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Temporary and circular migration in the construction of European migration governance 

 

Abstract 

Increased interest in and debate in Europe and at European Union (EU) level about the potential 

utility of ͚temporary͛ and ͚circular͛ forms of migration is accompanied by a certain elusiveness about 

the meaning of these terms. This elusiveness has actually created some opportunities for EU level 

interactions to flesh-out the meaning of these terms and inform policy development at member 

state and EU level. By focusing on information gathering and the role of knowledge, the article 

develops a practice-based approach to analyse the relationship between research and policy, the 

role of the Commission and the activities of European Migration Network (EMN) in the quest for the 

meaning of temporary and circular migration. Information gathering and knowledge creation at EU 

level are shown to serve instrumental purposes by informing policy choices ;͚ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ-based policy-

ŵĂŬŝŶŐ͛Ϳ ďƵƚ it is also shown that existing policy choices cast a long shadow to shape the context 

within which knowledge is developed (policy-based evidence-making) while information gathering 

and knowledge development can legitimate institutional roles, such as the Commission (policy-based 

institution-building).  
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Introduction 

Could temporary and circular migration form part of the ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͛ in 

Europe? The answer does, of course, depend on how the problem is understood. If the problem 

were to be understood as the tension between a need for labour migration - ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ͚ĨůĞǆŝďůĞ͛ 

ĂŶĚ ͚ŵŽďŝůĞ͛ ůĂďŽƵƌ - coupled with some public hostility to the implications of long-term settlement 

then temporary and circular migration may well become part of the solution. Similarly, if temporary 

migration could work as a development tool for sending states then there could be a ͚ƚƌŝƉůĞ ǁŝŶ͛ with 

benefits for sending and destination states, as well as for migrants (GCIM, 2005; Vertovec, 2007). In 

2005, the Global Commission on International Migration (appointed by the UN Secretary General) 

ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚“ƚĂƚĞƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ŽƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ 

temporary migratŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ͛ ;GCIM͕ ϮϬϬϱ͗ ϭϲͿ͘ There is, however, uncertainty about the scope 

for new models and approaches to deal with the crisis as it has affected the EU since 2008. Whether 

or not migration will occur is not one of these uncertainties; we know that it will occur in many and 

various forms, including in the form of various types of temporary migration. Rather, the key 

uncertainty is how governance systems will both shape and respond to migration to Europe and thus 

decisively influence the future of temporary and circular migration in Europe.  

 

Moving from aspirations to concrete policy orientations is, of course, a key problem. Ruhs (2013) 

highlights a numbers versus rights trade-off that has important implications for the openness of 

admissions policies and the rights extended to migrants. Others view temporary and circular 

migration not so much as a new direction in policy, but as bearing resemblance to previous 

approaches to ͚guestworker͛ migration in the 1950s and 1960s, which for many migrants was not 

temporary (Castles, 2006). The point that this article takes forward is that these solutions are highly 

dependent on the way in which the issues of temporary and circular migration are understood and 

thus on the context within which information and knowledge concerning both phenomena are 

gathered and formed.  Information and knowledge can inform policy choices, justify existing choices 

and help build institutional roles.  

 

This article shows there to be little agreement on the meaning of temporary and circular migration 

with significant differences between legal and policy frameworks in member states. The  absence of 

agreed meaning and shared understanding can, however, present opportunities for efforts to create 

meaning and understanding. It is shown that increased political interest in whether temporary and 

circular migration could be potential solutions to the migration problem (as understood) has created 

scope for new forms of knowledge gathering and interactions at EU level. These can help to provide 
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the evidence base for policy-making, but, drawing from earlier work on the role of knowledge in 

public policy, it is shown that they can also help to legitimate institutional roles and substantiate 

existing policy choices (Boswell, 2009). While temporary and circular migration forms only a small 

part of the debate about EU migration, this case does highlight a more general tension between 

ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂů ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ;͚evidence-based policy-making͛Ϳ 

and approaches that substantiate existing policy choices ;͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ-based evidence-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ͛Ϳ ĂŶĚ 

legitimate institutional roles ;͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ-based institution-ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ͛Ϳ͘ TŚĞ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞ ƚŚƵƐ ƐĞĞŬƐ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ ƵƉŽŶ 

and develop earlier work on the role of knowledge in the constitution of migration governance by 

developing a practice-based account to explore the relationship between research and policy, the 

role of the Commission and the European Migration Network͛Ɛ (EMN) activities in the gathering of 

information and pursuit of new knowledge concerning temporary and circular migration.  

 

The article ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů͛ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ EU ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂƐ ŝƚ ĂĨĨĞĐƚƐ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ 

rather than the external dimension and relations with non-member states. The article does not aim 

to trace the impact of these EU level interactions into national legal frameworks. The difficulty would 

be that this is a nascent policy area and such effects would be very difficult to identify, even if they 

ĞǆŝƐƚĞĚ͘ AƐ ƚŚĞ EMN͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ϮϬϭϭ “ƚĂƚƵƐ ‘ĞƉŽƌƚ ŶŽƚĞĚ͗ ͚ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ 

ŽŶ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ͙ ŝƐ Ɛƚŝůů Ăƚ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ĞĂƌůǇ ƐƚĂŐĞ͛ ;EMN͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϱͿ͘ ‘ĂƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ 

ĂƌƚŝĐůĞ͛Ɛ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ŝƐ to understand more about the context within which information gathering and 

knowledge development at EU level can support policy development, justify existing policy choices 

and support the development of institutional roles. The article, first, identifies the ambiguity that 

characterises debates about temporary and circular migration. The following section then locates 

the discussion of temporary and circular migration in the broader context of debate about labour 

migration.  This is followed by a section on the gathering of information and creation of new 

knowledge that specifies a practice-based account as the basis for an exploration of the relationship 

between research and policy at EU level in relation to debate about temporary and circular 

migration. A section looking specifically at the EMN explores dimensions of practice while also 

identifying tensions between evidence-based policy-making, policy-based evidence-making and 

policy-based institution-building. The article draws from primary and secondary documentation and 

14 semi-structured interviews with a range of policy actors at EU level, including officials from EU 

institutions, national officials, representatives of international organisations and people from think 

tanks. 

 

The ambiguous meaning of temporary migration and circular migration 
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Temporary migration is time-limited (although the scope of temporariness can vary) while circular 

migration creates the possibility for entry and re-entry (although most member states do not have 

legal and policy frameworks for circular migration). There is increased political interest in both forms 

of migration. There was also agreement at EU level in 2014 on a directive covering the rights of 

ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ƐĞĂƐŽŶĂů ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͘ TŚŝƐ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŵƉŝŶŐĞ ŽŶ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ƌŝŐŚƚ ƚŽ 

determine the numbers of migrants to be admitted, but does create EU standards for a rights-based 

framework for those that do move. The 2014 directive covers sectors such as agriculture, 

horticulture and tourism where migration can be seasonal and thus temporary while also circular in 

that migrants may return year after year. The directive covers the rights of migrant seasonal workers 

regarding their entry and residence and applies the principle of equal treatment to areas such as 

working conditions, pay, health and safety and holiday entitlement, while excluding issues such as 

access to unemployment benefits that fall beyond temporary, seasonal migration.  

