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1. STAFF PRESENTATION 

 

Bruna Ferreira de Oliveira Castro 

 

Hello and welcome delegates! My name is Bruna Ferreira de Oliveira Castro, I’m 

20 years old and I’m currently in my seventh semester in my International Relations 

major.  

I’ve been participating in Model UN simulations since 2014 when I was still in 

high school. My involvement in these projects led me to choose my major and helped me 

to become the person I am today. My first contact with MINIONU was in 2015 when I 

participated as a delegate in FIFA (2015) and I recall it as the first sign that I wanted to 

continue in the project. I later participated in 2016 as a delegate in AGNU (2017), in 2017 

as a volunteer in UNODC (2017) and as Assistant Director in 2018, in the Financial 

Action Task Force (FATF 2018) and last year, in United Nations Security Council (UNSC 

2019). Because I was also a delegate once, I understand both the fear and excitement that 

arises when we are urged to learn about a topic and debate on it as well. Therefore, this 

year, being a Director is the greatest realization I can have within this project.  

The love and care I have for MINIONU are beyond fulfilling. I know that I would 

not be the same person, student and global citizen if it were not for the knowledge I 

acquired during my participation. Hence, this year, as Director of this committee, I hope 

to give my best and offer as much help as possible. The topic of this committee is 

incredibly personal to me and to my own story, so being able to debate it in the largest 

Model UN simulation is astounding. 

I hope that this committee can offer you what it is offering me. I can confidently 

affirm that our objective is to help you as much as possible and to guarantee that you 

come to adore MINIONU as much as we do. We hope you enjoy this committee as much 

as we enjoyed making it. Until then! 

 

Beatriz Moreira Morais 

 

Hi delegates! My name is Beatriz Moreira Morais, I’m 20 years old and I’m in 

my third semester of International Relations. In 2018, I started simulating in different 

Model UN projects. My first time in MINIONU was as a delegate in the UNICEF (2018) 

committee and last year I was a volunteer in UNSC (2019). I’m looking forward to being 



 

 

an Assistant Director this year. This project was very important when I was making the 

decision of which career path I would take after high school, it has changed my life and 

made me the person I am today.  

I hope after having experienced MINIONU, it gives you a new perspective of the 

world issues and impacts your life as much as it did mine. I’m very excited to meet you 

and I hope we have a great time together! See you then. 

 

Felipe Scigliano Valerio Modesto 

 

Hello delegates! My name is Felipe Scigliano and I am your Assistant Director in 

the European Council 2019. I am 19 years old and studying International Relations, I will 

be in the fourth semester at the time of the event. This is my second time in MINIONU, 

last year I was volunteer in the English committee. I have never participated as one of the 

delegations and many things are new to me. I would like to welcome everyone and say 

that everything we are doing is for your best experience at the event, we are giving our 

best. Our theme is especially important due to its relevance in 2019 and the impacts 

caused on the international system. I hope everyone is excited for the event just as I am! 

  



 

 

2. INTRODUCTION TO THE THEME 

 

In this section, we will discuss the historical context of the European Migration 

Crisis of 2015 and how it affects current European Union (EU) discussion and policy-

making on the matter. The 2015 Migration Crisis was offset by the flow of Syrian 

refugees into the EU, with over a million people arriving in Europe in 2015, giving rise 

to a dramatic and immediate shift in EU policy. Therefore, in the first section we will 

highlight the main causes of the current migration flows in Europe and evaluate how EU 

policy towards those both already in Europe, as well as those who are still coming, has 

changed. Furthermore, we analyze how rising xenophobic and far-right movements may 

affect the future of EU policy-making. In the second section of this guide, we will analyze 

EU migration policies, such as the EU Relocation System and the EU Resettlement 

Scheme, detailing how these policies were carried out and how they were, and are, to be 

financed. In addition, we will analyze opposition to EU migration policies.  

 

2.1. The 2015 Migration Crisis 

 

The 2015 Migration Crisis was a result of the mass migration flows to Europe, 

through the Mediterranean, Eastern Europe and the Southern Europe routes, which 

intensified around 2015 and poses challenges until the present day. The Crisis in its 

beginning was, according to the Council on Foreign Relations (2015), comprised mainly 

of Syrian refugees fleeing civil war, Afghan refugees fleeing the Taliban’s rule in their 

country, and Eritrean refugees fleeing forced labor conditions.  

Before 2011, migration was not considered a priority policy area in the EU. After 

the Second World War (which generated refugees within Europe, fleeing war), the 

discussion around it was resumed only in 2004, 2007 and 2013, due to the most recent 

European Union Enlargement processes, which brought 13 new countries into the EU1. 

This process, which gave citizens from 13 additional countries the right to freely circulate 

within the EU, as per the Schengen Agreement2, led to large fluxes of migrants between 

 
1 In 2004, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and 

Slovenia became EU members; in 2007, Romania and Bulgaria acceded; and, in 2013, Croatia became a 

member.  
2 The Schengen Agreement, signed on 14 June 1985, represented the gradual removal of border controls 

within the EU and later introduced freedom of movement for all citizens of EU member-states, as well as 

to some non-EU member-states (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2020d). 



 

 

the old and the new EU members. Nevertheless, this situation is not comparable to the 

Migration Crisis, for the migration fluxes did not stem from conflict, violence and/or 

deteriorating living conditions. Furthermore, the flow of migrants derived from the 

Enlargement processes were considered relatively small despite, for example, over 1.2 

million citizens from the 2004 Enlargement having found work in the UK and Ireland 

alone by 2007 (KAHANEC; KUREKOVÁ, 2011). 

With the Syrian Civil War, which started in 2011 and displaced over half a million 

people to Europe by August 2015 (DE BEL-AIR, 2016), migration became a priority area 

for EU policy. Fleeing direct violence and the effects of the ongoing war, Syrian refugees 

became the “face” of the Migration Crisis, which later incorporated several other 

nationalities. With the development of the Crisis since 2015 and the recent instabilities in 

other countries, mainly sub-Saharan African nations, the diversity of country of origin of 

those requesting asylum in the European Union has increased. Beyond that, asylum 

seekers have also evolved to include economic migrants, mainly from Algeria, Egypt, 

Morocco, and Pakistan (VOX EU, 2019).   

Due to this, it is important to distinguish between the definitions of “refugees” and 

“migrants”. On the one hand, according to the United Nations High Commissioner for 

Refugees (UNHCR), refugees are those that are “fleeing armed conflict or persecution” 

(UNHCR, 2016, paragraph 3). On the other hand, migrants are those that “choose to move 

not because of a direct threat of persecution or death, but mainly to improve their lives by 

finding work, or in some cases for education, family reunion, or other reasons” (UNHCR, 

2016, paragraph 6). However, unlike refugees, migrants face no such impediment to 

return since they do not cease to receive the protection of their government. Moreover, 

despite fleeing deteriorating living conditions, those labelled as “economic migrants” 

have no legal standing within Europe, that is, they receive no special protection from the 

EU (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2020a). 

