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ABSTRACT

!e European Union (EU) is currently experiencing a mass in"ux of 
migrants like never before, constituting the largest movement Europe has 
experienced since 1945. Most of these migrants are seeking refuge from the 
Syrian civil war, which has displaced over 8 million people over the past four 
years. !is mass in"ux has put tremendous pressure on the EU’s ability to 
accept refugee and asylum seekers. !is paper examines this failure of the 
EU, #rst explaining the history of the EU project and its previous migration 
policies. Country case studies are also presented to give examples of country 
dynamics during this crisis.  !e paper also discusses how the EU can better 
prepare itself for future such challenges – namely, by creating a coordinated, 
long-term plan that is adopted by all member states and supported by the 
various Directorates-General of the EU. Proposed solutions include a joint 
committee that brings together all relevant Directorates-General and a #ve-
point plan that works as a guide for the most important issues this committee 
should tackle. !is issue cannot be solved by one country alone or even by a 
small group. It is a global crisis that must be addressed before it spreads even 

further.

MIGRATION AND THE EU: A FAILURE TO PROTECT
by Elizabeth Bersin
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INTRODUCTION
 !e European Union (EU) is currently experiencing a mass 
in"ux of migrants1 like never before, constituting the largest movement 
Europe has experienced since 19452.  !is in"ux of mostly illegal border-
crossings3 began in 2011 with the onset of the Arab Spring, particularly 
from Tunisia. 2011-2012 saw a surge of migrants from Sub-Saharan Africa 
seeking refugee from the civil unrest in Libya post-Qadda#. !is most 
recent surge is composed mostly of Syrian, Eritrean, and Afghan migrants 
"eeing a growing civil war attempting to use maritime borders to enter 
the EU4 5. Speci#cally, the Syrian civil war has been a main source of the 
in"ux of people. Over four years, more than 8 million people have been 
displaced due to the con"ict and are increasingly "eeing to European 
countries rather than neighboring countries, which are also now being 
a$ected by this war6. Currently, over 4.1 million Syrian refugees are still 
residing in neighboring countries, with Lebanon hosting 1.1 million 
people, 70% of whom are living below the national poverty line7. Jordan is 
host to over 628,000 refugees, 86% of whom are living below the national 
poverty line, and Turkey has registered over 2 million people8 9.  !e 
number of sea arrivals in Europe has exceeded 615,000, 53% of whom are 
Syrian. !e increasing number traveling to Europe is attributed to “the 
loss of hope that a political solution will soon be found to end the war, 
as well as to steadily deteriorating living conditions in exile, triggered by 

1  Note that the term “migrant” can be used as an umbrella term for refu-
gees, asylum seekers, and economic migrants (Park, 2015). 
2  “What Is !e Europe Migrant Crisis And How Has It Evolved?,” Finan-
cial Times, accessed October 9, 2015, http://www.%.com/intl/cms/s/2/cdd88362-
524e-11e5-b029-b9d50a74fd14.html#axzz3o56W6hkx.
3  A #gure depicting migrants detected entering the EU illegally between 
January and July 2015 is available in the Appendix, Figure 1. 
4  Figure 2 in the Appendix depicts the origins of asylum applications. 
5  Jeanne Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis,” Council On Foreign Relations, 
updated September 23, 2015, accessed October 9, 2015
6  “What Is !e Europe Migrant Crisis”
7  USD 3.84 per person, per day
8  A #gure depicting number of Syrian refugees in neighboring countries 
is available in the Appendix, Figure 3. 
9  “Syrian Refugees: Inter-Agency Regional Update,” United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, accessed October 20, 2015, http://data.unhcr.org/
syrianrefugees/regional.php
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the humanitarian funding shortfall, felt by refugees in the region” 10. !is 
continuing in"ux of people into Europe “has exposed a long-simmering 
east-west divide in Europe and called into question the EU’s open-
border arrangements” 11. !e varying methods by which the twenty-eight 
member states process asylum applications has exacerbated the gray area 
where economic migrants12 and asylum seekers13 travel together and/
or overlap14. !is paper will examine this failure on behalf of the EU to 
handle the mass in"ux of migrants, #rst explaining the history of the EU 
project and its previous migration policies. !is will lead to a discussion 
about how the EU can better prepare itself for future such challenges – 
namely, by creating a coordinated, long-term plan that is adopted by all 
member states and supported by the various Directorates-General of the 
EU. My proposed solutions include a joint committee that brings together 
all relevant Directorates-General and a #ve-point plan that works as a 
guide for the most important issues this committee should tackle. 