 

The UN defines a short-ƚĞƌŵ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚ ĂƐ ͚Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ǁŚŽ ŵŽǀĞƐ ƚŽ Ă ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ Žƌ 

her usual ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ Ă ƉĞƌŝŽĚ ŽĨ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ϯ ŵŽŶƚŚƐ ďƵƚ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ Ă ǇĞĂƌ͛ ;UN͕ ϭϵϵϴͿ͘  OŶĞ ƉƌŽǆǇ ĨŽƌ 

temporary migration is the registration of residence permits. Eurostat data for 2011 show that 

almost 179,000 non-EU citizens received a first permit for temporary stay of between 3 and 5 

months while around 648,000 received a permit for a period of up to 12 months. However, it may 

well be that these data show only the tip of the iceberg. For example, recent research has estimated 

that Moldovan and Ukrainian temporary workers alone in the EU (mostly irregular workers and 

many female) could amount to anything between 350,000 and 1.6 million people (di Bartolomeo, et 

al. 2012).  

 

Circular migration is distinct from temporary migration as it has an iterative or repeat component. 

CŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ĂƐ͗ ͚Ă ƌĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ůĞŐĂů ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 

ƚǁŽ Žƌ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ;EMN͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϭϮͿ͘ CŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ Ğƚ Ăů ;ϮϬϭϮ͗ ϰ-5) offer a similar definition of 

ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐ ŽŶ ͚ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞŐƵůĂƌ ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͛ ĂŶĚ ĂůƐŽ ůŝƐƚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚƐ 

associated with circular migration such as: repeat, shuttling, rotating, multiple, cyclical or circuit. To 

this can be added in the European context the cross-border movements that Morawska (2001) has 

characterisĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ƉĞŶĚĞů͛ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ 

their search for gaps in migration controls. The solution to the migration problem, as currently 

understood, offered by temporary and circular migration is that migrants come for short periods and 

then leave and thus seek to avoid the issues of integration associated with long-term settlement. 
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‘ĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ MŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ NĞƚǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ϮϬϭϭ ŶŽƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ͗ ͚No [EU] member state has a clear 

formal or legal definition of temporary migration͛ ;EMN͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϭϯͿ͘ TŚĞ EMN ĨŽƵŶĚ Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ 

variation in the definition of temporary stay ranging from 3 months to 2 years in Finland and up to 5 

years in the Netherlands (EMN, 2011: 14). The problems were found to be of a different order in 

relation to ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ TŚĞ EMN ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ĨŽƵŶĚ ͚ŶŽ ŚĂƌŵŽŶŝƐĞĚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ MĞŵďĞƌ 

“ƚĂƚĞƐ ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ĐŽŵĞƐ ƚŽ ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;EMN͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϮϭͿ͘ OŶůǇ ƚŚĞ NĞƚŚĞƌůĂŶĚƐ ĂŶĚ 

Portugal were found to actually have formal/legal definitions of circular migration. While temporary 

and circular migration as forms of temporary migration are distinct, the EMN report (2011: 9) notes 

ƚŚĂƚ͗ ͚ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ďŽƚŚ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƵƐŝŶŐ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ 

definitions and proǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ͛ ;EMN͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϳͿ͘  

 

There has been particular difficulty understanding how circular migration is different from 

ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ͚ƉĞŶĚĞů͛ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƐĞĂƐŽŶĂů ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƐŽ-called incomplete migration 

(see, for example, Stark and Bloom, 1985, Okólski 1998). The debate is ongoing (Newland 2009). At 

the very least, it is important to recognise that circular migration/mobility is a wide concept covering 

all forms of multiple movements across borders (organised or spontaneous) for varying time spans, 

with scope for positive effects on development. 

 

Locating temporary and circular migration 

Four main strands of the literature on European and EU migration are identified in order to locate 

the role and place of temporary and circular migration in contemporary debates about European 

and EU migration policy and to highlight a relative neglect of the role played by information 

gathering and knowledge creation at EU level.  

 

The first strand comprises scholarly work on migration that began to emerge in the 1990s and that 

seeks to capture key aspects of the migration policy process. In the early 1990s Cornelius et al (1994) 

ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂůůĞĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŐĂƉ ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐ͕͛ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚŝƐ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ĂŵŽƵŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 

observation of an empirical reality:  there were systematic gaps between the declared intention of 

immigration policy with a focus on control and the outcomes of these policies, which were typically 

ŵŽƌĞ ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƐĞĞŵĞĚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ ƚŽ ĂůůŽǁ͘ PŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ͚ŐĂƉƉǇ͛ ĨŽƌ Ă ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ 

of reasons and accounts developed to explore this mismatch between policy rhetoric and policy 

ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͘ PĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ FƌĞĞŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϵϱ͕ ϮϬϬϱͿ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶ 

tendencies towards convergence in migration policy and politics in liberal democratic states. 

Drawing from work on regulatory politics, Freeman argues that the concentrated beneficiaries of 
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migration policy such as business and pro-migrant groups will have a stronger incentive to organise 

and thus a stronger influence on policy outcomes than the more diffuse general public with the 

result that migration policies will be more expansive and inclusive than would be suggested by the 

ƐƚƵĚǇ ŽĨ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŽŶ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ OƚŚĞƌƐ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ FƌĞĞŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ŝŶƐŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ 

outcomes were more expansive and inclusive in terms of both numbers of migrants and rights 

extended to migrants than would be suggested by public attitudes. In contrast to Freeman, others 

developed the argument that institutional venues played a key role in shaping policy outcomes. This 

important insight was used, for example, to explore the role that courts at national level played in 

ŽƉĞŶŝŶŐ ͚ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͛ ĨŽƌ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ Ăƚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞǀĞů ŝŶ ŬĞǇ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ 

countries such as France and Germany (Hollifield, 1992, Guiraudon, 1998). Two key points about this 

work are, first, that it emerged in the late 1990s when the institutional and policy role of the EU in 

the area of migration policy was very limited so not surprising the EU did not figure in these 

accounts and, second, in relation to temporary migration, the key insight is that decisions made 

ďĞŚŝŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ GƵŝƌĂƵĚŽŶ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ŐŝůĚĞĚ ĚŽŽƌƐ͕͛ ŝ͘Ğ͘ ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ƐŚŝĞůĚĞĚ ďƵƌĞĂƵĐƌĂƚŝĐ ĂŶĚ ũƵĚŝĐŝĂů ǀĞŶƵĞƐ͕ 

protected migrants rights from excessive use of ƉŽǁĞƌ ĂŶĚ ŚĞůƉĞĚ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŐƵĞƐƚƐ ĐĂŵĞ 

ƚŽ ƐƚĂǇ͛͘ TŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĨůŽǁƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉŽůŝĐǇ-makers initially saw as temporary actually became 

permanent.  

 

Linking the first and second strands is the focus on institutional venues such as the role played by 

courts. This second strand is the most highly developed and reflects an explosion of interest in EU 

migration policy motivated by its growing salience on the issue agendas of governments and the EU 

ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ƉŽƐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ŵŽǀĞ ŝŶƚŽ ĂƌĞĂƐ ŽĨ ͚ŚŝŐŚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ͛͘ WŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ǁŽƌŬ͕ 

particularly important contributions have been made by those who analyse what has been called 

͚ǀĞŶƵĞ-ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ͕͛ ŝ͘Ğ͕͘ ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU ĂƐ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ǀĞŶƵĞ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ĞǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ ďƌĂŶĐŚ ŽĨ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů 

governments precisely because it affords more scope for the pursuit of restrictive policies without 

ƚŚĞ ĞŶĐƵŵďƌĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ũƵĚŝĐŝĂů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ͛ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ;GƵŝƌĂƵĚŽŶ͕ ϮϬϬϬͿ͘ CůĞĂƌůǇ͕ 

this perspective emerged in relation to an EU with limits on its institutional and policy role in the 

area of migration policy, i.e., during the 1990s. A new body of work has developed that explores this 

venue-shopping insight to show, for example, the changing dynamics in the area of asylum policy 

(Kaunert and Leonard, 2012) and at how decisions made by the CJEU now impinge more directly on 

the management and implementation of migration policies in the member states (Acosta and 

GĞĚĚĞƐ͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ͘ TŚĞ EU ǀĞŶƵĞ ŚĂƐ ƚŚƵƐ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ͚ƚŚŝĐŬĞƌ͕͛ Žƌ͕ ƉƵƚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ǁĂǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĨŝĞůĚ at EU 

level is now more densely populated than it once was not only in terms of legal competence and 
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ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ƌŽůĞƐ͕ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů͛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ďůƵƌ the 

distinctions between the domestic and the international (Slaughter, 2004).  

