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1 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS 

 

Abbreviation Definition 
DoA Description of Action 

EC European Commission 

H2020 Horizon 2020 

SG Steering Group 

WP  Work Package 

AE Ask the Expert Policy Briefs 

DB Discussion Brief 

WP Work Package 
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2 INTRODUCTION  

The Ask the Expert Policy Briefs are highly informative tools proposed in the framework of the ReSOMA 

project. They tap into the most recent academic research on the 9 topics covered by ReSOMA and map it out 

in a way that is accessible to a non-academic audience. By doing so, the briefs introduce the policy-relevant 

research conducted by researchers with different approaches and perspectives on the same topic. From a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ !ǎƪ ǘƘŜ 9ȄǇŜǊǘ tƻƭƛŎȅ .ǊƛŜŦǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ 

the discussion around the 9 topics which is at the core of WP1.  
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3 The Ask the Expert Policy Briefs @M14 

3.1 TAKING STOCK OF Y1 AND DECIDING THE ROLE OF ASK THE EXPERT POLICY BRIEFS  

Partners started strategising on the AE @M14 before the beginning of Y2, namely at the 16/01 Steering Group 

(SG) Meeting. While deciding how to conclude Y1, partners started brainstorming on the topics ReSOMA 

would focus on in Y2 with the objective of anticipating part of the work before M13 to prevent the delays 

incurred in Y1. As a result, partners brainstormed on what the Y2 topics should be and how the Consortium 

should use AE @M14 and @M17 in a synergical way with all other WP1 outputs, with particular attention to 

the Discussion Briefs.  

After the SG Meeting and at the request of WP leader EUR, partners met in a virtual call on 14/03 to briefly 

discuss the 9 final topics for Y2 and envision the objectives and structure of the first round of AE. As a result 

of the call, partners decided that:  

1. AE @M14 would map out who is doing what on every single topic. In other words, the focus would 

be on introducing the scholars working on each topic and not summarizing available knowledge on the topic.   

2. AE @M17 would take the form of a Q&A with one of these scholars ς either someone from IMISCOE 

member or an external scholar. 

3. The DBs would introduce the discussion points around every topic. In this perspective, both rounds 

of AE would ease CEPS/atDΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŀƴŘ would also be much helpful for online stakeholder 

consultations. 

3.2 THE DRAFTING, PUBLICATION AND DISSEMINATION OF THE ASK THE EXPERT POLICY BRIEFS  

Once the 9 topics were finalised by the end of March, lead experts identified the aspects to focus on for each 

topic in the AE. ISMU circulated the first version of the AE on 15/04 to collect feedback and received 

comments bilaterally from specific partners. !ŦǘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǇǳǘΣ L{a¦ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ 

version of the briefs on 2/05. Quality review was performed on the final drafts and the briefs were edited 

according to the templates used in Y1.  

In formatting the final versions ISMU and EUR agreed that, due to the more information featured in Y2 briefs 

compared to Y1 ones, it would be more reader-friendly to have 9 separate publications and not 3 (i.e. one 

per area). The publications have been uploaded onto the Platform and are now visible only to Consortium 

members (level 3). Once dissemination of ReSOMA products from Y1 is over, ISMU will made the publications 

available to all Platform visitors (level 1) and disseminate them online in partnership with Communication 

Task Force Coordinator PICUM.  
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4 CONCLUSIONS 

Partners successfully took stock of the experience around AE in Y1 and tried to link the drafting of Y2 AE to 

the selection of topics as early as possible. At the same time, they clarified what the added value of both AE 

@M14 and AE @M17 was from a project perspective and in connection with other WP1 outputs such as the 

Discussion Briefs. ¢ƘŜ ōǊƛŜŦǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘΣ ŜŘƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ 

uploaded onto the Platform. They will be made publicly available and disseminated online in the first half of 

June.  
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5 ANNEXES ς ASK THE EXPERT POLICY BRIEFS @M14 
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The Ask the Expert Policy Br iefs are highly informative tools  proposed in the f ramework of the 