THE EU PROJECT
!e European Union was created in the wake of the end of World 

War II with the goal of fostering economic cooperation as a way to avoid 
future con"ict. It was o&cially created in 1958 as the European Economic 
Community (EEC), starting with just six countries. !is number rose to 
nine in 1973, and ten in 1981. In 1993, the EEC became the European 
Union to re"ect its evolving and expanding goals15.

All EU actions are based on binding treaties signed voluntarily 
by member countries that work towards accomplishing the EU’s goals. 
Promoting human rights both within the EU and around the world is one 
of the EU’s main goals; EU governments and institutions are legally bound 

10  “Syrian Refugees”
11  “What Is !e Europe Migrant Crisis”
12  In this case I will be using the Council on Foreign Relations’ (CFR) 
de#nition of economic migrant: a “person whose primary motivation for leaving 
his or her home country is economic gain” (Park, 2015). 
13  As de#ned by CFR: “a person "eeing persecution or con"ict, and there-
fore seeking international protection under the'1951 Refugee Convention on the 
Status of Refugees; a'refugee'is an asylum seeker whose claim has been approved” 
(Park, 2015).
14  Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis”

15  “!e EU in Brief,” European Union, accessed October 15, 2015, http://
europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/about/index_en.htm
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to uphold these rights as set forth in the Lisbon Treaty and the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights16. A%er further expansions in 1995, 2004, and 2007, 
the total number of EU member states was brought up to 2817. 

THE MIGRATION CRISIS: WHAT POLICIES WERE IN PLACE 
BEFORE?
 While the EU has many treaties and laws in place regarding human 
rights, it also has regulations directed speci#cally at migration policy. In 
1990, the Dublin system18 was introduced to help establish responsibility 
of Member States for examining asylum claim in Europe. Asylum seekers 
who have family members that have been recognized as having refugee 
status will have their application examined by the Member State where 
the family resides. !ere are a number of regulations and steps in place for 
asylum seekers who hold a residence permit or visa. !ese regulations also 
clarify which Member State is responsible for processing the application. 
When asylum seekers enter irregularly, whether by land, air or sea, and 
do not fall under the previously mentioned categories, the Member State 
whose border they #rst cross is the one responsible for processing the 
asylum application19 20. While there are additional provisions included for 
speci#c requests by asylum seekers, the Convention’s goal is present a clear 
and simple formula for Member States to determine their responsibility in 
examining asylum applications. !e Dublin Regulation was recast in 2013 
to increase e&ciency, better standards of protection, and mechanisms for 
preparedness, crisis management, and early warning21. 
16  !e Charter contains 54 articles grouped under 7 categories: dignity, 
freedoms, equality, solidarity, citizens’ rights, justice, and general provisions 
(“Charter of Fundamental Rights”, 2014).
17  “!e EU in Brief ”
18  !e full title of the convention is the Convention determining the State 
responsible for examining applications for asylum lodged in one of the Member 
States of the European Communities.  
19  !is includes Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland in addition 
to the 28 Member States (Dublin Regulation, 2015). 
20  “Convention determining the State responsible for examining applica-
tions for asylum lodged in one of the Member States of the European Communi-
ties – Dublin Convention,” O&cial Journal of the European Communities C 254, 
(1990) P. 0001 – 0012, Retrieved from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/
ALL/?uri=CELEX:41997A0819(01).
21  “Dublin Regulation,” European Council on Refugees and Exiles, accessed 
October 7, 2015, http://www.ecre.org/topics/areas-of-work/protection-in-eu-
rope/10-dublin-regulation.html.