 

The third strand of scholarly work seeks to locate migration in the context of the political economies 

of European countries and pays close attention to key organisational variables such as labour market 

organisation and welfare state type (Bommes and Geddes, 2000; Menz, 2008; Menz and Caviedes, 

2010). A key insight offered by this work is to show that while there is an understandable tendency 

to analyse the movement of migrants into particular countries, it is also highly relevant to think 

about the movement of migrants into particular forms of employment and welfare state given that 

there is significant variation across the EU. These are important background institutional variables 

that play a key role in shaping understandings of international migration. There are important 

sectoral variations in the employment patterns of migrants and gendered divisions within types of 

employment. The more general point that can be taken from this work on migration and political 

economy is that temporary and circular migration need to be related to these background 

institutional conditions with the result that a more general reliance on temporary work in some 

sectors of the economy such as food processing, agriculture and tourism creates space for 

temporary and circular migration. Similarly, modes of recruitment and deployment of labour are 

crucially important, particularly in sectors that rely on the mobilisation of temporary migration. 

Finally, and more generally, temporary and circular migration are nested within a more general 

debate about the future of European labour markets and welfare states that are, of course, shaped 

by more general debate about the post-crisis EU economy and the role that could be played in it by 

͚ŵŽďŝůĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨůĞǆŝďůĞ͛ ůĂďŽƵƌ͘  

 

The fourth strand of work is the least developed, but is an area on which this article will focus to 

explore the scope and potential for information gathering and knowledge creation to shape policy-

making at EU level. There is scholarly work analysing the role that the mobilisation and utilisation of 

expert knowledge can play in the policy process (Boswell, 2009; Balch, 2011). This is particularly 

relevant at EU level where a politics of expertise has been seen as particularly prevalent and where 

key institutional actors such as the Commission have been seen to legitimate their role through the 

use and deployment of expert knowledge (Radaelli, 1999; Zito and Schout, 2009). Such knowledge 

can play an instrumental role in providing the basis for decision-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ;ƚŚĞ ͚ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ-based policy-

ŵĂŬŝŶŐ͛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚͿ ďƵƚ ĐĂŶ ĂůƐŽ ƐĞrve other functions. For example, the development of expert 

knowledge can help an institution to carve out a role for itself in a particular policy area and thus to 

legitimate this role. In addition, expert knowledge might also serve to substantiate existing policy 
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choices (Boswell, 2009; Boswell et al, 2011).  This could mean, for example, that research expertise is 

mobilised and used in order to confirm or legitimate existing policy orientations. 

 

Implications for temporary and circular migration can be extracted from each of these four 

approaches. First, scholars have identified expansive tendencies in European migration policies, or at 

least more expansive outcomes that public opinion would appear to suggest would be feasible 

(Hollifield, 1992; Freeman, 1995). This has been linked to the underlying dynamics of migration 

politics and policy-making with a particular focus on institutional venues. It can also arise from the 

͚ŐĂƉƉŝŶĞƐƐ͛ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ͘ MŽƌĞ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ͕ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ĞǀŝĚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ EU ŝƚƐĞůĨ ŚĂƐ, since the Lisbon 

TƌĞĂƚǇ͕ ďĞĐŽŵĞ Ă ͚ƚŚŝĐŬĞƌ͛ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ǀĞŶƵĞ ǁŝƚŚ ůĞŐĂů ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ 

of migration policy, albeit with significant constraints on its role in labour migration (Acosta Arcarazo 

and Geddes, 2013).  In short, the Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP) is now applied to migration 

and asylum with qualified majority voting in the Council, co-decision between the Council and 

European Parliament and full jurisdiction for the CJEU. As was also shown, it is also highly relevant to 

relate temporary and circular migration to more general debates about European political economy 

within which they are nested. This means seeking to account for variation in terms of labour market 

organisation and welfare state type, but also considering sectoral variation, as well as patterns of 

recruitment and other relevant factors such as tendencies to economic informality. Finally, it was 

suggested that knowledge plays a key role in migration policy, but, more particularly, as will be 

argued below, the perception of knowledge gaps and the pursuit of more/better data can help to 

drive EU action. The first three strands suggest limits to control that may well induce significant 

caution on the part of member states when ceding powers in this area to EU level.  The latter 

suggests scope for EU institutions such as the Commission to use existing competencies and other 

methods, such as the mobilisation of expertise via networks such as the EMN in order to try to carve 

out a role for itself. 

 

Gathering information and building new knowledge 

The focus of this article now shifts to the fourth of these strands: information gathering and 

knowledge creation at EU level concerning temporary and circular migration. This is a relatively 

neglected area of study (although see Boswell, 2009; Boswell et al, 2011) as much scholarly work, 

understandably, focuses on inter-state bargaining or on the dynamics of policy and politics at 

member state level. There is, however, evidence of efforts to inculcate learning in the area of labour 

migration policy and, as will be seen, the EMN has become an EU-level venue for such learning. 
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More generally, the EU  - and Commission in particular ʹ have long relied on the use of outside 

expertise to inform policy choices.  

 

Knowing, the production of knowledge and its use can be understood as acts of participation in 

social learning systems grounded in social structures (Wenger, 1998: 226). Alvesson and Spicer 

;ϮϬϭϮ͗ ϭϭϵϱͿ ǁƌŝƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ůĞŝƚŵŽƚŝĨƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽrary organisation theory [is that 

organizations] ƚŚƌŝǀĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͛͘ In organisational theory, knowledge is often 

not clearly defined with the result that definitions ĐĂŶ ďĞ ͚ǀĂŐƵĞ ĂŶĚ all-ĞŵďƌĂĐŝŶŐ͛ (ibid). In the 

context of the relationship between learning and public policy, a distinction has been made between 

͚ůĂǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů͛ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ĂƐ ‘ĂĚĂĞůůŝ ;ϭϵϵϱ͗ ϭϲϭͿ ŶŽƚĞƐ ͚ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ;professional 

knowledge) should not necessarily be considered as playing a pivotal or supĞƌŝŽƌ ƌŽůĞ͛ ĂƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ 

͚ƌĞĐŝƉƌŽĐĂů ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĂŝĚ͕ ƌĞĨŝŶĞƌ͕ ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞƌ Žƌ ƚĞƐƚĞƌ ŽĨ 

ůĂǇ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͛͘ 

 

TŚĞ ͚ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͛ in contemporary Europe has been continuously structured and restructured 

by ideas and discussions ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐ ďŽƚŚ ͚ůĂǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů͛ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ, including reflections on 

the effectiveness of previous and existing approaches, as well as approaches in other parts of the 

world͘ TŚĞƐĞ ŝĚĞĂƐ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ͚ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ͛ about migration (its causes and consequences) 

that seek to construct causality in a way that is convincing (Stone, 1988). The most common and, in a 