Through the Central Mediterranean Route, refugees and migrants mainly departed 

from Libya, Tunisia, Eritrea and Nigeria. Through the Eastern Mediterranean Route, they 

crossed into the EU territory mainly from Turkey, the largest groups being from Syria, 

Afghanistan and Pakistan. In total, over a million people arrived in Europe in 2015, either 

through land or sea and, of these, around 3.735 died before reaching the European Union 

(UNHCR, 2015).  

 



 

 

Figure 1 – Detections of illegal border-crossing at the EU’s external borders, 

2017 

 

Source: Frontex (2018) 

 

As demonstrated above, while the majority of those migrating to Europe depart 

from their own countries, many are migrating to Europe from transit countries, such as 

Turkey, Libya and Jordan, where they receive temporary asylum for an undetermined 

period (MIGRATION POLICY INSTITUTE, 2015). These countries, while overcrowded 

and designated as inadequate asylum providers for those fleeing persecution due to their 

economic conditions (DEUTSCHE WELLE, 2019b), receive financial support from the 

European Union for maintaining refugees and migrants. According to the European 

Commission, “in Jordan, the European Union has allocated more than EUR 1,095 million 

in assistance to refugees and vulnerable communities since 2011.” (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2017b). Moreover, Libya has received financial support through the EU 

Emergency Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF) to manage migrants and refugees within its 

borders (EUROPEAN UNION EXTERNAL ACTION, 2019). 

Thus, despite these countries being considered unsafe for refugees and migrants, 

the European Union funds programs and mechanisms that ensure they receive assistance 

in unprepared countries. According to the Migration Policy Institute (2015, paragraph 3), 

globally, 86 percent of refugees are hosted in the developing world, which is rife 

with its own economic and political challenges. Ninety percent of the 4 million 

Syrians displaced outside their country’s borders, for instance, are located in just 

three countries—Turkey, Jordan, and Lebanon. As the war continues into its 



 

 

fifth year and resources and opportunities in these countries dry up, more of the 

displaced have begun looking to Europe for shelter. 

 

Therefore, because of the diversity and complexities of the origin of the Migration 

Crisis, it is very difficult to identify solutions. These solutions should, ideally, address 

both refugees and economic migrants, as well as cover the various reasons behind 

migration (such as war, poverty, or violence, for instance) and the place of origin of these 

migrants and refugees. Furthermore, future solutions must also consider current laws, as 

they regulate Europe’s entire policy towards migration.  

 

2.1.1. The Dublin Regulation 

 

The Dublin Regulation, first established in 1990, is a European Union law that 

dictates that the member-state in which an asylum seeker first enters is the one responsible 

for the examination of the asylum application (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2019a). 

While the official objective of the Dublin Regulation is to ensure quick access to asylum 

procedures and the examination of an application by a single member-state (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2019a), the Regulation receives criticism because it also prevents 

applicants from submitting applications in multiple EU member-states (EUR-LEX, 

2011). Because of this, EU-entry countries, such as Italy and Greece, are burdened with 

the responsibility of dealing with nearly all refugees and migrants arriving through the 

Mediterranean routes.  

  



 

 

 

Figure 2 – Arrivals to Europe: 1 January – 30 April 2019 

 

Source: IOM (2019) 

 

As demonstrated above, on account of their proximity to the source of migration 

flows, Southern European countries tackle the bulk of the asylum applications. For this 

reason, this regulation has suffered criticism from far-right governments and groups 

which defend that this policy unfairly makes selected member-states of the Union as 

responsible for processing all asylum applications. Moreover, the economic condition of 

the Mediterranean member-states, with relatively low GDPs and reduced workforces 

when compared to Western European countries (EUROPEAN CEO, 2019), further 

undermines their capacity for dealing with asylum processing, and yet they are obliged to 

do so.  

With the 2015 Migration Crisis, the Dublin Regulation was put under review for 

the third time, having suffered alterations twice before, in 2003 and 2013. In May 2016, 

the European Commission proposed once again a reform of the Regulation. This reform 

would, according to the European Parliament (2019), provide a corrective allocation 

mechanism that would not change the criteria that determines the responsibility of EU-

entry countries on evaluating an asylum application, but instead would obligate member-



 

 

states into allocating asylum seekers if entry states were faced with a disproportionate 

amount of applications (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019b). 

Following European Union law, the proposal was forwarded to the European 

Parliament and, later, to the Council of the European Union. In November 2017, the 

European Parliament confirmed negotiations and submitted the document with 

suggestions to the Council of the EU. Nevertheless, since 2017 the reform is still 

deadlocked in the Council, as EU leaders failed to agree on its content (EUROPEAN 

PARLIAMENT, 2019e). Therefore, the policy area regarding the Dublin Regulation 

remains dated, while the migration matter in the EU is ever-changing.   

 

2.1.2. The EU-Turkey Statement 

 

The EU-Turkey Statement is an ad hoc agreement established on March 18th, 

2016 between the European Council and Turkey. According to the European Parliament 

(2019d), this agreement was aimed at stopping the flow of irregular migration via Turkey, 

one of the main routes used by migrants and refugees to access Europe. To do this, all 

new irregular migrants and asylum seekers (who arrive at the Greek islands from Turkey 

and whose applications for asylum are declared inadmissible) would be deported back to 

Turkey (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019d).  

The agreement was the result of a series of meetings with Turkey that have been 

occurring since November 2015 and represents the deepening of Turkey-EU relations. A 

study carried out in 2019 on the efficiency of the Statement concluded that “irregular 

arrivals remain 97% lower than the period before the Statement became operational 

(2016), while the number of lives lost at sea has decreased substantially.” (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2019b). Nevertheless, while the EU-Turkey Statement was successful 

in reducing the number of irregular migrants, it is heavily criticized for attempting to 

“shift the responsibility onto another country” (VOCAL EUROPE, 2018); in this case, 

one that does not uphold high standards of Human Rights. 

The understanding that Turkey is a “safe third country” in itself is a facade, since 

Turkey excludes non-Europeans from qualifying for refugee status (HUMAN RIGHTS 

WATCH, 2016). According to Wendy Zeldin, “(…) Turkey’s instrument of accession to 

the 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees limits the scope of the Convention’s 

application to European asylum seekers (…)” (ZELDIN, 2016, paragraph 1). With this 

policy, the migrants and refugees deported to Turkey under the EU-Turkey Statement are 



 

 

barred from gaining regular refugee status, instead classifying for temporary protection, 

as dictated by Turkey’s Law on Foreigners and International Protection (ZELDIN, 2016, 

paragraph 1). 

Furthermore, to be categorized as a “safe third country”, Turkey would have to 

abide by the principle of nonrefoulement, that is, the prohibition on the forced return of 

refugees. However, while negotiating its deal with the European Union, Turkey closed 

off its borders to Syrian refugees, fleeing conflict since the height of the Syrian Civil War 

(HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH, 2016). 