[ 12 ] THE PUBLIC PURPOSE • VOL XIV • 2016

 In 1999, the EU began work to improve the legislative framework 
that was in place by creating the Common European Asylum System 
(CEAS). !e #rst phase, from 1999-2005, included the adoption of several 
measures that would set common minimum standards across the EU22. 
!is included a mechanism speci#cally to deal with a mass in"ux of 
people, introduced in July 2001. !e Temporary Protection Directive23 
“aims to harmonise temporary protection for displaced persons in cases 
of mass in"ux on the basis of solidarity between Member States”24. While 
this temporary protection mechanism has not yet been used, it is intended 
for emergency situations in which individual status’ cannot be determined 
(and is not practical) due to the large number of people arriving. Bene#ts 
for asylum seekers include: a residence permit, accommodations, 
education for minors, and the chance to be reunited with family25.
 December 2005 saw the introduction of the EU Asylum Procedures 
Directive, which establishes procedures for Member States to follow 
when granting and revoking refugee status.  !ese rules are meant to 
introduce a framework and prevent the secondary movement of applicants 
from their original application State to another26.  A new version of the 
Directive became applicable on July 21, 2015 with more speci#c standards 
such as: clearer application rules, improved procedures and trainings for 
decision-makers, support for those who need more help27, appeals, and 
abuse of the system, such as repetitive claims28. !is revision, along with 
revisions of the many other regulations and directives29, came about as a 
22  Common European Asylum System,” European Commission, accessed 
October 16, 2015, http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-a$airs/what-we-do/policies/asy-
lum/index_en.htm
23  !is is one of #ve legal documents that make up the EU asylum body of 
law. 
24  “Temporary Protection,” European Council on Refugees and Exiles, 
accessed October 7, 2015, http://www.ecre.org/topics/areas-of-work/protec-
tion-in-europe/81-temporary-protection.html
25  “Temporary Protection”
26  “Council Directive on minimum standards on procedures in Member 
States for granting and withdrawing refugee status,” O&cial Journal of the Euro-
pean Communities L 326/14 (2005):  P. 0013 – 0034, Retrieved from http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:326:0013:0034:EN:PDF
27  Speci#cally, due to age, sexual orientation, disability, illness, or trauma. 
28  “Asylum Procedures,” European Commission, accessed October 16, 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-a$airs/what-we-do/policies/asylum/common-pro-
cedures/index_en.htm
29  Revised documents include: Asylum Procedures Directive, Reception 
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result of the European Commission’s Policy Plan on Asylum, which was 
presented in June 2008. !is policy plan sets out objectives for CEAS 
that include: “ensure access for those in need of protection… provide for 
a single common procedure… establish uniform statuses… incorporate 
gender considerations… and vulnerable groups…. increase practical 
cooperation…determine responsibility and support solidarity… [and] 
ensure coherence with other policies”30.

THE MIGRATION CRISIS: HOW HAS THE EU FAILED?
  !ough the EU has implemented all of these regulations and 
directives, the theory has not kept up with reality. !is system has 
disproportionately placed the burden of responsibility on states with 
exposed borders (i.e. entry-point states), many of who are incapable of 
handling the mass in"ux of migrants due to an already weak infrastructure 
or failing economy31. Due to these failings, these countries have ceased to 
enforce important regulations like Dublin and are allowing migrants to 
travel to secondary destinations rather than processing the applications 
themselves32 33. While many may want to blame this on the mass in"ux, the 
EU struggled to meet self-set goals even before the migration crisis began, 
as many of the minimum standards le% space for too much "exibility and 
maneuverability by Member States34. !is includes allowing Member States 
to make decisions such as where asylum applicants will reside and allowing 
Member States to send applicants to a third country35 if there is no risk of 
Conditions Directive, Quali#cation Directive, Dublin Regulation, and EURODAC 
Regulation
30  “Policy Plan on Asylum: An Integrated Approach to Protection Across 
the EU”, O&cial Journal of the European Communities” COM360 (2008), Re-
trieved October 16, 2015, from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=COM:2008:0360:FIN:EN:PDF
31  In particular, Greece, Italy, and Hungary have struggled with this. A 
#gure depicting the migrants other States are being asked to take from Italy and 
Greece is available in the Appendix, Figure 3. 
32  Figure 4 in the Appendix depicts asylum claims by location. Note that 
most are not in border states. 
33  Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis”
34  Florian Trauner, “Migration Policy: An Ambiguous EU Role In Specify-
ing And Spreading International Refugee Protection Norms,” in EU Policies In A 
Global Perspective, ed. Gerda Falkner and Patrick Müller, (New York: Routledge, 
2013), 149-166
35  !e countries outside the EU deemed safe also varies by state – there is 
no EU wide list that all countries follow.
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refoulement.36  While this requirement may seem speci#c, refoulement 
can allow States to move more people than was probably intended by the 
allowance37. !ese goals included the development of common minimum 
standards (seen as phase one), particularly for how states received asylum 
seekers as well as quali#cations for asylum seekers. A second phase was set 
to evaluate the directives passed and develop a Common European Asylum 
System to help create uniform procedures and a uniform asylum status38.  