ƐĞŶƐĞ͕ ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŝƐ ƚŽ ŝŶĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŽ ͚ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ-based 

policy-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ͛͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĂƐ Little (2012: 3) notes, ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ ǁŚŝůĞ ͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ 

design, implementation and evaluation are bound up with a number of other contingent factors 

͙ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƉŽǁĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵal 

ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ŝŶ ĂŶǇ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͛ ΀Ăůů ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ΁ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ďĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŽŶ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ 

that are actually pursued are grounded in evidence or whether the evidence is manufactured to suit 

ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂŐĞŶĚĂ͛͘ As an interviewee from an EU instiƚƵƚŝŽŶ ƉƵƚ ŝƚ͗ ͚ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŐŽĞƐ ďŽƚŚ ǁĂǇƐ͕ ƚŚĞ 

ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŐŽĞƐ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ͙ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ůŽŽŬĞĚ Ăƚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ EƵƌŽƉĞ ŝŶ Ă ĐŽƵƉůĞ 

ŽĨ ǇĞĂƌƐ͕ ǇŽƵ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ƐĞĞ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƚƌĞŶĚƐ ĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐ ͙ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ ĐŽƵůĚ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ƚƌĂĐĞ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚƌĞŶĚƐ 

back to discussions ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƉůĂĐĞ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ůĞǀĞů͛ ;IŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ EU 

institution, June 2013).   

 

The EU is a new arena within which knowledge of and about international migration is gathered and 

diffused. DŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ĂƐ ͚Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝĚĞĂƐ͕ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ͙ 

ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ƐƉƌĞĂĚ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŝŵĞ ĂŶĚ ƐƉĂĐĞ͛ ;BƂƌǌĞů ĂŶĚ ‘ŝƐƐĞ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͗ ϱͿ. How they spread 
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is the key issue. Four mechanisms have been identified, each underpinned by a different (although 

not mutually exclusive) social logic. Coercion can take the form of a requirement to conform to EU 

law as a condition of membership or future membership. Manipulation of utility calculations can 

provide negative and positive incentives, such as financial and technical support. These are both 

informed by an instrumental rationality and by a consequential institutional logic. In contrast 

measures that change the interests and identities of actors as a result of interaction mean that the 

EU ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞĐŽŵĞ Ă ͚ŐŝŐĂŶƚŝĐ ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛, which fits with a normative institutional logic of 

appropriateness (Börzel and Risse, 2012: 7). Communicative logics can arise when member states try 

to persuade each other about the precepts, principles and practices that should inform institutional 

and policy development. These behavioural logics are not incompatible. Clearly there has been 

accommodation of member state preferences and interests at EU level both in formal structures, but 

also more informally dating back to the 1970s. These formal and informal structures were 

dominated by state actors from interior ministries and security agencies with powerful effects and 

legacies on the relationship between power and knowledge in EU migration governance. 

 

A ͚ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ƚƵƌŶ͛ ŝŶ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞůĂƚŝons centres on ŚŽǁ ͚ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ Ă ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ Žƌ 

Ă ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ĂŶĚ ůĞĂƌŶ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ĚŽ ŝƚ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚ ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇ͛ ;WĞŶŐĞƌ͕ 

ϮϬϭϬ͖ ƐĞĞ ĂůƐŽ AĚůĞƌ ĂŶĚ PŽƵůŝŽƚ͕ ϮϬϭϭ͖ BŝĐĐŚŝ͕ ϮϬϭϮͿ͘ PĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ Ă ͚CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŽĨ PƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͛ is an 

ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ĂƐ ŝƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞƌƐ͛ ĂƐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂƌĞ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ďǇ 

a sense of joint enterprise, mutual engagement and a shared repertoire of communal resources 

(Wenger, 2010: 229). The result is that uncertainties can be reduced. EU-level interaction can also 

promote ͚ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ĂƐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ĞǆƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŽ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ŝĚĞĂƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ 

ŽƚŚĞƌ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕ Žƌ͕ ƉƵƚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ǁĂǇ ĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞ ƚŽ Ă ͚ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ͛͘  BŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ 

interactions can be stimulĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂĐƚŝŶŐ ĂƐ ďƌŽŬĞƌƐ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ ǁŚŝůĞ ͚ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ 

ŽďũĞĐƚƐ͛ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĚĂƚĂ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŶ ĂůƐŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ 

as comparable data can also help to generate a sense of shared meaning (Star and Griesemer, 1989).  

While this conception of CoPs does suggest openness and pluralism, this article shows that 

ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ Ăƚ EU ůĞǀĞů ŽŶ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ŽĨ ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů 

level approaches continue to dominate EU discussion about labour migration and admissions policy. 

The argument developed by this article focuses on how information gathering and knowledge 

development at EU level can substantiate policy choices made (primarily) at member state level, but 

can also legitimate institutional roles, in this case, the attempts by the Commission to carve out an 

enhanced role for itself.   
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Table 1 plots key aspects of social learning in a community of practice on the left hand side of the 

ƚĂďůĞ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ͚ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ ƚŽƉ͘  TŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ 

of learning of a community of practice combines competence and personal experience with three 

modes of belonging (engagement, imagination and alignment). Competence is historically and 

socially ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ͗ ͚TŽ ďĞ ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶƚ ŝƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ďĞ ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă 

ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;WĞŶŐĞƌ͕ ϮϬϭϬ͗ ϮϮϵͿ͘ CŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ 

congruent but when they are in close tension and either starts pulling the other then learning takes 

place. The three modes of belonging co-exist. Engagement involves people working together in ways 

that can shape experience. An imaginative leap may be required if the community is large and 

ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ Ăůů ŵĞĞƚ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƐ ŶŽt so large leap if members do meet on a regular basis as they do in 

the EMN. The third mode of belonging is alignment understood as a mutual process of co-ordinating 

perspectives. Practices can develop through problem solving, requests for information, seeking 

experience, re-using assets, co-ordination and synergy, discussing developments, documentation 

projects, visits, mapping knowledge and identifying gaps (Wenger, 2000).  

 

Table 1: Communities of practice and boundary interactions 

 Coordination Transparency Negotiability 

Engagement Opportunities for joint 

activities and problem 

solving 

Explanation of 

practices to each other 

to facilitate learning 

Can multiple 

perspectives meet? 

Imagination Understanding of 

respective 

perspectives to 

present effectively and 

prevent 

misunderstandings 

Artefacts etc that held 

build picture of 

another practice 

Do both sides see 

themselves as 

members of an 

overarching 

community with 

common interests? 

Alignment Can methods etc be 

interpreted into action 

across boundaries? 

Are the basis of CoPs 

clear enough to reveal 

common ground? 

Who decides when 

negotiating between 

CoPs and searching for 

compromise? 

Source: Wenger 2010: 235 

 

Reading from left to right across Table 1 allows exploration of some of the key issues that are central 

to any discussion of the role played by information gathering and the development of common and 

shared European knowledge about labour migration and, in this case, temporary and circular 

migration. Taking the issue of engagement, there are opportunities for joint activities and problem 

solving within the EMN and an emphasis through networking on the discussion and explanation of 

practices. Both accord with social and communicative logics.  
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A key issue is whether multiple perspectives can meet, particularly in relation to issues that are 

ƐŽŵĞǁŚĂƚ ŶĞďƵůŽƵƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘  TŚĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͛ ŵĂǇ 

not arise as a result of interaction, but that the interactions themselves are based on a particular 

understanding of the problem; rather than it being the quest for meaning that is structuring action it 

is the context of action that structures meaning. Put another way, member states may have already 

decided that temporary and circular migration could form part of the solution to the migration 

problem because they prefer flexible and mobile labour rather than migrant settlement and this 

understanding has then informed the context for engagement.  

