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MIGRATION POLICY OF THE MEMBER STATES
OF THE EUROPEAN UNION REGARDING THE SETTLEMENT
OF REFUGEE PROBLEMS IN 2015-2016

The article examines the political consequences of the migration crisis of 2015-2018 for EU
member states, which is caused by the massive influx of migrants to Europe from the war-torn
countries of Africa and the Middle East. Its consequences in some way potentially threaten the unity
of the EU and may negatively affect the process of European integration. The main focus of this study
is on the analysis of their own migration policies of EU member states to resolve refugee problems
(in particular, Germany, Hungary, France, Denmark, the Netherlands, etc.), which has led to local
political conflicts and contradictions. Most countries try to limit the risks associated with migration.
Strategically, these actions are actually reduced to three points: effective border protection, control
of the influx of foreigners into the country, as well as adequate integration policy.

The analysis of migration policy directly by EU countries in relation to refugees during the period
we have indicated shows a sharp change in the attitude of the local population — from open door
policy to closing borders. The system of cooperation between states within the European Union and
the Council of Europe on refugees and migration in general is the most developed. The combination
of EU and Council of Europe migration law allows more or less control over the flow of refugees,
asylum seekers and illegal migrants, defines unified decision-making procedures for granting refugee
status and the right to asylum, and cooperates with as many European continents as possible, joining
forces to address any refugee issues. This, in our opinion, is due to the growing number of arrivals,
disputes about the nature of the observed migration flows, as well as fears of Islamization, rising
crime and terrorist threats.
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The European migration crisis, which arose in the
mid-2010’s, has become one of the biggest challenges
for EU countries in the 21’st century. The influx of
millions of refugees and economic migrants to war-
torn Europe, as well as Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya and
other countries in the Middle East and Africa, has
caused a real humanitarian catastrophe that Europe
has never known in its recent history.

The question of how to stop the flow of refugees
from Syria and from the African continent was the
impetus for consolidation and at the same time
became a stumbling block for European countries.
At present, they are forced to revise not only their
national legislation, but also, first of all, the legislation
of the European Union on the implementation of the
common migration policy. The united Europe was not
ready for a migration crisis of this magnitude.

Defining the European migration crisis of
20152018 as a phenomenon that causes changes in
the existing system at many levels of its functioning,
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we can confidently say about the negative consequences
that we observe as a result of this crisis. The massive
influx of refugees into Europe has caused many
problems both at the national level of individual states,
which have met with dissatisfaction of the majority of
the population with the existing migration policy, with
interethnic conflicts and xenophobia and even terrorist
acts, and at the supranational level in the European
Union inability to fully implement all existing
mechanisms for regulating refugee issues [9].

The purpose of the article is to analyze the
internal migration policy of the EU countries and
mechanisms for resolving the problems related to
the influx of refugees.

Main material. Despite the common migration
legislation of the European Union, the member
countries of the organization began to pursue their
own migration policies to address the problems of
reception of refugees, which led to local political
conflicts and contradictions. Thus, German Chancellor
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Angela Merkel pursues a liberal “open door” policy
towards refugees and other categories of migrants,
encouraging other countries to do so [5].

The refugee situation in Germany, according to
representative opinion polls, “worries” almost half
of the country’s population. A similar situation was
last observed in the winter of 2015-2016, during the
refugee crisis. But if in 2015 almost 900 thousand
refugees arrived in the country, who submitted tens of
thousands of asylum applications every month, in the
first half of 2018 in Germany only about 93,5 thousand
such applications were submitted. For comparison —
only in August 2016, in one month, there were almost
as many such statements — about 90 thousand. And
compared to last year, the number of refugees in the
country is steadily declining — 16,4 percent less in six
months this year than in the same period in 2017 [4].

The authors of the study link the “great unrest”
of Germans with the dispute over refugee policy
between Chancellor Angela Merkel and Interior
Minister Horst Sechoferm in late June — early
July 2018. It almost ended with the collapse of the
government. Horst Seegoferm has threatened to
resign from both the government and the head of
the Christian Social Union (CSU), a conservative
Bavarian party that is a traditional partner of Merkel,
the Christian Democratic Union, if politicians do not
agree in resolving the issue of receiving refugees [4].