While this seems, theoretically, like a feasible plan, common EU 
Asylum laws have not been received well by all member states and even 
then still allow Member States choice in how many asylum seekers they 
are willing to accept, where they come from, and allow States to pass many 
of them on to other States by skillfully maneuvering through the Dublin 
system’s responsibility rules.  As stated earlier, the Directive establishing 
common procedures states that Member States have to right to send 
applicants to what the EU considers a safe third country39, as long as the 
conditions laid out are followed. !e recast Dublin Regulation refers to 
this part of the directive, giving enough ambiguity for countries such as 
Greece and Hungary a chance to pass on migrants to “safer” countries than 
their own. !e Dublin Regulation also stipulates that while the entry point 
countries are responsible for examining applications for protection in cases 
of irregular crossings, this responsibility ceases a%er 12 months40. It is not 
clear what will happen a%er these 12 months. While the regulation does 

36  !e principle of non-refounlement states that ”a refugee should not be 
expelled or returned if his or her life or freedom is threatened” (Trauner, 2013). 
!is was established with the 1951 UN Convention relating to the Status of Refu-
gees.
37  “Directive 2013/32/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
26'June 2013 on common procedures for granting and withdrawing international 
protection,” O&cial Journal of the European Communities L 180/60 (2013), from 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32013L0032
38  Trauner, “Migration Policy”, 149-166
39  Essentially, all Member States that respect the principle of non-re-
foulement (Regulation (EU) No'604/2013, 2013).
40  “Regulation (EU) No'604/2013 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 26'June 2013 establishing the criteria and mechanisms for determin-
ing the Member State responsible for examining an application for international 
protection lodged in one of the Member States by a third-country national or a 
stateless person,” O&cial Journal of the European Communities L 180/31 (2013), 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/;jsessionid=jHNlTp3HLjqw-
8mqGbQSpZh1VWpjCyVQq14Hgcztw4pbfSQZ$nrn!557467765?uri=CELEX-
:32013R0604
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allow for applicants to appeal transfer decisions, the guidelines include the 
use of “within a reasonable period of time”  - reasonable time not being 
explicitly de#ned. !ese guidelines also allow States to deny free legal aid 
if the appeal is deemed to have “no tangible prospect of success”41. !ese 
ambiguous statements could give States enough maneuverability to use the 
Dublin as they see #t in an attempt to safeguard their country. 

For countries currently experiencing major economic crisis, such 
as Greece, the budgets for migration issues have not been enough to keep 
up with the ever-increasing needs. While the European Commission 
approved an emergency aid package in August that earmarked 473 million 
euros for Greece and 560 million euros for Italy speci#cally to help deal 
with the in"ux of migrants, it does not seem that this will be enough to 
help these two struggling countries42. !is uneven monetary power means 
that those migrants entering through these borders will not receive the 
same welcome they may have four years ago. !e EU, through its many 
human rights declarations, consistently states the need to accept asylum 
seekers "eeing from serious harm or persecution in their home country. 
Asylum is a fundamental right that Members States are obligated to grant 
under the Geneva Convention on the protection of refugees, recognized in 
195143. !e CEAS has also made clear that “Asylum must not be a lottery. 
EU Member States have a shared responsibility to welcome asylum seekers 
in a digni#ed manner, ensuring they are treated fairly and that their case 
is examined to uniform standards so that, no matter where an applicant 
applies, the outcome will be similar”44. !is however, is not at all what 
migrants are experiencing, as showcased by the following country-speci#c 
examples. 