 

“ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ͚ŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŶ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ŵƵƚƵĂů 

understanding while there is also evidence of the kind of information gathering that can lead to the 

creatŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂƌƚĞĨĂĐƚƐ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ďĞŝŶŐ ĂŬŝŶ ƚŽ Ă ͚ďĂƌŐĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŵŽĚĞů͛ ŝƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ 

ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ŽĐĐƵƌƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ŽĨ ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞůů-ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ŝŶ ͚ŽůĚĞƌ͛ 

immigration countries have had a powerful framing effect on responses in newer member states and 

newer countries of migration (Dunlop and Radaelli, 2012).   

 

Finally, there is the question of alignment. There are efforts to gather and share information that can 

lead to common knowledge and facilitate boundary interactions, although here too we see the 

shadow of hierarchy and the framing role played by responses in older countries of immigration. 

There is now engagement around the issues of temporary and circular migration, information is 

being gathered and shared and some efforts are being made to develop a European understanding. 

However, engagement has been strongly influenced by the idea that temporary and circular 

migration could form part of the solution with the quest for evidence being subsequent rather than 

prior to this preference. Knowledge gaps can play a role in institutional and policy development.  The 

absence of data may inhibit evidence-based policy-making, but its absence can also create scope for 

institutions to legitimate their roles and for evidence-gathering to be tailored to policy choices. The 

mobilisation and utilisation of expert knowledge can also legitimate institutional roles and 

substantiate policy choices.  This draws from a more general strand of work that understands the EU 

as a learning organisation. Zito and Schout (2009: 1103) note behind the ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ůĞǀĞůƐ ͚ĂƌĞ Ă 

ŵǇƌŝĂĚ ŽĨ ͚ŵŝĐƌŽ͛ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ŽĨ Đŝǀŝů ƐĞƌǀĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͕ ŚŽƉĞƐ͕ 

ŶŽƌŵƐ͕ ƐǇŵďŽůƐ͕ ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ĞƚĐ͙͘ OǀĞƌ ƚŝŵĞ͕ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞs generate changes in information, 

ŐŽĂůƐ͕ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͕ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ͕ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ͕ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͛͘  
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The period after the Amsterdam treaty came into force in 1999 was particularly significant in the 

development of links between academic experts and the Commission. As a representative of an EU 

institution out it: 

 

IŶ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌůǇ ĚĂǇƐ ͙ ǁĞ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ǀĞƌǇ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ǁŝƚŚ ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ Ă ŶĞǁ ĂƌĞĂ ĨŽƌ ƵƐ 
Ăƚ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ůĞǀĞů ͙ǁŚĞŶ ǁĞ ǁƌŽƚĞ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĞĂƌůǇ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ ŚŽǁ ǁĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ Ă 
European policy, we did that with the help of the research community in the sense that I 

went to various academic meetings to meet people, to talk to people. We organised 

seminars where we discussed drafts of papers with them, and talked to them about how 

things would work (Interview with representative of EU institution, June 2013). 

 

The Commission has sought to promote engagement, imagination and co-ordination although its 

efforts in the ĞĂƌůǇ ϮϬϬϬƐ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ Ă ĐŽŵŵŽŶ͕ ͚ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶƚĂů͛ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞũĞĐƚĞĚ 

by the member states who maintained their control over numbers. The Commission instead sought 

to develop a more vertical approach focused on particular sectors (the highly qualified, intra-

corporate transferees, seasonal workers). Interaction with scientific researchers was important as 

the Commission sought to orient itself to this policy field. The social context of interaction with 

ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ĂƐ Ă ďĂƐŝƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞĚ ďǇ 

an interviewee from an EU institution: 

 

IĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ Ă ƌĞŐƵůĂƌ ďĂƐŝƐ͕ ƚŚĞŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ-makers and academics 

ŚĂǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĨĂŝƌůǇ ǁĞůů͕ ƚŚĞǇ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ ďĞ 
sympathetic to doing the research that policy-makers need or being able to tell policy-

makers we need to do research in this area (interview with representative of EU institution, 

June 2013). 

 

The research base on temporary and circular migration has developed only relatively recently with 

significant activity at international level, which has fed into debates amongst government, 

academics and civil society (Di Bartolomeo et al., 2012). The Commission has sought to plug itself 

into these debates while the EMN also provides a forum for interactions. In terms of developing a 

CoP there are limitations derived from the levels of expertise and turnover of members. As an NCP 

put it referring to the EMN: 

 

MĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ ΀ĂƌĞ΁ ƵƐĞĨƵů ŝŶ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ďŝůĂƚĞƌĂů ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ͙ WŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ůĞƐƐ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŝƐ ŝŶ 
having some in-depth discussions about ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ ŽĨ ŵƵƚƵĂů ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ͙ŝƚ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ƚŚĂƚ 
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĂƌĞŶ͛ƚ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ŵŽƌĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ 
ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞƐ ͙ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ͕ ŝƚ͛Ě ďĞ ŐŽŽĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă 
bit of stability.  
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For example, if we consider the debate about circular migration, Fargues (2008) offers a normative 

understanding of circular migration that could be the basis for policy with six elements: temporary, 

ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ͕ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ͕ ůĞŐĂů͕ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĨƵů ŽĨ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ͛ ƌights and managed in a way that matches 

labour demand in one country with supply in another. Fargues also suggests other possible criteria 

that could include the enhancement of skills and skills transfers.  Triandafyllidou et al (2012) indicate 

the complexities of the issue when they identify six types of circular migration. First, seasonal, legal 

labour migration with migrants based in origin countries, which can be further broken down into 

spontaneous individual flows or regulated programmes. Second, circular legal labour migration with 

migrants based in origin countries that is spontaneous and can include highly skilled or business 

people. Third, circular, legal labour migration with migrants based in destination countries with 

typically lower skilled workers in areas such as household repairs and farm work. Fourth, there is 

circular semi-legal labour migration with migrants based in their country of origin where stay is legal 

and work is informal, such as in construction and care work. Fifth, there can be circular, semi-legal 

labour migration where the migrants are based in the destination country and engage in activities 

such as informal trade or offering transport services to co-nationals. Finally, there is irregular circular 

migration where both stay and employment are irregular. This definitional work has provided 

valuable insight into the categories in which various types of temporary, circular or seasonal migrant 

can be placed, but also into the associated social processes of inclusion and exclusion and their 

various dimensions, such as those related to gender. 

 

These aspects of diversity have important implications as policy-makers seek to make sense of this 

complexity. For example, the European Commission (CEC, ϮϬϬϳͿ ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞƐ ďĞĞŶ ͚ŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ 

cŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ďǇ TŚŝƌĚ CŽƵŶƚƌǇ NĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐ ;TCNƐͿ ƐĞƚƚůĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ EU Žƌ ͚ŝŶǁĂƌĚ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ďǇ ƉĞŽƉůĞ 

residing in a third country that move to an EU member states for various reasons, including seasonal 

employment, study, research or training.  