The conflict erupted over a single sub-item of
Seehofer’s new master plan on migration policy:
the minister’s intention not to allow more refugees
already registered in any other EU country into
Germany and to return them immediately. In the end,
Merkel agreed. But on one condition: readmission
must take place with the consent of the country in
which the migrant first found himself in the EU [7].

The following week, after reaching an agreement in
Berlin, Sechofer met with his counterparts from other
EU countries in Innsbruck, Austria. Representatives
of only 11 EU countries agreed to take back "transit"
refugees, although at the EU summit in late June,
according to Chancellor Merkel, there were 14 more,
and most importantly — neither Austria nor Italy. At
the same time, it is from Italy, which is closest to the
Mediterranean via Africa, that the flow of refugees to
Germany transits through Austria.

The governments of both countries set precon-
ditions for Berlin. Yes, Rome is ready to talk about
readmission only after the European Union stren-
gthens its external borders so that refugees have no
chance to cross the Mediterranean. If this, as stated
by the head of the Italian Interior Ministry Salvini,
“big problem” is solved, then all the “small”, which,

in his opinion, includes, for example, a quota for
the distribution of migrants in EU countries, will
disappear by themselves [4; 7].

Liberalism in Merkel’s views and actions on
refugees has negatively affected the Chancellor’s
political image, and as of 2018, only about 19% of
voters supported her. According to a poll by Insa,
about 39,9% of Germans consider Chancellor Angela
Merkel’s migration policy to be her weakness. The
statistic confirms the warning of US President
Donald Trump, who commented on the situation with
differences of opinion in the German parliament as
follows: “The German people are turning against their
leaders, while migration is rocking the already fragile
Berlin coalition. Crime in Germany was high. Made
all over Europe — to let in a million people who have
changed their culture so much and so violently!”, —
said Trump in his Twitter [6].

Society is also outraged by the financial component
of the issue. Thus, according to the Minister of Finance
of Germany Olaf Scholz, by 2020 the country’s budget
has set aside 78 billion euros for the costs associated
with the reception and resettlement of refugees [3].

The federal budget will cost about 70 billion euros,
and eight billion will be allocated by local budgets.
€ 31 billion will go to fight the causes of migration in
the homeland of refugees, € 21 billion will be spent on
social benefits, € 13 billion on measures to integrate
migrants in Germany, and € 5,2 billion on housing.

Instead, the Eurosceptic party “Alternative for
Germany” (AfD) of entrepreneur Frauke Petri is
gaining popularity, believing that “comprehensive
control” is needed to prevent the emergence of
new refugees in the country. The party even filed
a complaint with the Constitutional Court against
the migration policy of German Chancellor Angela
Merkel. Among the Germans, the AfD leader was
nicknamed “Adolfin”, in honor of Reich Chancellor
Adolf Hitler, for his overly extremist views on solving
the refugee problem [2; 5].

Flirting with the mood of Germans, dissatisfied
with the increase in the number of refugees in the
country, gives Eurosceptics a chance to take a strong
position in the elections and radically change the
political situation. Given that the migration crisis
remains an urgent problem, enough Germans may
vote for the AfD in the upcoming parliamentary
elections in Germany. In the last regional elections,
it came in second (20,8% of citizens voted for the
AfD), second only to the Social Democratic Party
of Germany [2; 5].

On the other hand, Hungary, a country where
Eurosceptics hold strong power, makes it clear to other
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European countries that EU supranational bodies have
no right to decide for national governments whether to
take refugees or not, and dictates its radical methods.
It all started with the fact that in 2015 the Hungarian
authorities refused to resettle refugees in their country
at the request of the EU (after the introduction of
the quota mechanism).

Radical problem of refugees in Hungary is solved
by the leading conservative party “Fidesz— Hungarian
Civil Union" of Prime Minister Viktor Orban, who
has a reputation as a Eurosceptic. Hungary is the only
EU member state to openly oppose Brussels. The
Hungarian government is conducting an information
campaign “Stop Brussels”, along the state border with
Serbia and Croatia, through the territory of which
refugees are infiltrating Hungary, special fences
are being built, equipped with video surveillance.
According to Victor Orban, these fences will be able
to withstand the influx of large crowds of refugees.
Since the beginning of this year, 4 military bases have
been built in Hungary from containers, where soldiers
will be stationed to patrol the border areas and detain
refugees in time for further deportation. In Hungary,
new rules have been adopted to keep refugees in
container camps [1].