Nevertheless, the EU-Turkey deal pledged EUR 3 billion of European funds for 

Turkey to improve the living conditions of Syrian refugees in its country (HELP 

REFUGEES, 2018). In addition, the deal is also favorable to Europe, as it expands its 

responsibilities to other countries, where others must support the costs of humanitarian 

aid.  

 

2.1.3. Border security: legislation and issues of concern 

 

Under the Schengen Agreement, the European Union has no internal borders, 

allowing free movement without internal checks to those within the EU, as well as to 

some non-EU member-states, such as Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Liechtenstein. 

Exceptions to the agreement include Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Ireland and Romania 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2020d). In contrast, the European Union’s external 

borders are closely managed and protected by both national authorities and by EU 

agencies, such as the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (commonly known as 

Frontex), Europol3, EASO4 and Eurojust5. Therefore, responsibility on border 

management is shared between the EU and member-states, with countries retaining the 

competence to  

(...) exercise law-enforcement power when they enforce measures adopted 

pursuant to EU provisions on operational cooperation and border control (..) and 

on national security (...), [as well as] to engage in forms of administrative 

 
3  Europol is the European Union’s law enforcement agency. 
4 The European Asylum Support Office (EASO) was set up by Regulation (EU) 439/2010 of the European 

Parliament and the Council of the EU, with the proposal of acting as a center of expertise on asylum, among 

other functions. 
5 The European Union Agency for Criminal Justice Cooperation (Eurojust) supports and strengthens 

coordination and cooperation between national investigating and prosecuting authorities, assisting 

prosecutors and other investigators from EU Member States in cases of serious crime where that crime 

affects two or more Member States, or requires prosecution on common bases. 



 

 

cooperation in matters of national security (...) (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 

2019a, p.6). 

 

As a result of the 2015 Migration Crisis, Frontex’s mandate was updated and the 

agency took on more responsibilities, such as being “(...) in charge of monitoring the EU’s 

external borders, carrying out returns of illegally staying migrants, cooperating with third 

countries in the area of border protection and, together with Member States, identifying 

and addressing any potential security threats” (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019a, 

p.8). The agency also performs “'vulnerability assessments’ to detect and mitigate 

weaknesses in the EU border protection system.” (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019a, 

p.2).  

With the unprecedented quantities of migrants and refugees coming to Europe 

since 2015, management of external borders became difficult, with EU-entry member-

states being overwhelmed by the mass of asylum application processes. In this context, 

organized crime became facilitated, with crimes like human trafficking and migrant 

smuggling becoming EU priority. Moreover, in the midst of the Migration Crisis, several 

terrorist attacks were carried out, with a supposed link between terrorism and migration 

being pointed out in the media (GALANTINO, 2020).  

Migrant smuggling is defined by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

(UNODC) as “a crime involving the procurement for financial or other material benefit 

of illegal entry of a person into a State of which that person is not a national or resident.” 

(UNODC, 2020, paragraph 1). Differently from human trafficking, migrant smuggling 

must be consensual and transnational; nevertheless, exploitation and abuse may emerge 

during the smuggling process, despite initial consensus of the crime on the part of the 

migrant (MIGRATION DATA PORTAL, 2020). For this reason, migrant smuggling can 

be confused with human trafficking, making it difficult to differentiate the two. In 

addition, because migrants and refugees who are smuggled into Europe take the same 

routes as those who migrate on their own account, it is also very difficult to distinguish 

between these two forms of migration and identify those who have been smuggled. 

Indeed, data on migrant smuggling is scarce (due to the clandestine nature of the crime), 

therefore making its combat extremely difficult for member-states (MIGRATION DATA 

PORTAL, 2020).  

According to the Migration Data Portal, as there is no annual global report on 

smuggling trends, as well as the lack of statistics carried out by countries, data on migrant 

smuggling can only be retrieved from arrival numbers or apprehension at a border 



 

 

(MIGRATION DATA PORTAL, 2020). With the Migration Crisis, migrant smuggling 

became more highlighted in the media, with losses of lives in the Mediterranean Sea 

becoming the image for the combat against smuggling. In 2018, through the 

Mediterranean route, 722 deaths and 1,577 missing persons were reported 

(INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR MIGRATION, 2020). 

In contrast, according to the Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking 

in Persons (UNITED NATIONS, 2000, p.2) human trafficking is defined as  

(...) the recruitment, transportation, transfer, harboring or receipt of persons, by 

means of the threat or use of force or other forms of coercion, of abduction, of 

fraud, of deception, of the abuse of power or of a position of vulnerability or of 

the giving or receiving of payments or benefits to achieve the consent of a person 

having control over another person, for the purpose of exploitation.  

 

 Differently than migrant smuggling, human trafficking is determined by its 

preexisting exploitation purpose; that is, while migrants who are smuggled may be 

exploited, they consented previously to the crime, unlike migrants who are trafficked 

against their wishes. Exploitation here includes, “ (...) the exploitation of the prostitution 

of others or other forms of sexual exploitation, forced labor or services, slavery or 

practices similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of organs;” (UNITED NATIONS, 

2000, p.2).  

 Like with migrant smuggling, due to the clandestine nature of human trafficking, 

the collection of data is difficulted. With the 2015 Migration Crisis, human trafficking 

became a source of income for traffickers, as there was more demand for going to Europe. 

In 2015 and 2016, there were 20,532 registered cases of human trafficking within the 

European Union (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2018); nonetheless, the actual number 

of cases is estimated to be much higher, as they remain undetected. 

 Regarding migrant smuggling, the European Union elaborated Directive 

2002/90/EC, which established a common definition of smuggling, and Framework 

Decision 2002/946/JHA, which reinforced the penal framework to prevent this crime 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2020c). In addition, in 2015 the European Union 

published the EU Action Plan against Migrant Smuggling, in which it set out a series of 

measures to address between 2015 and 2020. 

To confront its human trafficking issue, the EU established in 2011 Directive 

2011/36/EU, a gender-specific and victim-centered legal framework, which is used to 

combat and prevent trafficking, as well as to protect its victims. The Directive was 

complemented by the EU Strategy towards the eradication of trafficking in human beings 



 

 

2012-2016, which expanded the reach of the 2011 Directive to include measures of 

prevention, protection, prosecution and partnerships. In addition, the EU later published, 

in 2017, the Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the 

Council, with the intent on following-up on the EU’s strategy towards the eradication of 

human trafficking, beyond identifying further concrete actions (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2017a).  

Nevertheless, the 2015 Crisis demonstrated that further action to combat and 

prevent migrant smuggling and human trafficking was necessary. While the European 

Union has comprehensive and extensive legislation concerning both crimes, its combat is 

still hindered. This is also applicable to crimes that, while not directly associated with 

migrants and refugees, have been connected to migration. This is the case of terrorism, 

which has been appointed as the reason why migrants and refugees flee to Europe. 