 

TŚĞ EU͛Ɛ GAMM (CEC, 2011: 2) makes clear reference to multi-level governance when it notes that 

͚ŝƚ ŝƐ Ăƚ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů͕ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů ůĞǀĞůƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĞĂĐŚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ĂŶĚ ĞĂĐŚ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ǁŝůů ƐĞŝǌĞ ƚŚĞ 

ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ďǇ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ďǇ ŵŽďŝůŝƚǇ͛͘ TŽ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ ͚ůĞǀĞůƐ͛ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂĚĚĞĚ 

employment sectors and occupation in order to capture another key characteristic of multi-level 

governance, which is the role played by private actors whether they be recruitment agencies, 

businesses, or individual households employing, for example, workers in agriculture and food 

processing. 
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TŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ CŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ GAMM ;CEC͕ ϮϬϭϭͿ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝŶŐ 

the effects of underlying migration drivers such as economic and political change by highlighting the 

importance of demographics and conflict, plus broader patterns of relations between states that can 

all shape migration. Each of these potential drivers can play a part in shaping decisions to migrate 

although their effects are likely to be evident through interactions. For example, there is 

considerable research evidence to show that income and wage inequalities are key migration drivers 

(Chappell, 2012). However, declines in land productivity may exacerbate economic drivers by having 

negative effects on livelihoods. Similarly, the breakdown of governance systems or conflict can also 

lead to migration, but ability to move will be influenced by the resources (economic, social, physical) 

possessed by individuals. 

 

To summarise, despite the policy debate at EU level, the substantive basis for EU level action 

remains unclear. There are widely divergent national responses to labour migration that are also 

grounded in varying forms of labour market and welfare state organisation. There is also huge 

variation in labour migration policies with key factors including not only duration, but also skill 

levels. Member states have been reluctant to move to substantive action on labour migration 

beyond the weak approximation measures contained within the Blue Card directive of 2009, the 

Single Permit directive of 2011 and the Seasonal Workers directive of 2014 (on the Blue Card see 

Cerna, 2013). There are also significantly diverse responses at member state level to temporary 

labour migration while very few member states actually have definitions in their legal codes of 

circular migration. There is a basic lack of agreement on the meaning of temporary and circular 

migration. However, this lack of knowledge can also play a role in legitimating some activity by EU 

actors in filling data and knowledge gaps. The EU now creates a context for the sharing of 

ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶ ͚ĐŽŶŐĞĂů͛ ŝŶƚŽ ŶĞǁ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ 

problems and potential solutions. The quest for new and better knowledge can substantiate policy 

choices and legitimate institutional roles.  

 

The EMN 

The EMN͛Ɛ origins can be traced to a Commission feasibility study in 1996 that explored the 

possibility to establish a European Migration Observatory although the member states did not go 

ahead with this idea. The Laeken European Council meeting of 2001 called for information exchange 

on migration. In 2003 the EMN was launched as a pilot project and, subsequently, between 2004-6, 

ĂƐ Ă ͚PƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŽƌǇ AĐƚŝŽŶ͛ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŝŵĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚion was voluntary with the network run from a 

research centre in Germany. Initial ambitious work on the impact of immigration proved 
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controversial and led to changes in the organisation of the network that gave it a much stronger 

focus on member state priorities (Boswell, 2009). The subsequent development of the EMN has had 

a strong focus on interactions between member states and reflects their policy preoccupations.  

 

The Hague Programme for Justice and Home Affairs covering the period 2005-10 included a plan for 

a Green Paper on the EMN͛Ɛ future. On the basis of the Green Paper the Commission in August 2007 

proposed to the Council the creation of a legal basis for the EMN, which was agreed by Council 

Decision 2008/381/EC. The decision to more formally constitute the EMN also gave it a stronger 

intergovernmental base as most of the national correspondents, or National Contact Points as they 

are known, are based in interior ministries. According to Council Decision 2008/381/EC the EMN͛Ɛ 

ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ͚ŝƐ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ UŶŝŽŶ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŽĨ MĞŵďĞƌ “ƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ 

and institutions on migration and asylum by providing up to date, objective, reliable and comparable 

information on migration and asylum with a view to supporting European policy-making in these 

areas [by] collecting, exchanging and updating data; analysing data and providing it in readily 

accessible forms; contributing to the development of indicators; publishing periodic reports; creating 

and maintaining an internet based information exchange system to provide access to relevant 

ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͛͘ AŶ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ from an international organization ƐŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŽ ĐĂƉƚƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ EMN͛Ɛ 

network effect: 

 

There is still a learning and exchange process that comes with that network. There is some 

ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŽ ŝƚ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŚĂƌĚ ƚŽ ƉƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶŐĞƌ ŽŶ ŝƚ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŶŽƚ Ă ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐ 
some groundbreaking new evidence that changes the course of policies, but that rather 

informs the policymakers and these people largely come from the institutions that also set 

ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ;͙Ϳ (Representative of international organization, Brussels, March 2013). 

 

 

The EMN is co-ordinated by the Commission (DG Home Affairs) supported by two private sector 

contractors that assist with the exchange of information and with the development of the 

technology to support interchange. The network is centred on NCPs in all EU member states (except 

Denmark, but including Norway) with at least three experts, one of whom is the national co-

ordinator. These national co-ordinators are mainly from ministries of the interior and justice but also 

involve research institutes, NGOs and international organisations. The EMN lays great emphasis on 

networking. This can take various forms: regular meetings of NCPs; EMN Studies drawing from 

information from all participants of which there are usually 3 each year; an annual EMN conference; 

training sessions on technical or administrative issues; twinning and collaboration meetings: studies 

addressing specific themes; aŶŶƵĂů ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ Ăůů ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĨĞĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ 
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Annual Report on Migration and Asylum; the development of a glossary and thesaurus as the basis 

for improved comparability to develop common understanding of terms with the aim of harmonising 

policy concepts; an information exchange as a repository with a search function; and, so-ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚Ad 

Hoc͛ requests. 

 

Ad Hoc requests are ways of sharing information about practices. Around 400 or so Ad Hoc requests 

were made between 2008 and 2012 (of which more than 260 were made public). Ad Hoc queries are 

grouped under various headings, one of which is queries made with regards to labour migration. 

Under the heading of labour migration, 16 of these ad hoc queries have been made public. One was 

from the European Commission with the aim of gathering data on seasonal migration and intra-

corporate transferees with a clear link to proposed directives on these topics.  In addition, the EMN 

produced a major thematic report on temporary and circular migration in 2011 that sought to map 

legal frameworks across the EU and effectively pinpointed the significant knowledge gaps.  

 

To understand whether or not temporary and circular migration could be a solution and whether or 

not the EU can play a part depends on how the problems are understood in the first place.  To which 

particular problem are temporary and circular migration supposed to be solutions? The most 

obvious is the domestic political headache for member states of continued demand for migrant 

labour coupled with significant anti-immigration sentiment. But, this policy headache does not mean 

that national governments must choose the EU level; after all, the EU could make the headache far 

ǁŽƌƐĞ ďǇ ďŝŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶƚŽ Ă common EU labour migration policy that 

ties their hands. The definition of the problem will depend on the information and knowledge that 

support understandings and, linked to this, the possible remedies that emerge based on these 

understandings.  So far, the EU as an institutional venue in the area of labour migration has been 

seen as ͚ƚŚŝŶ͛ in that it has been used by member states to pursue domestic interests rather than 

ďĞŝŶŐ Ă ͚ƚŚŝĐŬĞƌ͛ ǀĞŶƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŚĂƉĞƐ ƚŚŽƐĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĞǀĞŶ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ůĂƐƚ ďĂƐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐƚĂƚĞ 

ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ͛ ;JŽƉƉŬĞ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͗ ϮϭͿ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ŶŽƚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ĐŽŵŵŽŶ 

labour migration policy is around the corner, do mean that we cannot write the EU off as irrelevant 

to discussion of labour migration. There is scope for social and communicative logics to develop at 

EU level around information gathering and the development of common knowledge that could 

potentially change the scope and content of EU action on labour migration. Such a shift does 

constitute a significant change in the content of EU action on migration. But it is not sufficient to 

simply show that officials meet and talk to each other, but also to explore the effects of these 
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interactions involving member states and other actors (such as EU institutions, international 

organisations, think tanks, NGOs and academic researchers).  