The far-right Jobbik party is speculating on anti-
immigrant sentiment, trying to increase its popularity
inHungarian society. Jobbik flirts with Russia, opposes
EU and NATO integration. Representatives of this
political force took part in the congress of far-right
European parties in Russia. Jobbik is the third largest
seat in parliament (23 seats), and 20% of Hungary’s
population voted for it in the 2014 elections [1].

The current Hungarian government makes it clear
to the European Union that its citizens fear terrorist
attacks in their cities and new social conflicts and are
ready to spare no money in order to strengthen migration
policy and strengthen their borders. Otherwise, the
Eurosceptic Jobbik party may come to power, and
this will be a new headache for the EU. Although the
Hungarian government has been criticized by human
rights organizations such as Human Rights Watch for
its ill-treatment of refugees, some progress has been
made in addressing the refugee problem. In 2016, out
of 29,4 thousand applications for political asylum in
Hungary, only 425 foreigners received (Germany
accepted 280 thousand refugees in 2016).

The problem of refugees is no less acute in France
and the Netherlands. The citizens of these states felt the
effects of the migration crisis on their security. In 2016,
there were 15 terrorist attacks in France. According
to the Dutch Ministry of Security and Justice, about
40 terrorists arrived in the Netherlands in 2016.
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Of these, only three IS-linked terrorists have been
apprehended so far. In the Netherlands, the 4’th level
of terrorist threat was declared on a 5-point scale [1].

Local Eurosceptics Marin Le Pen, leader of
France’s National Front party, and Geert Wilders,
who heads the Dutch Freedom Party, have suggested
the idea of de-Islamization as an alternative to the
EU’s current migration policy. They believe that if
the country leaves the EU, it will be easier to solve
a lot of problems that have accumulated, because the
national authorities will not interfere in the internal
affairs of France and the Netherlands. Politicians
see Islam as a manifestation of totalitarianism and a
threat to European civilization.

Geert Wilders believes that in order to resolve
the migration crisis, the Dutch borders must first
be closed to refugees and migrants from Muslim
countries. Next, it is necessary to deal with Muslims
inside the Netherlands — to deprive them of residence
permits or refugee status. Wilders calls for the closure
of all mosques, Muslim schools, refugee detention
centers, and the prohibition of all manifestations
of Islam, culture and self-expression by Muslims,
including the Koran, in Dutch public life. He proposes
to imprison all those suspected of involvement in
Islamic extremism, deprive Dutch citizens of dual
citizenship passports, with subsequent deportation to
their “homeland” and not to allow citizens who took
part in the fighting in Syria on the side of ISIS into the
Netherlands. According to Wilders, these measures
will help the Netherlands save 7,2 billion euros [10].

A more “soft” approach to de-Islamization is
followed by Marine Le Pen. She believes that France
has the right to impose restrictions on the reception of
refugees up to 10 thousand people a year. Le Pen is
convinced that France should abandon cheaper labor
from abroad and introduce additional taxes for foreign
workers. The leader of the National Front proposes to
simplify the deportation mechanism and complicate
the procedure for obtaining French citizenship for
migrants. Dutch and French Eurosceptics are betting
on bans that would make it uncomfortable for refugees
and migrants to stay in their countries. Marine Le
Pen’s ideas have supporters in French society. Quite
a few French people have a negative attitude towards
the large number of foreigners in their country.
According to the French publication The Local,
about 57% of French people believe that France is
oversaturated with migrants, who, according to 54%
of respondents, change it for the worse.

In Denmark, there is a young party of Eurosceptics
Ne Borgerlige (“New Order”) by architect Pernil
Vermund. Unlike the Eurosceptics of other countries,
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Vermund’s approach to the refugee problem is more
moderate and is based on an electoral approach.
Vermund believes that Denmark can only grant
political asylum to UN-directed refugees. A refugee
worthy of living in Denmark must be able to take
care of himself, have a profession, and find a job.
Refugees who cannot take care of themselves should
not be granted political asylum.