Specifically, EU migration policy can be determined by two moments: one preceding and 

one proceeding the 2015 Paris attacks. 

On November 13th, 2015, in Paris, France, a series of attacks throughout the 

cities, both by bombing and by active shooting, left 130 people dead and hundreds 

wounded (BBC, 2015b). The attacks, later claimed by ISIL6, were carried out by nine 

men who, despite being predominantly EU citizens, were of a Middle Eastern and 

Northern African background. Out of the nine perpetrators, two were not EU nationals7, 

who were suspected of entering the EU through the Eastern Mediterranean migration 

route. Because of this correlation with the Migration Crisis, EU migration policy thus 

became security-focused as it became clear that now “(…) terrorists could infiltrate 

European borders by posing as refugees.” (GALANTINO, 2020). As specified by Crone, 

Falkentoft and Tammikko (2017, p.6),  

In particular, the discovery that the terrorists who committed the 13 November 

2015 attacks in Paris travelled along the eastern Mediterranean migration route 

in their attempts to exit and reenter Europe undetected has moved 

counterterrorism debates in the direction of examining whether the threat of 

terrorism in Europe is connected with migration flows towards Europe. Here, 

two main assumptions – namely ‘refugees as vulnerable to radicalization and 

recruitment’ and ‘the refugee flow as a back door’ – have structured a range of 

concerns linking terrorism with the refugee situation. 

 

 
6  Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL). 
7 Ahmad al-Mohammad and M al-Mahmod, who participated in the bombings at the Stade de France. Both 

perpetrators are believed to have entered Europe through Greece with fraudulent passports so to pose as 

Syrian refugees (BBC, 2015b). 



 

 

 After Paris, Europe still suffered a number of terrorist attacks. Among others, 

attacks that fortified the migration-terrorism correlation were the 2016 Brussels 

bombings, the 2016 Nice truck attacks, the 2016 Berlin truck attacks, the 2017 

Westminster attacks and the 2017 Manchester Arena attacks.  

 

2.1.4.  Xenophobia and “European identity”  

 

According to the International Labor Office (ILO) et al., xenophobia describes 

“(...) attitudes, prejudices and behavior that reject, exclude and often vilify persons, based 

on the perception that they are outsiders or foreigners to the community, society or 

national identity.” (ILO, 2001, p.2). Xenophobia, therefore, can be understood as a 

perceived threat of one person/community towards a foreigner, or a group of foreigners, 

due to fears based on prejudice. This prejudice can consist of the fear of loss of jobs and 

opportunities, increased crime within the community and, to an extreme extent, the fear 

of being directly attacked by foreigners, such as through terrorism. 

In the case of the European Union, the Schengen Agreement, which dictates its 

open borders policy, allows free movement for those already in Europe. While this 

concept is vital to the EU’s values, it has also been criticized for its lack of assessment of 

border risks. According to Meltzer et al., “Freedom of movement is a fundamental right 

for citizens of the European Union (...). It is highly appreciated by EU citizens (81% are 

in favor of it) and more than half (57%) perceive it as the most positive outcome of the 

EU (...)” (MELTZER et al., 2018, p. 2). Nevertheless, this principle is perceived to be 

“under attack” by the influx of foreigners coming to Europe, heightened by the 2015 

Migration Crisis, who respond with anti-immigration policies. For example, as per 

Meltzer et al. (2018, p. 3),  

This principle [of freedom of movement] is under attack, when public opinion 

is against granting members of the EU access to the labor market outside of their 

country of origin. For instance, findings from the British Social Attitudes survey 

(BSA) indicate that the concern of uncontrolled immigration under the EU’s 

freedom of movement rules was a main reason for Britain’s vote to leave the EU 

(...) 
 

In addition, xenophobia is also very closely linked with racism and religious 

discrimination. Racism is, according to the International Labour Office et al. (2001, p. 2), 

“(...) an ideological construct that assigns a certain race and/or ethnic group to a position 

of power over others on the basis of physical and cultural attributes, as well as economic 



 

 

wealth, involving hierarchical relations where the “superior”  race exercises domination 

and control over others.”. 

 While racism and xenophobia both approach attacks based on identity 

(specifically related to ethnicity8), they are not the same. Racism generally implies 

discrimination based on difference in physical characteristics and which are enforced 

systemically (creating racially-linked identities, which are used to discriminate against 

persons and groups). Xenophobia, on the other hand, deals with a perception regarding a 

foreigner, be it true or not, and which is used to discriminate against said persons and 

groups. 

 Moreover, xenophobia is also closely related to religious discrimination, that is, 

the discrimination against a person or a group based on their religion. While religious 

discrimination is not a recent occurrence, this phenomenon gained visibility 

internationally with secularization9 and the aftermaths of the September 11th attacks 

(FOX, 2007). In addition, the 2015 Migration Crisis heightened religious tensions within 

Europe, in which “several Member States made it clear that irregular and in particular 

Muslim migrants were not welcome.” (EUROPEAN NETWORK AGAINST RACISM, 

2016). Nevertheless, once again, xenophobia does not entail necessarily religious 

discrimination, as they are not the same thing. 

 Despite being different phenomena, xenophobic attacks may be racial and/or 

religious, because these areas overlap. Due to the nature of the 2015 Migration Crisis, in 

which there was a mass influx of migrants and refugees to Europe (mainly from Northern 

Africa and the Middle East), a variety of people entered the EU, from all religious and 

ethnic backgrounds. Because of how quickly and intensely the migration flows were — 

notably in 2015, at the height of the Crisis, in which over one million migrants and 

refugees entered the EU — there were both pro-immigration and anti-immigration 

responses, in which the latter specifically demonstrated xenophobia both directly and 

indirectly.  

On account of the multiplicity of people entering Europe, the anti-migration 

response adopted a specific narrative: that Europe, known as it was before the Crisis, has 

died and “as a result, by the end of the lifespans of most people currently alive, Europe 

 
8 Ethnicity, while similar to race, is not the same. An ethnicity is something “of, or relating to large groups 

of people classed according to common racial, national, tribal, religious, linguistic, or cultural origin or 

background.” (ETHNIC, 2019). 
9  “Disassociation or separation from religious or spiritual concerns.” (SECULARIZATION, 2019). 



 

 

will not be Europe and the peoples of Europe will have lost the only place in the world 

[they] (...) had to call home.” (MURRAY, 2017, p. 1). The xenophobic narrative became, 

in fact, about identity and the notion that there was a “European identity” at risk because 

of mass influx of migrants and refugees.  

Motivation for wanting to restrict the flow of migrants to Europe was based mostly 

on the fear of migrants and refugees becoming economic burdens, crime rates growing 

and acts of terrorism becoming more recurrent (PEW RESEARCH CENTER, 2016). In 

a research carried out by the Pew Research Center in 2016, of the countries surveyed10, 

only two EU member-states had not considered that refugees would increase the 

likelihood  (50% or higher) of terrorism in their country (PEW RESEARCH CENTER. 