 

The EMN does provide significant evidence of boundary interactions, but the organizational studies 

literature demonstrates social and cognitive limits such as ͚ďŽƵŶĚĞĚ͛ Žƌ ͚ƐĞŵŝ-ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ͛ ;MĂƌĐŚ, 

1978). In such circumstances, a lack of time and resources inhibits knowledge utilisation. Along 

similar lines, Lindblom (1959Ϳ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ͚ŵƵĚĚůŝŶŐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͛ while the ͚ŐĂƌďĂŐĞ ĐĂŶ͛ ŵŽĚĞů ŽĨ 

decision-making focuses on instability in organizational environments with ambiguity preventing 

people from fully mobilising their cognitive capacities and acting rationally (Cohen, March and Olsen, 

1972).  Smithson (1989) contends that the problem may be more than ignorance, although here 

again the emphasis is placed not on wilfulness, but on a lack of knowledge or awareness of where 

knowledge is located. These perspectives tend to focus on impediments to learning such as lack of 

time and resources. A representative of an EU institution captured quite nicely the risks of 

information overload: 

 

Reading entirely all the reports is wishful thinking. We have our priorities set in terms of our 

ĂŐĞŶĚĂ ͙ ǁĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ǁĞ ĨŝůĞ ŝƚ͕ ǁĞ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ŝƚ 
when this is needed (interview with representative of EU institution, March 2013) 

 

This leaves open the question of how power relations may also lead to a disinclination to use 

intellectual resources (Alvesson and Spicer: 2012: 1198). There may be circumstances within which 

ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐ ĐĂŶ ƐƚŝĨůĞ ƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝĞƐ ŵĂǇ ďĞ 

limited by relations of power and domination rather than a lack of time and resources, or cognitive 

ĨŝǆĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;AůǀĞƐƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ “ƉŝĐĞƌ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͗ ϭϭϵϲͿ͘  TŚĞƐĞ ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ƚŽ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ͚ďůŽĐŬƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ĂƐ 

͚ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƚƵƉŝĚŝƚǇ͕͛ ŝ͘Ğ͕͘ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ůĞĂƌŶ that may actually be functional to organizations 

because it reduces uncertainty. People may be unwilling to challenge the assumptions upon which 

their role and activity are based. This can take the form of a lack of reflexivity by not questioning 

knowledge claims and norms or a lack of justification in not demanding or providing explanations for 

action. These run counter to the logic of communicative rationality that involves giving reasons for 

actions or behaviour and seeking to justify them. A lack of substantive reasoning also means that 

questions can be framed in narrow ways that might even be misleading. Alvesson and Spicer (2012: 

1196) write that, iŶ ƐƵĐŚ ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͕ ͚ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƚƵƉŝĚŝƚǇ ŝƐ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ-supported lack of 

reflexivity, substantive reasoning and justification. It entails a refusal to use intellectual resources 

ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ Ă ŶĂƌƌŽǁ ĂŶĚ ͞ƐĂĨĞ͟ terrain. It can provide a sense of certainty that allows organization to 
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function smoothly. This can save the organization and its members from the frictions provoked by 

ĚŽƵďƚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ͛͘ 

 

To summarise, the article explored the relationship between research and policy, the role of the 

Commission and then looked specifically at the EMN. It was shown that even in unpromising terrain 

such as EU labour migration policy, definitional ambiguity and the absence of shared and agreed 

meaning can create new opportunities for interactions that search for shared understandings 

around which future alignment can occur. The EMN creates scope via its various activities for co-

ordination via interaction and transparency via the sharing of information. The more difficult step is 

negotiability and the meeting of perspectives in a contested and controversial policy field. The EMN 

illustrates the instrumental quest for information to support policy (evidence-based policy-making) 

but also shows how the shadow of hierarchy cast by the member states can mean that existing 

policy choices shape EU action (policy-based evidence making) while new interactions at EU level 

create opportunities for the development of institutional roles (policy-based institution-building). 

 

Conclusions 

The article analysed the role played by information gathering and the creation of new knowledge 

about temporary and circular migration in the broader context of the construction of EU migration 

governance. It was shown that definitional ambiguity can institutional and political opportunities for 

actors seeking to impose their preferred meaning on temporary and circular migration as solutions 

ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͛ ;ĂƐ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚͿ͘ TŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĐůĂƌŝƚǇ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ďǇ 

the increased interest at international level in temporary migration while the EU has also seen 

circular migration as a way to address domestic political problems in member states while also 

pursuing the so-ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ƚƌŝƉůĞ ǁŝŶ͛͘  TŚĞ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞ ƚŚĞŶ ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ ĚĞďĂƚĞƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ circular 

migration in the broader context of debates about European and EU labour migration while 

emphasising the relative neglect within this literature of the role played by information gathering 

ĂŶĚ ŶĞǁ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ Ă EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ-level 

solution. This point was further developed through the development of a practice-based account 

that sought to delineate important aspects of the relationship between research and policy at EU 

level, the role of the Commission in promoting dialogue that draws scientific experts into the policy 

process and the role of the EMN as a very focused way for member state officials to interact on 

migration issues. However, it was shown that pluralistic accounts of these kinds of interactions as 

though they were tantamount to bargaining process could neglect key and important aspects of the 

migration governance field at EU level. Information gathering can support evidence-based policy-
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making, but it has been shown that EU action can reflect or substantiate existing policy choices and 

thus amount to policy-based evidence making while also providing legitimacy for institutional actors 

seeking to expand their role (policy-based institution-making). This demonstrates the importance of 

the context within which knowledge about temporary and circular migration is gathered, produced 

and understood.  

 

  

References  

 

Acosta Arcarazo, Diego and Geddes, Andrew ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ͚TŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ 

ŽĨ ĂŶ EU ƌƵůĞ ŽĨ ůĂǁ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ ŽĨ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͕͛ Journal of Common Market Studies, 51(2), 179-

93. 

 

Adler, Emanuel and Pouliot, Vincent ;ϮϬϭϭͿ ͚IŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͕͛ International Theory, 3(1), 1-36. 

 

Alvesson, Mats and Spicer, Andre (2012) ͚A stupidityͲbased theory of organizations. Journal of 

Management Studies, 49(7), 1194-1220. 

 

Balch, Alex (2011) Managing Labour Migration in Europe: Ideas, Knowledge and Policy Change, 

Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

 

Bicchi, Federica ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ͚TŚĞ EU ĂƐ Ă ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͗ foreign policy communications in the 

COREU network, Journal of European Public Policy, 18(8), 1115-32.  

  

Bommes, Michael and Geddes, Andrew (2000) Immigration and Welfare: Challenging the Borders of 

the Welfare State, London: Routledge. 

 

Börzel, Tanja and Risse, Thomas ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ͚FƌŽŵ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ͗ ĂŶ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕͛ West 

European Politics, 35(1), 1-19. 