According to Pernil Vermund, Denmark should
withdraw not only from the EU, but also from
international legal instruments governing issues
related to refugees: the “Convention relating to the
Status of Refugees”, the “Convention on the Reduction
of Statelessness™. In this way, Denmark will be able
to remove the grounds for accepting refugees. The
party Ne Borgerlige is present in 9 city and 1 regional
administration, has offices in 51 settlements and
intends to participate in the upcoming local and
parliamentary elections [11].

These examples of the strengthening of the role
of radical political forces in Europe are confirmed
by the fact that the migration crisis in the EU will
not be resolved until the governments of the member
states strengthen the common migration policy. The
security of its own citizens is a higher priority than
the point of view of European officials regarding the
reception of new refugees.

According to researchers, migration should not be
considered a source of exceptional threats. Abstracting
from specific threats, it can be qualified as a challenge
that prompts to respond not one but two types: 1) to
protect the security system in its former status and
2) to rebuild it, i.e. qualitative changes in the system.

It is the first approach — from the standpoint of
threats — that finds expression in public policy, in
particular in European countries. Suffice it to mention
the Communiqué “A Common Immigration Policy
for Europe: Principles, Measures and Tools”, which
was published by the European Commission in June
2008 [73]. Among the nine general principles for the
development of a common immigration policy, three
directly belonged to the category of “security’:

— a visa policy that is in the interests of the EU,
facilitating the entry of bona fide citizens and at the
same time strengthening security measures;

— integrated border management to preserve the
integrity of the Schengen area;

— introduction of strict measures to combat
human trafficking, protection of victims, effective
fight against illegal immigration and illegal
employment, effective and efficient return policy
of migrants, based on respect for fundamental
rights and freedoms [14].

To summarize these principles, most states try to
limit the risks associated with migration. Strategically,
these actions are actually reduced to three points:
effective border protection, control of the influx
of foreigners into the country, as well as adequate
integration policy.

The change in attitudes towards newcomers (from
open door policy to border closure) is primarily due
to the growing number of arrivals, disputes over the
nature of observed migration flows, and this is fueled
by some European policies — fear of Islamization, rising
crime and terrorist threats. Thus, during the discussions
on the problems that arose, two opposing approaches
emerged to define the crisis in the context of security:
1) as challenges that need to be addressed in a timely
manner, or 2) as threats that need to be addressed.

In the first approach, the crisis is seen as a
problematic situation, which forms its tasks for the EU,
EU member states, Turkey and other representatives
of the international community — humanitarian
organizations, the Middle East, including countries
of reception, transit and origin of refugees. and
migrants. The threat approach treats crises as negative
impacts that are destructive to EU Member States and
the EU as a whole, which is particularly important
given the EU’s goal of creating a security zone for
Member States and their citizens. Proponents of
interpreting the crisis through the categories of
challenges are the European Commission, Germany,
the Scandinavian countries. Instead, supporters of the
opposite approach are the new EU members, among
them the most active group is the so-called coalition
of dissenters, which includes Hungary, Slovakia, the
Czech Republic, Poland [56].

The impact of the migration crisis on security
is manifested at the level of migrants (refugees),
local communities, societies, individual states and
the European Union as a whole. It applies to all
dimensions of security: economic, socio-cultural,
political and even military.

Paris, Brussels, Nice, Berlin, Manchester,
London, Barcelona - European cities have become
increasingly targeted by terrorists in recent years,
and one of the reasons is the influx of terrorists into
Europe under the pretext of refugees during the
migration crisis, when migrant flows could not be
controlled. Already in 2015, the number of victims of
armed attacks across Europe increased to 267 people,
and since the beginning of 2016, 172 Europeans have
died as a result of terrorist attacks. Most people died
in the terrorist attacks in Paris — 155 people, in second
place - Nice, France, where 84 people died. So, in
two years terrorist attacks in Europe took the lives
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of 443 people. The reason for these terrorist acts,
committed by terrorists of the Islamic State and Al
Qaeda, is related to the ridicule of the events in Syria
by Europeans and Islamic values [57].

On November 13, 2015, a terrorist attack took
place in Paris, killing about 130 people. Belgian
Muslims are considered suspects. And on March 22,
2016, terrorists carried out another terrorist attack
in Brussels. These two events have a common goal.
As you know, France and Belgium are part of an
international coalition against ISIS, and ISIS has
claimed responsibility for the terrorist attacks. There
are several reasons for the terrorist attacks. First,
Islamists want to sow panic among the population,
because it is known that fear, chaos and anarchy are
favorable conditions for a coup.