Germany: While Germany has accepted the most migrants out 
of any EU Member State, there have been many attacks made against 
migrants across the country. In August, a house that had been converted 
41  “Regulation (EU) No'604/2013
42  Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis”
43  “Common European Asylum System”
44  “Common European Asylum System”
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into a shelter for asylum seekers was set on #re.  Another attack was 
made in September on a sports hall that was planning to be used to house 
migrants. !ese are just two examples of the more than 200 attacks in the 
country directed against migrants, evidence of unfair and undigni#ed 
treatment45. It is, however, worth noting that the German government has 
been particularly willing to receive migrants – the most out of any Member 
State, in fact46. In August, the Government even suspended the Dublin 
regulation for Syrians, making it easier for them to stay in Germany (not 
their point of entry), and relieving some of the pressure that has been put 
on Greece and Italy47.

Hungary: Hungary has arguably the worst and most xenophobic 
policies of the Member States. In an e$ort to cut o$ what has become the 
most accessible route, crossing the Serbian border, Hungary has built a 
large fence along this border. Victor Orban, the Prime Minster of Hungary, 
has himself stated, “!e problem is not a European problem, the problem is 
a German problem. Nobody would like to stay in Hungary”48. While Orban 
has conducted in April 2015 “found that 46 percent of polled Hungarians 
believed that no asylum seeker should be allowed to enter Hungary at all”49.' 
Over the summer, the government also ran an anti-immigration campaign 
by placing billboards all over the country with messages such as “If you 
come to Hungary, don’t take the jobs of Hungarians”50. In early October, 
Hungary began to expand the fence built along its border with Serbia to 
follow its border with Croatia as well. !e fence was completed October 16 
and the border has since been closed51. 

Austria: Over the summer, an abandoned truck near Vienna 
45  “Which Countries Are Under !e Most Strain
46  Previously referenced #gures found in the Appendix provide numbers. 
47  Jena McGregor, “On Refugee Crisis, Germany’s Angela Merkel Has 
Found A Bold Voice”, !e Washington Post, September 11, 2015, accessed 
October 20, 2015, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/on-leadership/
wp/2015/09/11/on-refugee-crisis-germanys-angela-merkel-has-found-a-bold-
voice/
48  “Which Countries Are Under !e Most Strain
49  Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis”
50  Nick !orpe, “Hungary’s Poster War On Immigration”. BBC News, 
June 14, 2014, accessed October 16, 2015, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-eu-
rope-33091597
51  Margit Feher, “Hungary Completes Croatia Border Fence To Keep 
Migrants Out,” Wall Street Journal, October 15, 2015, accessed October 21, 2015, 
http://www.wsj.com/articles/hungary-completes-croatia-border-fence-to-keep-
migrants-out-1444927774
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was found to have the bodies of 71 people, all of whom were migrants 
attempting to reach secondary destinations (particularly Germany)52. 
While Austria has a mixed history with migrants, both accepting many and 
recently electing more members of the right-wing, anti-immigration FDP, 
this event reveals the terrible treatment and exploitation many migrants go 
through in attempting to reach secondary destinations.

Greece: Greece has struggled the most with the mass in"ux of 
migrants who are entering during to its own economic crisis. Many 
migrants land in Greece as they cross maritime borders to reach the EU, 
an extremely dangerous route that has already killed many as they attempt 
to cross the Mediterranean Sea53.  Unlike other countries that have been 
resistant to help migrants entering their states, Greeks and tourists alike 
have scrambled to give what assistance they can to those who arrive, 
including food, water, and dry clothing54. !is, however, is not something 
Greece will be able to sustain for long. 

Italy: Italy, another country dealing with a larger in"ux of migrants 
over its borders, has also seen major resistance from residents. Violent 
clashes resulting from residents protesting the “invasion” of foreigners 
in Rome in September forced an evacuation of migrants from reception 
centers. Government o&cials have also made statements about not having 
the resources or money to house these migrants55.  Under the Bossi-Fini 
law, a controversial immigration law that requires migrants to have work 
contracts before arriving, many migrants are facing #nes or deportation56. 