ReSOMA project. They tap into the most recent academic research on the 9 topics  covered by 

ReSOMA and map it out in a way that is accessible to a non -academic audience . By doing so, the 

briefs introduce the policy -relevant research  conducted by researchers with different approaches 

and perspectives on the same topic. 
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Ask the Expert Policy Brief 

Secondary movements within the EU  

By Marina DõOdorico & Erika Colombo 

 

Factors determining secondary 

movements  

The assessment in academic literature of 

the main reasons behind secondary 

movements of asylum seekers and 

beneficiaries of international protection 

within the European Union reveals that the 

national differences in reception and 

integration opportunities between 

Member States is one of the major causes 

of the phenomenon (to see which factors 

influence asylum destination choice: 

Poppy and Mayblin, 2016; to see an 

example of comparison between local 

reception and accommodation structures 

in some Member States: Glorius, Oesch, 

Nienaber and Doomernik, 2019).   

However, this circumstance may be read 

from two different points of view: if on one 

side, secondary movements are the 

reflection of asylum seekersõ need to reach 

                                                           
1 See: ECtHR, M.S.S. v Belgium and Greece [GC], 

Application No. 30696/09; ECtHR, T.I c.UK, 

Application No. 43844/98. 
2 See: CJEU, N. S. (C-411/10) v Secretary of State for 

the Home Department and M. E. and Others (C-

493/10) v Refugee Applications Commissioner and 

Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform; CJEU, 

Pál Aranyosi (C-404/15) and Robert Cłldłraru (C-

countries with more appropriate reception 

conditions, better opportunities and more 

desirable welfare standards, on the other, 

the secondary migration can be seen as 

the direct outcome of the failure of many 

EU Member States in complying with their 

obligations under the Reception 

Conditions Directive and under the 

Qualification and Procedure Directives. 

This is why, in Dublin cases, both the 

ECtHR1 and the CJEU2 have ruled that in 

certain cases and in the presence of 

specific conditions, sending an applicant 

back to a State of first entry where 

reception conditions are substandard may 

amount to inhuman and degrading 

treatment according to the article 3 of the 

European Convention of human rights or 

to the article 4 of the Charter of 

fundamental rights of the European Union 

(articles that fix the principle of non-

refoulement).  

659/15) v Generalstaatsanwaltschaft Bremen; CJEU, 

C. K. and Others v Republika Slovenija (C-578/16); 

CJEU, Abubacarr Jawo v Bundesrepublik 

Deutschland (C-163/17); CJEU, Ibrahim (C-297/17), 

Ibrahim (C-381/17), Sharqawi (C-31917) and others 

and Magamadov (C-438/17) v Bundesrepublik 

Deutschland. 
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These different perspectives clearly 

emerge from the scholarsõ analyses. For 

example, a research led by Brekke and 

Brochmann (2015) illustrates the huge gap 

between the European Unionõs ambition to 

create a harmonized reception system for 

asylum seekers and the realities on the 

ground. The researchers - using as 

parameter for their analysis the secondary 

movement of Eritrean asylum seekers from 

Italy to Norway - explain how the 

inadequate standards in reception systems 

of some Member States (Italy, in this case) 

stimulate the secondary migration, but, at 

the same time, how this phenomenon 

leads to challenge the creation of a 

Common European Asylum System (see 

also: Belloni, 2016).  Therefore, the 

monitoring of the above -mentioned 

migratory phenomenon has been pursued 

by a more recent research, led by 

Kuschminder (2019), which points out how 

the governance shortcomings of the 

relocation programme in Italy has 

influenced secondary movements within 

the Italian territory.  

Also, a report drawn up by the same 

researcher (Kuschminder, 2018) explores 

the results of a survey of more than 500 

refugees and other migrants in Greece. 

Among them, more than 80% had arrived 

in Greece intending to continue to other 

European destinations, such as Germany, 

Sweden, and the United Kingdom.  