French Muslims say that ISIS and Islam cannot
be equated, but one example is needed. It is worth
mentioning “Charlie Hebdo”. This is a fairly well-
known French magazine that is published weekly. On
March 1, 2006, the magazine published the so-called
Manifesto of the Twelve. The manifesto proclaimed
Islamism a new totalitarianism after fascism, Nazism
and Stalinism. On January 7, 2015, there was an
armed attack on the editorial office, killing 12 people.
And before that, the magazine published a special
issue with a caricature of the Prophet Muhammad.
Thousands of Muslims around the world expressed
their outrage, which also resulted in terrorist attacks
in Paris and Brussels.

In addition to the infiltration of terrorists into
Europe and their series of terrorist attacks, the massive
influx of refugees has resulted in an increase in crime
and increased danger in stable and safe European
cities. Incidents of attacks on local women in
Germany, including New Year’s Eve 2016 in Cologne,
have become widespread. According to police, as of
January 5, 2016, 90 cases of assault were known,
including 15 women reporting harassment and one
rape complaint. In addition, the victims said that the
attackers took their bags, mobile phones and wallets.
A group of 1,000 men of “North African” or “Arab”
appearance joined the crowd, celebrating a “hunt for
women”. By January 12, the city police had received
more than 650 reports.

The Federal Criminal Police Office of
Germany has promised to study the phenomenon
of “tahkharush”, which in Arab countries means
collective sexual harassment: young men surround
a woman, start shouting obscene things, try to touch
and take away personal belongings. Such cases
were reported, for example, during the revolution
in Egypt, where female correspondents in Tahrir
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Square were harassed. No such incidents have been
reported in Germany so far.

In addition to Cologne, similar incidents took
place in other cities in Germany (Berlin, Hamburg,
Dusseldorf, Stuttgart), as well as in Switzerland
(Zurich) and Austria (Salzburg). In general, this
situation is a failure of the policy of uncontrolled
reception of refugees and migrants [32].

With the increase in the number of illegal migrants
and refugees at the European borders in 2015, the
issue of border control between the EU and individual
European countries became acute. Some countries
have reacted sharply to the situation, disagreeing with
EU recommendations on the reception of refugees.
For example, Hungary has closed its southern borders
with Serbia and Croatia to stem the flow of migrants.
Moreover, by order of the Prime Minister of Hungary,
Viktor Orban, a 175 km long wall was built along the
border with Serbia and Croatia.

Given the discussions that have been going on
since the beginning of 2015, as well as the decisions
taken in 2016 (including the conclusion of a relevant
agreement with Turkey), the most likely course of
events will concern security and border sealing, as
well as the transfer of responsibility for in need of
protection, for states bordering the EU.

However, the question arises: are there any chances
for the success of closing borders, attempts to prevent
new refugees from entering the EU, humanitarian
aid to refugees in third countries (the so-called first
asylum countries)? The answer is no. To ensure their
security, the leadership of the EU and EU Member
States are implementing procedures to return refugees
home or to third countries, preventing the arrival of
new asylum seekers on their territory. In fact, this
will lead to the transfer of the crisis to the next states
and even regions, and as a result — to the deprivation
of security of subsequent communities and further
destabilization of the international situation. This is
how threats spread to a new “circle” of countries.

Paradoxically, the idea of suspending the Schengen
area regime, closing the borders in order to protect
their territories from the influx of immigrants, only
creates the illusion of security for member states.
Again, even if the influx of people into the European
Union is stopped, such actions do not guarantee
security — immigrants arriving in neighboring EU
countries will still destabilize the situation in the
region, and the effects of their stay in neighboring
countries will be felt in the EU. It should also be
borne in mind that the closure of the territory of the
Member States for asylum seekers is contrary to
the obligations under the Convention relating to the
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Status of Refugees (1951), to which the EU Member
States are signatories [ 55].