As an institution of global governance, the non-cooperation from 
member states towards a common strategy is a signi#cant failure of the 
EU as an International Organization. !is stems not just from some of the 
ambiguity of the directives’ language, but also from the lack of adherence 
by Member States.  While many think that the compulsory nature of the 
directives will garner compliance, this does not seem to be the case so 
far.  Institutional norms, such as the principle of non-refoulement, have 
not been followed as this crisis has progressed. !e willingness of states 
to subscribe to these international norms, many of which are legally 
binding, has limited the in"uence to which the EU as a whole can have57. 

52  “Which Countries Are Under !e Most Strain
53  !ese deaths are not limited to those attempting to enter through Greece, 
a graphic depicting deaths by route is available in the Appendix, Figure 5. 
54  “Which Countries Are Under !e Most Strain
55  “Which Countries Are Under !e Most Strain
56  Park, “Europe’s Migration Crisis”
57  Trauner, “Migration Policy”, 149-166
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!ough it is tempting to place all the blame on the EU as an International 
Organization, part of the problem is also a failure of member nation-states 
to fully commit to the organization. As an organization that requires an 
intense application process, States may feel that once they are accepted, 
they do not need to make as much e$ort (especially since, to date, no State 
has been forcibly removed from the EU). 

HOW CAN THE EU BETTER PREPARE FOR FUTURE 
CHALLENGES?
 Given that this crisis has been on a downward spiral since Spring 
2015, the EU must make many changes to current policies to regain control 
and increase stability. In order for these changes to be e$ective, the EU will 
need to secure full buy-in from Member States. Legitimacy is key for the 
EU to be able to enforce the many regulations and directives it has passed 
in regards to asylum seekers. !e issue of legitimacy and non-compliance 
to norms partially stems from the accession conditions for EU candidate 
countries. While candidate states are required to comply with the 1951 
Convention and 1967 Protocol, they are only encouraged to harmonize in-
country asylum legislation and to strengthen existing systems58. Without 
a requirement to adhere to the EU Asylum Acquis, recent entrants, 
speci#cally Eastern European countries such as Hungary, will #nd no 
reason to spend the money on revamping what was most likely a very weak 
system before accession.  While this would be di&cult to make retroactive, 
the EU could implement a #ne system for non-compliance of Directives, 
using the money to fund programs for asylum seekers. If States still do no 
comply, it may be necessary to put them on “probation”, with a threat of 
removal from the EU as punishment for extended non-compliance. Much 
of this di&culty though, relates back to the issue of state sovereignty – 
European states regard migration control as a central part of their national 
sovereignty, and subscribing to an EU-wide policy would take away that 
right to sovereignty. Non-cooperation has also been rampant among the 
various Directorates-General of the EU; something that needs to change 
before Member States can even be approached about revamping the EU 
migration system59. 

While the EU Commission issued a ten-point plan in April, it came 
about through cooperation only between Home A$airs and Foreign 
A$airs.  !is plan includes items such as a  “capture and destroy” plan of 

58  Trauner, “Migration Policy”, 149-166
59  Stephen Castles ““Why Migration Policies Fail”, Ethnic And Racial Stud-
ies 27 (2) (2004): 205-227, doi:10.1080/0141987042000177306. 
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attack for smuggler vessels, which could pose a major danger to migrants, 
and continues to rely on Members States to voluntarily relocate migrants60 
61.  While this plan may stop these vessels, it will not stop the "ow of 
migrants. As long as people are willing to pay, smugglers will continue to 
bring migrants to the EU, choosing more dangerous routes. !e situation 
migrants are facing at home and in neighboring countries is dire enough 
that they are willing to risk their lives to make the journey, no matter what. 