Nevertheless, the fact that only one-third 

of respondents changed their plans after 

arriving in Greece suggests how migrants 

have fixed destination preferences and 

how changing these through 

informational campaigns or  enforcement 

measures can be difficult. The analysis 

reveals that perceptions of opportunity, 

stability and security are particularly 

important in forming these preferences. 

Moreover, that the lack of integration 

perspectives and employment 

opportunities i n the country of reception is 

an important driver for secondary 

movement is also suggested by the fact 

that even a significant number of persons 

with a protection status still intend to 

move to another EU Member State for 

similar reasons. 

The same conclusion is reached by another 

study (Takle and Seeberg, 2015), based on 

data collected in Norway, Sweden, and 

Germany from February to April 2015, 

which illustrates how decisions to engage 

in secondary movements within Europe 

not only depend on  access to asylum 

procedures, divergences in outcomes and 

the level of reception conditions, but 

especially on future opportunities post 

recognition. 

On the same topic, a recent report (Wyss, 

2019) highlights the nature of mobility 

from a critical perspective based on multi-

sited ethnographic research and interviews 

with migrants in Austria, Germany, Italy, 

and Switzerland. The article demonstrates 

how migrants use mobility to secure basic 

javascript:;
javascript:;
javascript:;
javascript:;
https://www.tandfonline.com/author/Wyss%2C+Anna
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needs and avoid migration control 

attempts and how this mobility aggravates 

emotional instability.  

However, a relevant point of view, 

illustrated by an article of a Franco-

American ethicist scientist known for her 

research on immigration  and security 

studies (Chebel dõAppollonia, 2019), 

expresses that the European multilayered 

legal framework can be analyzed from two 

opposing perspectives on the 

differentiated integration of Member 

States. The first one, focused on the 

singular nature of arrangements in the 

field of migration, reveals t hat 

differentiated integration is a consequence 

of the Member Statesõ unwillingness to 

move toward an òever closer unionó. The 

second perspective, in contrast, refers to 

differentiation in migration policy as the 

inevitable reflection of differentiated 

integration in other policy areas. From this 

perspective, differentiated integration 

needs to be legitimized, in order to assure 

an effective remedy to prevent the risk of 

disintegration.  

The Schengen crisis 

The massive influx of migrants from North 

Africa and the Middle East during 2015 led 

to an EU-initiated collective securitisation 

of the Schengen space. In fact, some EU 

                                                           
3 See: https://ec.europa.eu/home -affairs/what-we-

do/policies/borders -and-

visas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en. 

member states responded by re-

introducing internal border controls, 

derogating from th e Schengen regime, 

and by building new border fences.  

Today, more than three years later, and 

although the number of asylum seekers 

arriving has dropped dramatically, there 

are still five EU Schengen members 

conducting systematic internal border 

controls (Carrera, 2019). According to the 

latest available information from the 

European Commission Department for 

Migration and Home Affairs 3, Austria, 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Germany and 

France have triggered the mechanism 

provided by Article 25 et seq. of the 

Schengen Borders Code.   

But what is relevant to underline is that the 

main reasons invoked to justify the 

reintroduction on border checks are òthe 

security situation in Europe and threats 

resulting from the continuous significant 

secondary movementsó. This illustrates 

how secondary movements within Europe 

are influencing the phenomenon of 

securisation, which risks undermining the 

Schengen system. 

Some scholars have drawn an interesting 

parallel between the two major crises of 

the two main European integration 

projects of the 1990s: the euro and 

Schengen (Schimmelfennig, 2018; 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ethicist
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Immigration
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Security_studies
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Security_studies
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-visas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-visas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-visas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en
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Biermann, Guérin, Jagdhuber, Rittberger, 

Weiss, 2019). Both crises had similar causes 

and beginnings: the two critical situations 

exposed the functional shortcomings and 

the structural deficiencies of the euro 

project and of the Schengen system, 

produced conflicts among governments 

and generated a politicization of European 

integration in Member State societies. 

Nevertheless, the crises have resulted in 

significantly different  outcomes: whereas 

the euro crisis has triggered various EU-

level reforms and has brought about a 

major deepening of integration, the 

Schengen crisis has not. In fact, States least 

affected by migratory pressure seem to be 

satisfied with the institutional status quo, 

proving to be able to leave the more 

affected states aggrieved. 

