions and big cities of the north and the south without the mediation of the States. But the limited extent of such initiatives has remained dependent on the mobility of the actors (those of the south are submitted to visas, if they are not migrants with residence cards), on the lack of expertise of associative migrant leaders in economic entrepreneurship for development and on the trend of associations of development in non democratic countries of origin to use those associations as tools for political careers (Lacroix, 2005).
 In the meanwhile, the brain drain, another crucial debate in north-south relations has been progressively considered as a source of economic dynamism in the south with a brain gain   and win-win-win approach: migration can become positive for migrants, countries of immigration and countries of emigration. Some observers often remind us that there are more doctors from Malawi, one of the poorest countries in the world in Manchester than in Malawi and that one fourth of doctors trained in Africa do not practice medicine in Africa. Some European countries, such as the United Kingdom, Germany and France have reopened their borders closed to salaried workers since the 70’s to high qualified workers from all over the world in a context of strong competition to attract the elites. These highly qualified workers from developing countries have often low chances to find a job corresponding to their competences in their countries of origin because of low segmented labour markets and absence of democracy leading to encourage nepotism and corruption in the access to high responsibilities or in the facilities for entrepreneurship from abroad. However, the qualified and highly qualified people go on to send remittances in their countries of origin, maintain diasporic transnational networks and make a profitable link with development under some conditions which change brain drain in brain gain. Immigration, thanks to co-development programs, can become a factor of shared resources instead of aggravating the gap between sending and welcoming countries.
For a long time, it has been considered that development was an alternative to migration because in the European past, southern European countries have ceased to be countries of emigration when they met economic growth and democracy. It is also true for Eastern Europe whose pendular migrations are due to the hope in the future thanks to their entrance into the European Union. In southern Mediterranean countries, the equation: more aid, less migration is a false solution because the hypothesis linking aid to growth, then to lower poverty and lower departures is false. At long term we can presume that development (economic but also political) and demographic transition will weaken the strongest pressures to low qualified migration (Fargues, 2006). But at short term the relation between migration and development are reciprocally dependent. Development is a factor of exile and exile a factor of development. The prevention of civil wars, the fight against corruption and a securitisation of human mobility are often lacking and are more promising to use migration as a factor of co-development.
Migration and development: a self-generated phenomenon
Migration is a factor of development. The remittances towards the countries of origin offer a better way of life to those who have remained in these countries. They represented 280 billions dollars in 2006, 300 in 2007 and 337 in 2008. it is twice the amount of the public aid to development, which reached 104 billions dollars in 2006. For Europe, 14 billions euros were transferred by immigrants in Europe towards their countries of origin in 2005. These remittances represent 20% of the GNP in Cabo Verde, 19% in Senegal, 11% in mali, 9% in Philippines (where 1 out of 10 Philippine inhabitant is a migrant) and 9% in Morocco. In other countries remittances do not transit by banks but informally such as in Algeria (trabendo). Transnational networks (families, economic links and cultural exchanges) contribute to co-development policies, bringing economic well being in regions of departure. Migration also exports unemployment and social claims and offer to the highly qualified an opportunity of job corresponding to their aspirations for wages and competences. Immigrants can become actors of development in their regions of origin thanks to initiatives of decentralised cooperation. Some historical analyses have even shown that in the past, migration of an important part of the population in northern Europe has offered to those who have remained on the place to live in better conditions due to the scarcity of the land and to the limited surfaces for agriculture (Bade, 1994).

But migration can also introduce a dependency of departure regions towards countries of immigration and remittances. Some field studies show that immigrant families are less competitive in agriculture or enterprises when they receive funds from abroad (Gubert, 2007) and than immigration encourages brain drain. Why immigrants go on to send remittances, all the higher than they are low qualified workers.  They send funds for better conditions of schooling of their children, for the settlement of their families on the place without moving to big cities or abroad, for the reduction of poverty. Migration becomes so a strategy of development for countries of low resources which have entered in a transition economic process : in the Philippines, the care drain (the migration of nurses or “badanti” dedicated to old people in Italy)  (Weber, 2004) becomes a source of brain drain for the children trained in private schools to leave then and work abroad. Is there a real will in this case to reduce migration in countries alike this? European policies which try to associate African States to the control of their illegal migrations (bilateral agreements concluded by France with Senegal, Benin) may have a double language if migration and remittances are the main factor of their devices and offer a well being to emigrant families. We also need to remember that 690% of migrants in the world do not leave the south and that two thirds of refugees are welcomed by other developing countries, sometimes poorer than themselves. 
Inversely, development often provokes migration. The rapid modernisation of agrarian structures, sometimes resulting from world programs of development, favours a r rural exodus which takes first the direction of urban peripheries of the big cities of the south and then overseas destinations. Many Third World countries are confronted with a situation which looks like Europe in the nineteenth century, when the economic growth has led to a rural exodus and a massive urbanisation which has also resulted to migration abroad (such as Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom). Development can also mean from migrants themselves a distance, even a dissent of individuals towards their countries of origin when those are non democratic, corrupted, poor and when they do not offer any perspective. The most educated, informed and urban migrants decide so to succeed elsewhere, using migration as a tool to escape the fate to have been born in such countries. They consider that, at home, there is no hope even they are not the poorest ones.