 

Boswell, Christina (2009) The Political Uses of Expert Knowledge: Immigration Policy and Social 

Research, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 



22 

 

Boswell, Christina, Geddes, Andrew and Scholten, Peter (2011) ͚The role of narratives in migration 

policy-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ͗ Ă ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͕͛ British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 13(1), 1-

11. 

 

Castles, Stephen ;ϮϬϬϲͿ ͚GƵĞƐƚǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ŝŶ EƵƌŽƉĞ͗ A ‘ĞƐƵƌƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ͍͕͛ International Migration Review, 

40(4), 741-66. 

 

Cerna, L. (2013) ͚Understanding the diversity of EU migration policy in practice: the implementation 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ BůƵĞ CĂƌĚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ͕͛ Policy Studies 34 (2), 180-200. 

 

Chappell, Laura (2012) Drivers of Migration in Household Surveys, London: Government Office for 

Science 

 

CEC (2007) On Circular Migration and Mobility Partnerships Between the European Union and Third 

Countries, COM(2007) 248 final. 

 

CEC (2010) Europe 2020: A Strategy for Smart and Sustainable Growth, COM(2010) 220 final. 

 

CEC (2011) The Global Approach to Migration and Mobility, COM (2011) 741 final. 

 

Cohen, Michael, March, James and  Olsen, Johan (1972). A garbage can model of organizational 

choice͕͛ Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(1), 1-25. 

 

Constant, Amelie, Nottmeyer, Olga and Zimmerman, Klaus (2012) The Economics of Circular 

Migration, IZA DP No. 6940, 

 

Cornelius, Wayne, Martin, Philip and Hollifield, James (1994) Controlling Immigration: A Global 

Perspective, Stanford (CA.): Stanford University Press. 

 

Di Bartolomeo, Anna, Makaryan, Shushanik, Mananashvili, Sergo and Weinar, Agniezska (2012) 

Circular Migration in Eastern Partnership Countries: An Overview, CARIM-East Research Report 

2012/30 

 



23 

 

Dunlop, Clare and Radaelli Claudio (2013), ͚Systematising policy learning: from monolith to 

dimensions͛, Political Studies, 61(3), 519-699. 

 

EMN (2011) Temporary and Circular Migration : Empirical Evidence, Current Policy Practice and 

Future Options in EU Member States, Brussels: European Migration Network. 

 

EMN (2012) European Migration Network Status Report 2011, Brussels: Commission of the European 

Communities, SWD (2012) 240 final.  

 

Fargues, Philippe (2008) Circular Migration: Is it relevant for the South and East of the 

Mediterranean?,CARIM Analytical and Synthetic Notes 2008/40. 

 

Freeman, Gary ;ϭϵϵϱͿ ͚MŽĚĞƐ ŽĨ ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŝŶ ůŝďĞƌĂů ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕͛ International 

Migration Review,  28(4), 881-902. 

 

GCIM (2005) Migration in an Inter-Connected World: New Directions for Action: Report of the Global 

Commission on International Migration, Geneva: GCIM. 

 

Guiraudon, Virginie ;ϭϵϵϴͿ ͚CŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĨŽƌ ŶŽŶ-citizens: France, Germany and the Netherlands, 

in C. Joppke (ed.) Challenge to the Nation State: Immigration in Europe and the United States, pp. 

272-318. 

 

Guiraudon, Virginie ;ϮϬϬϬͿ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͗ ǀĞƌƚŝĐĂů ƉŽůŝĐǇ-making as 

ǀĞŶƵĞ ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ͛, Journal of Common Market Studies, 38(2), 251-71. 

 

Hollifield, James (1992) Immigrants, States and Markets: The Political Economy of Post-War Europe, 

Harvard (Mass.): Harvard University Press. 

 

Joppke, Christian ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ͚TƌĞŶĚƐ ŝŶ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕͛ ŝŶ P͘ BƵƌŐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ “͘ GƵƚǁŝƌƚŚ 

(eds), A Threat Against Europe: Security, Migration and Integration, Brussels:  VUB Press, pp. 17-32. 

 

Kaunert, Christian and Leonard, Sarah ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ͚TŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ EU ĂƐǇůƵŵ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͗ ǀĞŶƵĞ ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ 

ŝŶ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕͛ Journal of European Public Policy, 19(9): pp. 1396-1413. 

 



24 

 

Lindblom, Charles E. (1959) ͚The science of "muddling through". Public Administration Review, 79-88. 

 

March, James (1978) ͚BŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ͕ ĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ͕͛ The Bell 

Journal of Economics, 587-608. 

 

Menz, Georg (2008) The Political Economy of Managed Migration: Non-State Actors, 

Europeanization and the Politics of Designing Migration Policies, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Menz, G and Caviedes, A. (2010) Labour Migration in Europe, London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Morawska, Ewa ;ϮϬϬϭͿ ͚GĂƉƉǇ ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ͕ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨƵů ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉĞŶĚĞů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͗ 

East-WĞƐƚ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƚƌĂǀĞůůĞƌƐ͕͛ ŝŶ C͘ Joppke and V. Guiraudon, Controlling a New Migration World, 

London: Routledge, pp. 173-99 

 

Newland, Kathleen (2009) Circular Migration and Human Development, Human Development 

Research Paper, 2009/42, UNDP. 

 

Radaelli, Claudio (1995) ͚TŚĞ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕͛ Journal of European public 

policy, 2(2), 159-183. 

 

Radaelli, Claudio (1999) Technocracy in the European Union, London: Longman. 

 

Ruhs, Martin ;ϮϬϬϲͿ ͚TŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ŽĨ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ ŝŶ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ŝnternational 

migration ƉŽůŝĐǇ͕͛ International Labour Review, 145, 1-2: 7-36. 

 

Slaughter, Anne-Marie (2004) A New World Order, Princeton (N.J.): Princeton University Press. 

 

Smithson, Michael (1989) Ignorance and Uncertainty: Emerging Paradigms. Springer-Verlag 

Publishing. 

 

Star, Susan Leigh and Griesemer, James (1989), ͚Institutional Ecology, ͞Translations͟ and Boundary 

Objects: Amateurs and Professionals in Berkeley's Museum of Vertebrate Zoology͛, 1907-39. Social 

Studies of Science, 19(3), 387-420. 

 



25 

 

Stark, Oded and Bloom, David ;ϭϵϴϱͿ ͚TŚĞ ŶĞǁ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐ ŽĨ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ American Economic 

Review, 75(2), 173-8. 

 

Triandafyllidou, Anna (2012) Circular Migration and Integration: A Short Guide for Policy Makers, 

Metiokos Project, European University Institute, Florence. 

 

United Nations (1998) Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Statistics Division, 

Recommendations on Statistics of International Migration, Revision 1, Statistical Papers Series M, 

No. 58, Rev. 1,New York, 1998, ST/ESA/STAT/SER.M/58/Rev.1. 

 

Vertovec, Steven (2007) Circular Migration: The Way Forward in Global Policy? Working Paper 4, 

2007, Oxford: International Migration Institute. 

 

Wenger, Etienne (2010Ϳ ͚CŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů ƚŽŽůƐ ĨŽƌ CŽPƐ ĂƐ ƐŽĐŝĂů ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͗ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͕ identity, 

ƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ŝŶ C͘ BůĂĐŬŵŽƌĞ ;ĞĚ͘Ϳ Social Learning Systems and Communities of 

Practice, 125-43. Dordrecht: Springer. 

 

Zito, Anthony and Schout, Adriaan ;ϮϬϬϵͿ ͚LĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ƌĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͗ EU ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĞŽƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ 

ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͕͛ Journal of European Public Policy, 16(8), 1103-23. 

 

 

 