Conclusions. The system of cooperation between
states within the European Union and the Council of
Europe on refugees and migration in general is the

allows more or less control over the flow of refugees,
asylum seekers and illegal migrants, to define unified
decision-making procedures for granting refugee
status and asylum, to cooperate with as many
continents to join forces to address any refugee

issues. At the same time, this system was not ready
for a mass influx of refugees.

most developed. This is ensured by the combination
of EU and Council of Europe migration law, which
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Hoxapes 0.B., ipom H.B. MITPAIIIMHA TTOJITAUKA KPATH — YWIEHIB €BPOINEMCHKOTI'O
COI03Y 11010 BPEI'YJIIOBAHHSA ITPOBJIEM 13 TIPUAOMY BI)KEHIIIB TPOTATOM
2015-2016 POKIB

Y cmami posensmymo nonimuuni macnioku micpayitnoi xpusu 2015-2018 poxkie ona xpain — unenie
E€sponeticbrkozo Coro3y, AKA CRPUHUHEHA MACOBUM HANAUBOM Micpanmis y €6pony 3 OXONaAeHux GIiHAMU KPAiH
Agppuxu i Brusvkozo Cxo0y. Ii nacnioku nesnum uurom nomenyitino 3azpoiicyioms eonocmi €6poneticbko2o
Co103y ma Modcyms He2amusHO NIUHYMU HA Npoyec €e6ponelcbkoi inmezpayii. [ onosna ysaea 6 00ciodicenti
npuodinena ananizy e1acHoi miepayitnoi nonimuxku kpain — uienie €gponeticokoco Coio3y uwjooo 6pezynio8aHHs.
npobnem i3 nputiomom 6ixcenyie (Himeuuuna, Yeopwuna, @panyia, Hanis, Hioepranou mowo), wo npu-
36€10 00 JOKANLHUX NOAIMUYHUX KOHGLIKmMIG i cynepeunocmell. Binvwicms 0epoicas Hamazaromscs coimu
Oismu oomedcumu pusuxu, nos’azami 3 miepayicio. Cmpameziuno yi 0ii hakmuuno 3600amuvcsi 00 MPboxX
MOMEHMIB: eqheKMUBHOI 0OXOPOHU KOPOOHI8, KOHMPOJIIO NPUNIUBY THO3EMYIE 00 KPAIHU, d MAKONC A0eK8aAMHOL
iHmezpayitinoi NoNimuKu.

Ananiz miepayitinoi norimuxu oesnocepednvo xpain €sponeticvxoco Corosy wodo bixcenyie npomsaecom
3a3HAYEH020 HAMU Nepiody ci0YUMb NPO PI3KY 3MIHY CMABIEHHA MICYe8020 HACeNeHHs — 6I0 NOMIMuKU
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giouuHeHux osepeil 0o 3akpumms Kopoowie. Cucmema cniepodbimnuymea oepoicas y pamxax €6ponetcbkoz2o
Coro3y ma Padu €eponu wo0o Oidcenyie ma miepayii 3aearom € Haubinvul pozsunenoro. Cykynuicmio npasa
Esponeiicvroco Cowzy ma Paou €sponu y cehepi micpayii 0036015€ Oinbl-MeH KOHMPONIOBAMU HOMOKU
Oidicenyis, WyKayie npumynKy ma Heie2albHux Micpanmis, eusnauamu YHiQiKosani npoyedypu yXeaneHHs.
piuiens wooo naoauus cmamycy Oixcenys ma peanizayii 1020 npasa Ha NPpUMyNoK, CRiBNPay08amu 3 Max-
CUMATILHO MOJICIUBOIO KINbKiCmIo 0epoicad €8ponu 3 memoio 00 €OHanHsa 3YCulb O0isl GUPILUEHHS 0)0b-AKUX
NUMAaHb, Wo CMocylomucs Oidcenyis. Le, Ha Hauy OYMKY, 3yMOGIEHO 3POCMAHHAM KIIbKOCMI 0Cib, wo npu-
oysaomy, cynepeukamu npo npupooy CROCMepPelCy8aHUX MicpayitiHux nOmMoKis, a maxodic cmpaxom nepeo
icnamizayiero, 3pOCmManHAM 3104 UHHOCI | MEPOPUCTMUYHUMU 3A2PO3AMU.
Knrouosi cnosa: micpayis, miepayitina nonimuxa, €eponeticokuii Corws, miepayitina kpusa, OixiceHyi.
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