Finally, migration and development have often made together a dialogue of dumb between departure and arrival countries. The countries of departure generally consider their own national emigrants as a positive factor for themselves and their societies whereas welcome countries consider immigrants as often a negative factor for their societies. In Europe,  European and national policies have, since mid seventies incited to return (Germany in 1972, the Netherlands in 1975, France in 1977 with Lionel Stoleru and then with the French-Algerian agreement of 1981, the return and reinsertion program of 1984 and the migration and co-development mission of 1998 headed by Sami Naïr). Those experiences have rarely been successful because they all gathered return policies to reinsertion programs in countries of origin without checking the ability of home structures to allow productive returns. All these programs followed the tough idea that reinsertion could put and end to migration : reinsertion was a king of hypocritical “alibi” to draw acceptable return policies for their public opinion, for emigration countries and for migrants themselves. Few migrants have played the role except if they intended to come back after a life of salaried work, after difficulties of legalisation of their status or if their countries were planned to be more open thanks to their entrance into Europe (Spain, Portugal, Romania). Making migrants actors of development, a successful formula may so remain demagogic because all migrants are not firm managers and because the administrative difficulties and requirements in countries of origin are often underestimated, sometimes mixed with corruption and racket.

Other initiatives, inspired from NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement) between the United States, Canada and Mexico have tried to substitute mobility of trade to mobility of people, but they have had no impact on the decrease of migration, such as between Mexico and the United States which have now roughly 12 millions illegal. Euro Mediterranean programs (MEDA), settled inside the Barcelona Program (1995-2005) are proceeding from the same logics, putting the emphasis partnership in development thanks to a better collect of remittances (using more the banks and promoting micro-projects), facilitating the direct exchange between migrants as senders and their families as receivers without the mediation of States or institutions. These initiatives encourage programs of collective interest belonging to decentralised co development : water, electricity, roads, rural tourism. The Moroccans and Malians in France, along with Senegal are the nationalities who have most invested in immigrants associations of development subsidised by Europe or by immigrants themselves. The trend consists to-day in asking to migrants to finance the development of their countries of origin, when the international funding has decreased, the national economy has failed and public or private help has decreased. So migrants’ projects remain local, modest, sometimes communitarian (in the example of Murids, a Senegalese group of rigorous Muslims in the region of Tuba) (Schmitt di Friedberg, 2000) and they remain overall very small experiences in the huge development problem of countries of origin, without being able to shift the trend of migration flows. Most of migrants are pulled to Europe neither by demographic pressure not by deep poverty but by the desire to change their life, even if the adventure of border crossing may lead to death. This is why we must not seek in development or co-development the miraculous solution to solve and stop migration, nor to see in migration the unique solution to development. Migration dynamics is a short term answer which has to be dissociated from development, which is a middle or long term objective.
A series of highly differentiated situations across the world
A review of case studies conducted in various regions in the world for qualified and unqualified migrants sending remittances in their countries of origin allows to  understand that there is no definitive answer to the question of the relations between migrations and development. The outputs of migrations from Latin American, China, sub-Saharan Africa, Morocco: remittances, l associations of development, illegal migration networks, knowledge diasporas) are viewed from the ^point of view of their relations with development in the regions of origin of migrants. The impact of migration on development and of development on migration differs not only between short term and long term schemes, but also according to the profiles of the departure countries. In the United States, the researches on the role of Latin American immigrants associations on development in the country of origin has been analysed by Alejandro Portes and Cristina Escobar (Princeton University). It shows that recent projects led by migrants have led to change of consideration towards migrants in their own countries of origin. They were formerly viewed are flyers and traitors. Their image has been rehabilitated thanks to their remittances. The Mexicans, Columbians and Dominicans have created trans national associations with their regions of departure the success of which is linked with the trust in their State, its tradition of partnership with civil society, with the diverse profiles of migrants according to the three nationalities, with the types of projects and tools used to implement them in the country. The Mexican associations of development are the most performing because they have been working with the State for more than ten years (Tres por Uno program). The two others are more independent from the State in the Columbian case or less trans national in the Dominican case.
In sub-Saharan Africa, remittances are a rather efficient to fight against poverty, but overall against uncertainty towards future (Flore Gubert, IRD): illness, civil wars, unemployment, family disruption and environmental crisis. Remittances are mainly used for insurance. The countries which have a strong dependence towards remittances are intrinsically fragile (such as Burkina Faso). In Mali, Mauritania and Senegal, many local activities have been created and last thanks to immigrant associations which send remittances for collective purposes (OSIM) : health and schooling programs, water and electricity. Remittances are rarely invested to develop productive activities, due to an unfavourable environment to investments (lack of trust towards administration and mediators, political instability, weakness of the structures accompanying micro-credits). More often, migration incites to migration but it is not an alternative to development. Only the promotion of circulation of people between emigration and immigration countries thanks to visas with multiple entrances will be able to weaken the gap and to follow the projects engaged.
Morocco has become a welcome country while remaining a country of departure. Many initiatives of co-development have been led (Lacroix, Bouiyour) : return-reinsertion policies, banking of remittances, delocalisation of activities implying much labour force, aid to delocalised cooperation, direct foreign investments, free circulation of trade as an alternative to migration. None of these initiatives has given significant results because the individual decision to migrate is often very far from the policies of the departure country as for development, as well as from the views of welcome countries. Unemployment creates mobility of qualified and unqualified and a diaspora in Europe which has made associations of development.