2016). This is in part due to the attention drawn to what can be understood as the first 

mass terrorist attack in Europe during the context of the Migration Crisis: the Paris attacks 

of 2015.  

Paris, followed by later attacks, became a turning point in EU policy towards 

migrants, just as 9/11 became the same phenomenon in the United States. While the 

perpetrators of the Paris attacks were predominantly EU citizens, they had Middle Eastern 

and Northern African backgrounds and the attacks were claimed by ISIL. The Migration 

Crisis therefore could no longer be understood as exclusively that; in contrast, “(...) 

migration is understood to be a form of barbarian warfare that threatens the European 

Union (EU).” (NAIL, 2016, p. 158). In the aftermath of the attacks, France’s migration 

policy, much like the EU’s, became focused on public security with officials across 

Europe calling for stricter border controls (THE NEW YORK TIMES, 2015). Migration 

became securitized and, according to Nail, “Every refugee and migrant has now explicitly 

become a potential terrorist – and vice versa. (...) The migrant is a potential terrorist hiding 

among the crowd of migrants, and the terrorist is a potential migrant ready to move into 

Europe at any moment.”(NAIL, 2016, p. 158). 

In addition, crime became a motive for xenophobia against migrants and refugees. 

EU policy was influenced by instances like the 2016 New Year’s celebrations in 

Germany, which led to over 2,000 reports of theft, sexual assault and rape in one night 

(1,200 in Cologne, Germany, alone), where the perpetrators were defined as “mainly Arab 

and north African men” (THE LOCAL, 2016). A year after the attacks only four men 

were convicted (DEUTSCHE WELLE, 2016). The aftermath of the New Year’s attacks 

 
10  For this research, a sample of 10 EU member-states were analyzed. The countries analyzed were 

Hungary, Poland, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy, Sweden, Greece, the UK, France and Spain, in 2016. 



 

 

was a series of protests throughout the country, where doubts over Germany’s ability to 

respond to emergencies were raised, as well as concerns over the integration of migrants 

into German and, in a wider perspective, European society. Nevertheless, according to 

the Pew Research Center, most EU member-states believe that refugees and migrants are 

no more to blame than other groups for crime (PEW RESEARCH CENTER, 2016). The 

fears (and xenophobia), therefore, towards migrants and refugees became not only about 

crime and terrorism, but also about lack of integration into an EU member-state’s society. 

Directly, xenophobic attacks were observed in countries like Spain, Germany and 

Italy, for instance. In 2017, in Spain, there was a 120% increase in religious 

discrimination attacks (with most of the crimes being against Muslim people), when 

compared to the previous year (INFO MIGRANTS, 2019). In Berlin, in Germany, a man 

physically assaulted two teenage Syrian girls in 2019, ordering them to “get out” of his 

country (DAILY SABAH, 2019). In 2018, in Italy, a 34-year-old man of Ivorian descent 

was shot in the abdomen riding home on his bike — it was one of nine shootings that 

occurred in the country in a period of 50 days, with all victims being from an ethnic 

minority background (DEUTSCHE WELLE, 2018). While direct xenophobic attacks are 

much broader (including verbal attacks, discrimination in the workplace, etc.), these 

examples offer a view of what most migrants and refugees face. 

Indirectly, xenophobia presents itself through political actions, such as through 

political discourse, campaigns for far-right parties and so on. According to Jovanović, we 

can consider that every political parties’ goal is to gain political power or to maintain it 

(if already in power) (JOVANOVIĆ, 2015). To obtain political power, parties defend 

their principles and objectives through their discourses which, once they gain power, 

theoretically become public policy. Therefore, we can concur that political discourse is a 

mechanism that parties use to make their points known to the public; it is what they defend 

and how they wish to govern, for instance. 

Political discourse, consequently, covers public policy areas, such as the 

economy, international relations and, in particular to the context of this committee, 

immigration. Because the 2015 Migration Crisis occurred in a haste and dense manner, 

politicians were expected to respond promptly, as public insecurities with the EU’s 

response began to grow. In this context, far-right parties gained visibility politically and 

their discourses demonstrated their discontent with how the EU was responding to the 

Crisis.  



 

 

Parties like the Alternative for Germany (AfD, in Germany), the Danish People’s 

Party (DF, in Denmark), the Party for Freedom (PVV, in the Netherlands), among 

others11, are some that pushed anti-immigration agendas into EU politics. These parties 

portrayed ideas such as that Europe was losing its identity by “invasion of foreigners” 

(BBC, 2020), that “terrorists are among us” (PVV, 2014), that their countries would not 

be adequate for the integration of Muslim migrants (BBC, 2015a) and so on. These ideas, 

vocalized through political discourse, became the face of the European far-right, present 

in nearly all EU countries.  

In this manner, the Migration Crisis became extremely politicized, and its use in 

discourse and in public policy was amplified. This led to the creation of the narrative of 

“us” (Europeans) versus the “others” (migrants and refugees, by majority North African 

and Middle Eastern), creating, thus, a scapegoat for Europe’s problems. As per Van Dijk 

(VAN DIJK apud JOVANOVIĆ, 2015, p. 245), 

politicians participate in more subtle forms of elite racism [in this case, 

xenophobia as well] when they present immigration and minority relations as 

essentially problematic, if not threatening, while defining refugees, immigrants, 

or minorities as a main cause of many societal problems. 

 

Figure 3 - Party for Freedom`s (PVV) Islam is Deadly campaign

 
Source: New English Review (2018) 

 

This narrative fueled anti-immigration policies throughout the European Union. 

Countries like Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic refused participation in the EU 

 
11  Others include the Fidesz and the Jobbik parties (Hungary), the Freedom Party of Austria (Austria), the 

New Flemish Alliance (Belgium), the Conservative People's Party of Estonia (Estonia), the Finns (Finland), 

the Sweden Democrats (Sweden), the League (Italy), the Vox (Spain), the National Rally (France), the 

Freedom and Direct Democracy (Czech Republic), the United Patriots (Bulgaria), the Our Slovakia party 

(Slovakia), the Confederation Liberty and Independence party (Poland), the Greek Solution party (Greece) 

and the National Popular Front (Cyprus). 



 

 

Relocation Scheme. Others like Denmark and the Netherlands, through their far-right 

political parties, declared that Europe’s problems were Islamic problems and that the 

solution would consequently be to restrict the entry of Muslim asylum seekers.  