!e Directorate-General (DG) for Migration and Home A$airs should 
be leading the e$ort but work very closely and in coordination with the 
DGs for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, Maritime and Fisheries 
A$airs, and Economic and Financial A$airs. All these departments have 
a large stake in the outcome of this crisis and each o&ce deals with a 
crucial piece of the puzzle. !e formation of a group to examine the crisis 
and create a plan of action should also include a representative from 
FRONTEX, the EU border control agency. !e credibility of this body 
will much depend on leaders of the Member States, which I will touch on 
a%er outlining the responsibilities of the group. !is group’s tasks should 
include:

1. Review the in"ow of migrants, including where they are coming 
from, how many come from certain countries, the rate at which 
they are arriving, and how they are arriving. !e European 
Commission has proposed a permanent solidarity mechanism that 
would be triggered based on an increase in asylum applications 
over a period of six months, an increase in irregular border 
crossings over a period of six months, and the number of asylum 
applications per capita, as compared to the average62. !is 
mechanism however, only implements a relocation strategy. !e 
six month waiting period is also too long – six months into a 
migration crisis will force Member States to play “catch up”, similar 
to what they have been trying to do now. !is process should 
instead consider an EU-wide “State of Emergency” declaration that 
would allow for easier suspension of Dublin Regulations under 
extenuating circumstances and could also be used in the future, 
were this to happen again. !e proposed “State of Emergency” 

60  A list of all ten points is available in the Appendix, Figure 7. 
61  “Joint Foreign And Home A$airs Council”
62  European Solidarity: A Refugee Relocation System, European Commis-
sion, http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-a$airs/what-we-do/policies/european-agen-
da-migration/background-information/docs/2_eu_solidarity_a_refugee_reloca-
tion_system_en.pdf.
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would halt normal border control operations and utilize extra 
FRONTEX support to assist border states with the increased "ow 
of migrants.  It would be declared active if the number of migrants 
to cross the border were to exceed 50,000 in the span of one week. 
Temporary housing would be set up near borders and additional 
processing agents would be sent to the areas handling the border 
crossings. !e Temporary Protection Directive should also be 
considered. 

2. Enter discussions with countries nearer to the crisis zones, such 
as North Africa, Saudi Arabia and the UAE, Pakistan and India, 
on whether they would be willing to either accept refugees or set 
up temporary processing camps for those who would like to go to 
Europe, as well as how many. !e processing camps would be used 
to process applications in a safe environment before migrants start 
their journey. To date, the EU does not seem to have approached 
this idea63, or if they have, it has been on such a small scale that no 
one has taken notice. 

3. Reexamine maritime boarders and law, working with other states in 
an attempt to better control the "ow of migrants over these borders 
to ensure safer passage. !is would include temporary processing 
camps and the use of safe and seaworthy vessels, sponsored by 
governments or NGOs, to carry those migrants who are accepted as 
refugees across the Sea.

4. Create a plan of action for the redistribution of migrants. !is 
should be a formulaic strategy based o$ current economic status 
and infrastructure to help relieve some of the pressure of nations 
like Greece and Italy, but also li% pressure for the EU to #nance 
asylum programs in these countries. !e EU recently approved a 
redistribution plan for approximately 200,000 migrants that takes 
into account each Member State’s size of population, total GDP, 
average number of asylum applications over the last four years, 
and unemployment rate to determine how many people each 
country must take64 65. Under this plan, receiving Member State 

63  !e EU has only dra%ed an Action Plan on Refugee Support with Turkey. 
64  Population size and GDP are each worth 40% and increase the number of 
refugees a country must take. Average number of applications and unemployment 
are each worth 10% and decrease the number of refugees a country must take 
(European Solidarity: A Refugee Relocation System).
65  An estimate of the redistribution is available in the Appendix, Figure 8 
and 9. 
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will be compensated (6000 per person received and Member States 
sending away people (Italy, Greece, and Hungary) will receive 
(500 to cover relocation costs66 67. While this formula is a good 
start, it should also take into account available jobs or job opening, 
as well as the capacity for social services. !is will ensure that 
resettled migrants will have access to the services they need, such 
as health care, as well as the opportunity to #nd employment (a low 
unemployment rate does not always mean there are jobs available). 

5. Begin to explore long-term options by examining maximum 
capacity for accepting migrants, whether refugees will be able 
to apply for residency permits and eventually citizenship, how 
they will be integrated into the Member States (jobs, education, 
health care, etc.), and if the EU will need more support from other 
countries, such as the US and Canada, in accepting migrants. 