Finally, an original point of view 

(Ceccorulli, 2019) allows to look at this 

situation not as an answer to a single event 

(the massive influx of migrants in 2015), 

but as a product of both sequential and 

parallel interactions, from the Greek 

inability to control the external border to 

the temporary reintroduction of internal 

border controls by some member states. 

According to this perspective, the 

triggering events were not or not o nly 

òexternaló to the EU, but largely internal in 

origin: òwave-throughó practices, 

implementation failures and unilateral 

moves. The securitisation of Schengen 

retained an emphasis on securing borders, 

but more as a means of ensuring good EU 

governance.  

òInstitutionaló reactions 

Thus, the above-mentioned situation of 

crisis has laid the foundation for a 

considerable reform of the EU asylum 

rules, a project initiated by the 

Commission in 2015 and designed both to 

stop secondary movements and to ensure 

solidarity for Member States of first entry. 

It contains seven legislative proposals, 

among which five are ready to be 

concluded.  In particular, the Commission 

would realize a harmonization of the 

reception conditions, the protection 

standards and the relocation patterns 

throughout the EU and the creation of a 

European Asylum Agency, to provide a 

greater convergence in the assessment of 

applications for international protection 

across the Member States. In addition, the 

European Parliament and Council are on 

the process of negotiating updated rules 

aiming to reinforce the EURODAC system, 

designed to store and search data on 

asylum applicants and irregular migrants. 

The new system would help immigration 

and asylum authorities to better control 

irregular immigration to the EU, detect 

secondary movements (migrants moving 

from the country in which they first arrived 

to seek protection elsewhere) and facilitate 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/asylum/identification-of-applicants_en
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their readmission and return to their 

countries of origin 4. 

Therefore, the Commission has 

recommended a modification of the 

Procedure Directive, in order to reduce the 

differences in recognition rates and to 

ensure common effective procedural 

guarantees for asylum seekers, and a 

rebuilding of the Dublin system 5, 

introducing specific dispositions aimed at 

preventing secondary movements. To 

assure this objective, it proposes a new 

permanent responsibility for asylum 

applications, by deleting the  current time 

limits in the Dublin regulation; the deletion 

of the rule which states that responsibility 

ceases when the person has left EU 

territory for more than three months; and 

the replacement of take back requests with 

take back notifications. 

Nevertheless, the entire discussion on this 

reform is blocked due to the diverging 

views between EU Member States on 

solidarity. As these measures risk to 

                                                           
4 See: https://ec.europa.eu/home -

affairs/sites/homeaffairs/fil es/what-we-

do/policies/european -agenda-

migration/20181204_com-2018-798-

communication -annex_en.pdf. 
5 Proposal for an EU Asylum Agency, Brussels, 

4.5.2016, COM(2016) 271 final 

(http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_aut

res_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/201

6/0271/COM_COM(2016)0271_EN.pdf). 
6 For a critical analysis of the Commission proposal, 

see: DI FILIPPO M. (2016), Dublin ôreloadedõ or time 

for ambitious pragmatism?, 12 October 2016, 

continue to allocate the responsibility on 

Member States of first entry into the EU 

(i.e. at the external borders) and there is no 

consensus on how to alleviate the 

disproportionate burden on those 

countries that will result from it, the issue 

will remain at an impasse. How explained 

by the analysis conducted by Radjenovic 

(2019), an agreement on the balance 

between responsibility and solidarity 

regarding the distribution of asylum -

seekers will be a cornerstone for the new 

EU asylum policy6. 

http://eumigrationlawblog.eu/dublin -reloaded/ ; 