 

3. EU migration policies: the EU Relocation System and the Resettlement Scheme 

 

With the 2015 Migration Crisis, 4,361 million of first time asylum applications 

were made since 2015 (EUROSTAT, 2020a), leaving member-states and EU agencies 

overwhelmed. Of those applications, over 926 thousand were rejected (EUROSTAT, 

2020b), leaving over three million migrants and refugees either in asylum in Europe, or 

awaiting the processing of their applications. Therefore, perhaps one of the most 

important policy areas to be explored within the European Union is integration of these 

migrants and refugees into Europe. On account of this overwhelming pressure on 

member-states, policies such as the EU-Turkey deal, the Relocation Scheme and the EU 

Resettlement Framework were proposed to deal with both the incoming flows of migrants 

and refugees, as well as those already within the European Union. 

Nevertheless, EU-entry member-states such as Italy and Greece still suffer the 

consequences of the overbearing amount of asylum applications enforced by the Dublin 

regulation. Moreover, xenophobic instances and the rise of anti-immigrant movements 

(strengthened by far-right political parties) within Europe demonstrate that integration of 

migrants and refugees since the Crisis has not been carried out adequately. In addition, 

Human Rights violations against migrants and refugees demonstrate the inefficiency of 

integration attempts. 

 

3.1.1. The EU Relocation System 

 

Because of the Dublin Regulation, EU-entry member-states were solely 

responsible for the analysis and processing of asylum applications. In response to this 

situation, and to alleviate the pressure on these member-states, the European Union 

established an emergency relocation program, through which other member-states would 

assume the responsibility for some asylum applications first reported in entry states, in an 

act of solidarity. Relocation is, according to the European Commission (2020b, paragraph 

1),  



 

 

the transfer of persons (...) from the EU Member State which granted them 

international protection to another EU Member State where they will be granted 

similar protection, and of persons having applied for international protection 

from the EU Member State which is responsible for examining their application 

to another EU Member State where their applications for international 

protection will be examined. 

 

The relocation system was proposed based on criteria such as, according to the 

European Commission, “(...) GDP, size of population, unemployment rate and past 

numbers of asylum seekers and of resettled refugees (...)” (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

2015a). As defined by Council Decisions 2015/1601 and 2016/1754, the system was 

applied until 26 September 2017 and proposed to relocate 40 000 persons in clear need 

of international protection from Italy and from Greece (with 24 000 relocated from Italy 

and 16 000 applicants relocated from Greece) (THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN 

UNION, 2015).  

  



 

 

 

Figure 4 – EU Emergency Reallocation Mechanism, as of 31 December 2017 

 

Source: UNHCR (2018)12 

 

By November 2017, however, only 31,503 applicants had been relocated (21,238 

from Greece and 10,265 from Italy). That is, only around 78.8% of those who should 

have been relocated are still in entry states, who struggle to process all asylum 

applications (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2017d). 

 

 
12 See image in better resolution: https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/62510  

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/62510


 

 

3.1.2. The EU Resettlement Scheme  

 

Resettlement is, according to the European Commission (2019c), “the admission 

of non-EU nationals in need of international protection from a non-EU country to a 

member-state where they are granted protection”. Furthermore, as per the European 

Commission (2016, p.9), it aims to 

(…) enable the Union to provide for legal and safe arrival of third-country 

nationals or stateless persons in need of international protection, contribute to 

the reduction of the risk of a large-scale irregular inflow of third-country 

nationals or stateless persons in need of international protection to the territory 

of the Member States, and contribute to international resettlement initiatives. 

  

Differently than the relocation system, which aimed to divide the costs and 

responsibilities associated with processing asylum applications, the EU Resettlement 

Scheme is an extra-EU program, which seeks to admit non-EU citizens outside Europe in 

need of international protection into the EU. The European Union’s intention, thus, is to 

create a structured framework for resettlement that is applied throughout the EU. Several 

European countries have adopted resettlement programs since the 1970s (notably due to 

the influx from Eastern European countries, in the wake of the Enlargement process, when 

it was still the European Economic Community) and, by 2018, resettlement became an 

EU policy priority (EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT NETWORK, 2019a).  

In addition, while resettlement has been carried out for many years, all initiatives 

until recently have been either a compilation of national or multilateral programs or they 

have been ad-hoc situations (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2016). While this was 

adequate for national policy, because of the nature of the Crisis and the challenges posed 

by the openness of the EU’s borders (due to the Schengen Agreement), unilateral action 

became inefficient. 

 With this in mind, in May 2015, the European Commission proposed the Agenda 

on Migration, intended to address the immediate challenges brought on by the Crisis and 

equip the EU with mechanisms to manage migration in the medium and long term 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2020b). This Agenda proposed a resettlement scheme 

that ensured 20,000 vacancies amongst the European Union members, whose distribution 

would take into account the GDP, size of population, unemployment rate and past 

numbers of asylum seekers and of resettled refugees in member-states (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2015a). 



 

 

Aiming for a more permanent and structured EU policy on resettlement, the 

Commission later proposed the Union Resettlement Framework, on 13 July 2016 

(EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019c). Unlike its predecessor, this proposal would unify 

the existing ad hoc multilateral and national resettlement schemes by providing common 

EU rules. To do so, the Union Resettlement Framework proposed to address, throughout 

the EU, 

(…) the admission of third-country nationals, procedures of the resettlement 

process, types of status to be accorded by the Member States, decision-making 

procedures for the implementation of the framework and the financial support 

for the Member States’ resettlement efforts (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 

2015, p.1). 

  

This proposal, nevertheless, did not progress until 2017. In September 2017, the 

Commission adopted a Recommendation to ensure that resettlement efforts would 

continue while the Union Resettlement Framework was being negotiated. This 

Recommendation dictated that member-states were to offer at least 50,000 resettlements 

to admit by 31 October 2019 (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2015). 

As per European Union rules, the European Parliament and the Council of the 

European Union must review any proposal issued by the European Commission. 

Therefore, in October 2017, the Resettlement Framework was submitted to the European 

Parliament, under the Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs Committee (LIBE), in 

which the draft report was adopted and submitted for further negotiations (EUROPEAN 

PARLIAMENT, 2019c).   

According to the report, member-states are to provide resettled persons with 

refugee or subsidiary protection status, as well as increase their efforts in resettling 

(EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2015). In addition, a Union resettlement plan should be 

adopted every two years (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2015). 

As there was no final endorsement of the proposal, due to disagreement between 

EU leaders, it was returned to negotiations within the Council of the European Union. 

Because both the Council of the EU and the European Parliament consider the 

Resettlement Scheme to be part of a general Asylum policy, and due to the lack of 

agreement within the Council, the approval of the text will depend on the results of further 

negotiations on other proposals concerning migration (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 

2019f). 

  



 

 

3.1.3. Funding 

 

At the height of the Migration Crisis in 2015, because the EU was only starting to 

form specific policies to target migration, medium and long term funding was not a 

priority. In May 2015, with the Agenda on Migration initiative, the EU began organizing 

emergency mechanisms to both deal with the immediate challenges brought on by the 

Crisis, as well as to further its already existing, but inadequate, resettlement system 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2015a).   