In the end, the feasibility of this plan will depend on the willingness of EU 
member states to take part in a new policy formation that all members 
would have to subscribe to. !e EU would have to create incentives for 
Member States to subscribe and participate in the process. Part of this 
could be #nancial, similar to the bene#ts included in the relocation 
scheme. It could include not just funding for receiving migrants, but 
also include #nancial incentives such as tax breaks for businesses that 
hire refugees68. Member States should also each have a representative on 
the committee, as well one or two subject matter experts on their State’s 
economy and/or infrastructure capabilities. !is will give members states 
a voice in the process, giving them more buy-in, and lend expert advice to 
the decision-making process. Going forward, states looking to join the EU 
must subscribe to EU migration policies and Asylum Acquis before being 
accepted – this is the only way to ensure it is actually done.  

Other than a policy change, the EU populations need to adjust 
their norms of actions in response to such a crisis. While the UN and EU 
Charter and directives may set out norms of behavior, many countries, 
particularly recent EU accession countries, do not yet subscribe to these 

66  Member State from which migrants are relocated will not be part of the 
relocation scheme. Associated States (Demark, Ireland, and the UK) can choose 
whether or not they would like to participate (European Schemes For Relocation 
And Resettlement).
67  “European Solidarity”
68  !is assumes that the visa granted allows refugees to work, which is not always 
the case. If they do however, this economic advantage may increase willingness to accept 
migrants, and encourage businesses to vouch for the acceptance of migrants. 
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norms. Xenophobic attitudes towards migrants – people who o%en have 
no choice but to "ee their home countries in fear of their lives – will 
stunt any progress the EU attempts to make if these attitudes do not 
change. It is important to note that these norms will be slow to shi%, 
particularly in states such as Hungary. Given that fact, it is even more 
important that the EU promote acceptance of migrants using strategies 
such as the #nancial incentives previously mentioned. By covering some 
of the #nancial burden of the states, it is more likely that migrants will 
be accepted rather than pushed away because of the #nancial strain they 
may put on Member States. !ough providing #nancial and program 
assistance may not promote happy acceptance, it may at least allow a sense 
of indi$erence towards whether or not states accept refugees, which in 
itself is an improvement from some of the current feelings of hatred and 
anger towards migrants, and may slowly lead to happy acceptance, as State 
receive more and more bene#ts. 

CONCLUSION
As an institute of global governance the EU must present a united 

front. No one state or non-state actor can accomplish much by themselves. 
!is migration crisis has crossed both land borders and maritime borders, 
spreading from the Middle East and Africa into the Mediterranean, into 
Southern Europe and up to the northern most points of the continent. If 
action is not taken soon, it could spread even further.
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APPENDIX

FIGURE 1: ILLEGAL MIGRANT ENTRY, JANUARY)JULY 2015 
*MIGRANT CRISIS, 2015+

FIGURE 2: TOP 10 ORIGINS OF PEOPLE APPLYING FOR ASYLUM 
IN THE EU *MIGRANT CRISIS, 2015+
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FIGURE 3: REFUGEES AND THOSE AWAITING REGISTRATION IN 
NEIGHBORING COUNTRIES TO SYRIA *UNCHR, 2015+

FIGURE 4: NUMBER OF MIGRANTS EU MEMBER STATES ARE 
BEING ASKED TO TAKE *MIGRANT CRISIS, 2015+
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FIGURE 5: ASYLUM CLAIMS IN EUROPE, 2015 *MIGRANT CRISIS, 
2015+

FIGURE 6: MEDITERRANEAN MIGRANT DEATHS BY ROUTE 
*MIGRANT CRISIS, 2015+
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FIGURE 7: EUROPEAN COMMISSION 10)POINT PLAN 
*EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2015+

FIGURE 8: EUROPEAN RELOCATION SCHEME *EUROPEAN 
SCHEMES FOR RELOCATION AND RESETTLEMENT
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FIGURE 9: EUROPEAN RELATIONS SCHEME, INCLUDING 
ASSOCIATED STATES *EUROPEAN SCHEMES FOR RELOCATION 

AND RESETTLEMENT+
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