China, in its relations with western countries built thanks to migration perfectly illustrates the “liberal paradox” analysed by James Hollified (Frank Pieke, Xiang Biao) : economic liberalism coincides with the closing of borders in countries of arrival. The deregulation of labour market in this country has created a new underclass attracted by the new informal sector of western countries and it has also made a numerous diaspora. The professionalisation of the economy of emigration in China has led Chinese in Europe to take non ethnic jobs. The distinction between desired or undesired migration is very ambiguous in China and in European countries as well.
In many southern countries, knowledge diasporas (Meyer) are engaged into development. In 1974, Baghwati and Hamada considered brain drain as contrary to the development of departure countries. Other researches (Rapoport, 1997) are in favour of the “diaspora option”: migration of human capital may have a potential effect on economic development and on the following of training in countries of origin (Kapur) for export of qualified labour force but also for a better image of the country abroad. South Korea, Colombia, India and China are engaged in this dynamics of elite networks. But the diaspora option as a tool of development is often only complementary with the existing dynamics in knowledge transfers. The success of Indian computers activity shows that social networks allow a better management of information and make a high intensive scientific activity in the country of origin and so increases returns. The paradigm of global circulation is so substituted to brain drain.
The win win win approach
Most of European countries are I a situation of strong dependency towards migration for demographic reasons. Moreover, the fight against poverty is the program presented by donors for 2015 for the international community. International aid to development and remittances may help to find sources of subsidies for health and education. The impact of remittances is unequal because those who are leaving are not the poorest. Aid is a positive factor on the indicators of human development but may also be a negative one: it is inefficient to reduce mortality while remittances are contributing to reduce mortality of the very young (Gubert, 2008). Contrarily with aid, remittances have a cost: the cost of departure of medical brain drain for example which a negative impact of health indicators and youth mortality. There are winning and loosing countries. In the Mediterranean basin, migrants from Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Turkey send less remittances than those from sub-Saharan Africa because they have weaker reasons to transfer money for current expenses. The profile of those who send  remittances is an old migrant, with a house built in his country of origin, arrived during the seventies in Europe. The attachment to his country is very important. The new waves are sending less remittances, but there is also a diversification according to welcome. Those settled in Quebec send less than those settled in Europe (El Mouhoub).

The qualified migration 
Recent developments : Migration in the European agenda of European Pact for Immigration and asylum and in the Union for Mediterranea
The French presidency of the European Union has recently given another turning point to Migration and development policies. For the first time the Ministry in charge of Immigration appointed by President Sarkozy in 2007 has been named Ministry for Immigration, Integration,   National identity and co-development, then changed in solidarity development. It suggests a link between migration and co-development at the French level, mainly bargained through bilateral agreements with countries producing illegal form sub-Saharan Africa. The agreements are exchanging repatriations against co-development policies of training and green cards named “competences et talents” for skilled workers. Then, the French presidency of the European Union has scheduled co-development among the five points of the European Pact for Immigration and Asylum which implies all  the 27 European countries in the project in a context where few European countries were before really engaged in co-development policies across southern  Mediterranea. But co-development policies have taken another turn with the launching in early October 2008 of the Union for Mediterranea. 
The Union for Mediterranea is following of the Barcelona process of 19095-2005  led by the idea that the exchange of goods and free trade would replace the mobility of men, alike in NAFTA agreements. Its aims were peace and security in the region, economic development and dialogue of cultures. But the lack of empowerment of southern Mediterranean countries and the diverse involvement of all European states, added at the south with the failure of UMA (Union for Arab Maghreb) as well as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has provoked the semi-failure or semi success of the initiative. The Union for Mediterranea was launched by the French presidency in order to find an answer to the “no” to the Turkish application to the European Union and to the desire to conduct a policy of neighbourhood at the south. The first idea was Union of Mediterranea which was implying all the countries involved. The content of the project had taken a long time to be finalised The Union for mediterranea is the result of a low consensus about the involvement of the 27 European countries towards the South, with objectives of development: energy and sun energy, water and depollution of the mediterranean sea, protection against climate change, development of enterprises and exchange of students ( a Euromed Erasmus) are among the main measures. But migration has been progressively cancelled from the project because it would have implied a more demanding policy on visas (with multiple entrances and for more categories than the very skilled workers). Agriculture and food are also absent. The Union for Mediterrnea could have been an observatory for a regional governance of migrations implying nation States of departure and arrival, associations of migrants for development (such as in the former MEDA programs of the Barcelona program), enterprises, trade unions and other multilateral actors. It could have linked development policies and mobility. Many southern Mediterranean countries have become transit and immigration countries for sub-Saharan or Middle east populations..
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