With this Agenda, the Commission proposed immediate measures such as the 

commitment to saving lives at sea, the targeting of criminal smuggling networks, the EU 

Relocation system, the EU Resettlement Scheme and working alongside third-countries 

to hinder migration flows, among others (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2015a). Of all 

measures, relocation and resettlement received most of the budget and became the EU’s 

priority areas when dealing with migration (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2015a). 

Regarding relocation, the member-states are to receive EUR 6,000 for each person 

relocated and the EU-entry countries receive EUR 500 for each person, to cover transport 

costs (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2015b). The Resettlement Scheme received EUR 

50 million for the 2015-2016 period, with the European Commission notifying that, if 

necessary, the amount would be followed up beyond 2016 (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2015a). However, arguing that the response to the Migration Crisis had 

to be unified, the European Commission later proposed the Union Resettlement 

Framework, in which it changed how its policies were to be financed (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2016). 

While the European Refugee Fund (ERF)13, which allocated nearly EUR 630 

million over the period 2008-2013 and envisioned the implementation of emergency 

measures, previously supported the European Union’s migration policies, it was not 

sufficient to sustain the pressures of the 2015 Migration Crisis (EUROPEAN 

RESETTLEMENT NETWORK, 2019a). For this reason, and due to the influx of Syrian 

refugees fleeing the 2011 Civil War, the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) 

was set up in 2014, merging the combined efforts of the European Refugee Fund, 

 
13  Created by the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union in May 2007, with Decision 

No 573/2007/EC, the ERF offered member-states the support they need to receive and integrate refugees 

and displaced persons and was used notably in response to the large influx of Iraqis displaced 

(EUROPEAN RESETTLEMENT NETWORK, 2019a). 



 

 

European Return Fund, and European Integration Fund. Aiming to promote the efficient 

management of the migration influx in Europe, the AMIF is supported by a budget of 

EUR 3.1 billion (EUROPEAN RESETTLEMENT NETWORK, 2019a). 

Moreover, the AMIF funds the current Resettlement Framework, proposed in 

2016, and which aims at reaching both the 2018 and 2019 reallocation targets. Given that 

its principle was to unify the EU’s response on migration, the AMIF works within the 

Framework through collaboration with member-states, as well as with the European 

Asylum Support Office (EASO)14 and the European Resettlement Network15 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2016). 

Under the current proposed scheme, member-states are entitled to EUR 10,000 

from the AMIF fund, per person resettled from priority regions (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2016). In addition, for every person resettled under member-states’ 

national resettlement programs, EUR 6,000 will be allocated from the AMIF fund 

(EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019). 

According to the European Resettlement Network, in 2017 the Commission 

earmarked an initial amount of EUR 377.5 million for the financing of resettlement 

programs, mobilizing a EUR 500 million budget later for the 2019 targets (EUROPEAN 

RESETTLEMENT NETWORK, 2019b). By October 2018, 20 member-states committed 

themselves to the European Union’s resettlement program. However, as the Union 

Resettlement Framework proposal is still being negotiated, funding for reallocation is 

subject to possible alterations. Nevertheless, it still faces opposition from some member-

states, who hindered the discussions on the general Asylum policy, both in the Parliament 

and the Council of the EU. 

  

 
14 The European Asylum Support Office (EASO) was set up by Regulation (EU) 439/2010 of the European 

Parliament and the Council of the EU, with the proposal of acting as a center of expertise on asylum, 

among other functions. 
15 The European Resettlement Network is active since 2010, with the aim of connecting actors involved in 

refugee resettlement (EUROPEAN RESETTLEMENT NETWORK, n.d.). The International 

Organization for Migration (IOM), the International Catholic Migration Commission in Europe (ICMC) 

and the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) coordinate the 

institution.  



 

 

3.1.4. Opposition from EU members: the case of Hungary, Poland and the 

Czech Republic 

 

Due to the mass migrations that surged with the 2015 Migration Crisis, opposition 

to integration policies from some EU members has increased. The European Council 

required all member-states to pledge available places for relocation every three months, 

to guarantee full functioning of the EU’s Relocation program. According to the European 

Commission, whereas all member-states have participated, since 2015, Hungary has only 

relocated 5 persons from EU-entry countries, the Czech Republic has relocated 10 and 

Poland has relocated no migrants and/or refugees (EUROSTAT, 2020c). According to 

the European Commission, as of June 2017 infringement procedures were launched 

against the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland for non-compliance with their legal 

obligations on asylum seeker relocation. That is, despite the confirmation of the validity 

of the relocation, these countries remain in breach of their legal obligations (EUROPEAN 

COMMISSION, 2017c). 

Furthermore, the Commission referred them to the Court of Justice of the 

European Union in 2017 for the same infringements, with a decision outlining their 

violation of EU law by 2019 (DEUTSCHE WELLE, 2019a). In addition, in all three 

countries, and others not cited above, xenophobic movements and far-right political 

mobilizations have been growing throughout the EU, impacting the functioning of the 

Union’s current migration policies (EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, 2019e). 

 

4. COMMITTEE PRESENTATION 

 

4.1. The European Council 

 

The European Council (EC), first established in 1974, acquired the status of an 

official EU institution in 2009, with the Treaty of Lisbon16, and is now one of the 

institutional bodies of the European Union (EU). The Council aims to bring together 

European Union leaders to set the EU's political agenda (EUROPEAN UNION, 2019a), 

 
16 The Treaty of Lisbon, signed on 13 December 2007 and which came in force on 1 January 2009, is an 

international treaty that amended the two most important European treaties at the time: the Maastricht 

Treaty (1992), known in updated form as the Treaty on European Union, and the Treaty of Rome (1957), 

known now as the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. In addition, the Lisbon Treaty altered 

the relationship of power between EU bodies, ensuring that they hold equal decision-making footing. 



 

 

representing the highest level of political cooperation between member-states. The 

Council meets quarterly, but can convene special or informal meetings to address urgent 

issues (EUROPEAN UNION, 2019a). 

The European Council is composed of the 28 European Union members, 

represented by the Head of State of each country (EUROPEAN UNION, 2019a). 

Moreover, the President of the European Council and the President of the European 

Commission also attend the Council’s meetings, but do not hold voting powers 

(EUROPEAN COUNCIL, 2019a).  

The President of the European Council is elected by the body itself, by a qualified 

majority, for a term of two and a half years with the possibility of being renewed once 

(EUROPEAN UNION, 1992). As per the Treaty on European Union (1992, p.11), the 

President of the European Council 

 

shall chair it and drive forward its work; shall ensure the preparation and 

continuity of the work of the European Council in cooperation with the President 

of the Commission (…); shall endeavor to facilitate cohesion and consensus 

within the European Council; shall present a report to the European Parliament 

after each of the meetings of the European Council. 

 

The President also ensures external representation of the European Union, notably 

on issues related to the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. The current President 

during our session is Donald Tusk, whose term will end in December 2019 (EUROPEAN 

COUNCIL, n.d.).  

Unlike the legislative institutional bodies of the EU, the Council “does not 

negotiate or adopt EU laws. Instead it sets the EU’s policy agenda (...)” (EUROPEAN 

COUNCIL, 2019). Additionally, the European Council can also set the EU’s Common 

Foreign and Security Policy; nominate and appoint candidates to the European Central 

Bank (ECB) and the European Commission; as well as suggest that the Commission 

create proposals on specific issues (EUROPEAN UNION, 2019a). The Council can also 

adopt strategic agendas of priority areas for longer-term EU action and focus, the 2019-

2024 Strategic Agenda being the upcoming and most recent. 

The migration matter, specifically, is of the utmost importance to the 2019-2024 

Strategic Agenda. The 2015 Migration Crisis, while having been greatly reduced 

(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2019d), produced vast effects over the European Union; 

these effects, in turn, were not exclusively political, economic, social or cultural, but a 



 

 

unique combination of all four. Therefore, it is an issue that must be discussed within the 

institution responsible for the future political agenda of the European Union. 

Furthermore, given that the European Council is not a legislative institutional 

body of the European Union, it cannot produce laws, which are mandatorily applicable to 

every EU member-state. Instead, it produces and adopts documents known as 

“conclusions” during its meetings, which are used to identify specific issues of concern 

for the EU and outline particular actions to take or goals to reach (EUROPEAN 

COUNCIL, 2019b). Conclusions are decided by consensus between all EU member-

states, but other decisions can be reached by unanimity or qualified majority 

(EUROPEAN COUNCIL, 2019a). 

 

5. MAIN ACTORS 

 

With the intention of directing the future of the European Union’s policies, the 

European Council is to debate one of the most controversial and heated topics: migration. 

While the current focus of its policies is on how to best resolve the matter, there are a 

series of actors who must deal with the effects of this issue not only in the present, but in 

the future as well. The migration matter is not ephemeral, for it will be ever present in all 

aspects of an upcoming Europe. In this section we will present the positions of actors 

relevant to the debate. While these countries are very pertinent to our discussions, it is 

necessary to note that they are not more important than other European Council members. 

 

5.1. The Federal Republic of Germany 

 

The Federal Republic of Germany is one of the key actors for the migration issue. 

Germany, besides being the strongest economy within Europe (STATISTIC TIMES, 

2019), is also the leading figure within the Resettlement programs. While portrayed as 

the most receptive country for migrants and refugees, due to Chancellor Merkel’s 2015 

“open arms” policy, Germany has also been criticized heavily for the effects its policies 

generated within its own country and in the EU. Germany’s approach to the migration 

matter has also fueled the growth of far-right groups in the country, with political parties 

like Alternative for Germany gaining popularity and standing out for explicit anti-

immigration discourses. Furthermore, it is the country that has most received relocated 



 

 

asylum seekers from Italy and Greece, having relocated 39.3% asylum seekers it 

committed to relocating (EUROPEAN MIGRATION LAW, 2018). 

 

5.2. The French Republic 

 

The French Republic, the third largest economy within Europe (STATISTIC 

TIMES, 2019), is also the second largest recipient of relocated asylum seekers from Italy 

and Greece. France has managed to relocate 25.5% of all asylum applicants it committed 

to accepting (EUROPEAN MIGRATION LAW, 2018). Nevertheless, on the basis of 

alleged pressure from accepting migrants and refugees, the French government has 

conducted more conservative policies. The 2015 and 2016 terrorist attacks, which some 

argued were a consequence of mass migration to France, heavily influenced French 

politics. While known for traditionally adopting center-left positions, President Macron 

has proposed policies that accelerate asylum applications and facilitate deportations 

(FINANCIAL TIMES, 2018), a move that has displeased his own electorate and has yet 

to appease conservatives in France.  These policies, however, have also fueled counter 

movements, such as the Gilets Noirs — the Black Vests — who fight against the unfair 

treatment that migrants and refugees receive in France. Even so, France also has some of 

the strongest anti-immigration movements, supported mainly through its far-right 

political groups. 

 

5.3. The Hellenic Republic 

 

The Hellenic Republic is one of the main EU-entry member-states in the 

Migration Crisis. Until early 2016, Greece had already received over one million migrants 

and refugees (UNHCR, 2018) and, because of the Dublin Regulation, currently in force, 

it was responsible for evaluating every asylum application of those who arrived through 

its territory. Being the focus of the EU-Turkey deal, Greece’s policy towards migration 

relies heavily on its economic condition. While many Greeks support humanitarian aid, 

the far-right within the country portrays migrants as parasites of the State (THE 

WASHINGTON POST, 2015). That is, while Greek citizens struggle with unemployment 

due to the economic crisis the country went through, migrants and refugees are often 

depicted by politicians as scapegoats– the cause of all economic turmoil (EUROACTIV, 

2018).  



 

 

 

5.4. The Italian Republic 

 

The Italian Republic is also one of the main EU-entry member-states in the 

Migration Crisis, having already received around 200.000 migrants and refugees in 2015 

and accounting for 67% of all arrivals in 2016, also under the obligations of the Dublin 

Regulation (BBC, 2018). Amid the 2015 Crisis, despite a large flow of Non-

Governmental Organizations (NGOs) present in the Mediterranean and several 

governments committing themselves to receive asylum seekers, Italy took a conservative 

stance on the issue. This stance was emphasized by the presence of the Deputy Prime 

Minister and Interior Minister Matteo Salvini, who in 2018 submitted strict measures 

against migration to Italy, for the sake of security (THE GUARDIAN, 2018b). Salvini 

has also blocked NGO rescue ships from docking in Italian ports, in spite of the European 

Union signing the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). 

UNCLOS details, for instance, the obligation to rescue those in distress, at high sea, if 

informed of their need of assistance (UNCLOS, 1982). 

 

5.5. Hungary 

 

Hungary is currently leading opposition against the EU’s migration agenda, with strict 

domestic policies being implemented to ensure reduced entries of migrants and refugees. 

Besides being accused of noncompliance with the EU’s resettlement programs, the 

country has also been called out for its incompliance with migration policies, through the 

activation of Article 7 of the EU against it, for gross violations of Human Rights at its 

borders. Its Prime Minister, Viktor Orbán, central to the migration issue, represents the 

conservative front against immigration. His fears, nevertheless, are representative of 

Hungary’s population, which is shrinking due to low birthrates and emigration flows of 

Hungary’s youth (THE GUARDIAN, 2019). 

 

 

6. RELEVANT POINTS TO DISCUSS 

 

• How can we learn from the 2015 Migration Crisis and prepare for future migration 

crises? 



 

 

• How should the European Union and its bodies deal with future migration flows? 

• How should the European Union and its bodies deal with the disobedience of EU 

members in relation to the resettlement process? 

• How can we improve the security at European borders, whilst respecting and 

upholding Human Rights obligations? 

• How can we better distribute and apply EU funding in what regards migration? 
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