PROGIN-THEUERKAUF S. (2017), The òDublin IVó-

Proposal:  Towards more solidarity and protection of 

individual rights?, 2017,  https://www.sui -

generis.ch/34; Hruschka C.  (2016), Enhancing 

efficiency and fairness? - The Commission proposal 

for a Dublin IV Regulation, ERA Forum, December 

2016, Volume 17, Issue 4, pp 521ð534, 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12027 -017-0451-x. Also 

see: https://www.ecre.org/wp -

content/uploads/2016/10/ECRE-Comments-

Dublin-IV.pdf. 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/20181204_com-2018-798-communication-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/20181204_com-2018-798-communication-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/20181204_com-2018-798-communication-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/20181204_com-2018-798-communication-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/20181204_com-2018-798-communication-annex_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/0271/COM_COM(2016)0271_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/0271/COM_COM(2016)0271_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/0271/COM_COM(2016)0271_EN.pdf
http://eumigrationlawblog.eu/dublin-reloaded/
https://www.sui-generis.ch/34
https://www.sui-generis.ch/34
https://link.springer.com/journal/12027
https://link.springer.com/journal/12027/17/4/page/1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12027-017-0451-x
https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ECRE-Comments-Dublin-IV.pdf
https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ECRE-Comments-Dublin-IV.pdf
https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ECRE-Comments-Dublin-IV.pdf
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Two Global Compacts  

As part of the New York Declaration on 

Refugees and Migrants, in 2016, UN 

Member States agreed to negotiate two 

global compacts to be adopted by the UN 

General Assembly, one on refugees, the 

other on safe, orderly and regular 

migration. The adoption of these two 

agreements ð even if they are not legally 

binding - reveals a sincere desire on the 

part of States to cooperate better and to 

make collective responses to future 

situations more predictable (Durieux, 

2019). 

Therefore, researchers are increasingly 

focusing on what the Compacts need to do 

to achieve some results and on the 

understanding of how the documents will 

lead to change in the behaviour of States 

(Betts, 2018). 

The Global Compact on Refugees (GCR) has 

been adopted on 17 December 2018, with 

the aim to find a sustainable solution to 

refugee situations. It provides a model and 

guidelines for governments, international 

organizations, and other stakeholders to 

ensure that host communities get the 

support they need and that refugees can 

lead productive lives. It could be 

considered as the reference framework for 

planning and monitoring governmental 

policy and practice on refugees and 

asylum at the international level.  

Since its launch, the Global Compact on 

Refugees has been commented by 

stakeholders and scholars across the 

globe.  

Non -legally binding nature  

Scholars individuate the relevance of the 

Global Compacts in the circumstance that 

they represent instruments to seek more 

effective and humane ways to manage 

migration (Duncan, 2019). Although their 

non-legally binding nature on signatories 

led the doctrine to reflect if their nature 

could be considered as a weakness or as 

an expression of cooperation and goodwill 

of the UN members states. 

According to some comments, non-

binding status does not mean that the 
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Global Compacts cannot play a role in the 

ongoing normative development of 

international refugee law (Gammeltoft-

Hansen, 2019). In fact, Durieux (2019) 

illustrates GCRõs potentiality, pointing out 

how this instrument may lead to find 

collective responses to future situations 

more predictable, and, at the same time, it 

may encourage a reassessment of national 

laws. Moreover, the GCR could represent a 

significant incentive to renew local 

legislative frameworks, stimulating 

regional, rather than international, 

agreements. Indeed, as explained by 

Akram (2019), this is what happened in the 

Middle East area, where agreements such 

as the Arab Charter on Human Rights, the 

Organization of the Islamic Conferenceõs 

(OIC) Covenant on the Rights of the Child 

in Islam, and the Protocol for the 

Treatment of Palestinians in Arab States 

(Casablanca Protocol), have been re-

thought in view of the Global Compactõs 

guidelines, while most of the parallel 

international treaties continued to lack 

credibility in the region.  

On the contrary, some researchers 

consider the Refugee Compact as a flawed 

text and not as an instrument which could 

really help to promote international 

cooperation in dealing with the global 

refugee crisis (Chimni, 2019). In particular, 

according to this doctrine, the text avoids 

mention of the principal cause of recent 

refugee flows; does not take into account 

fundamental principles of international 

refugee law; may weaken the protection of 

children and women; does not provide real 

mechanisms for responsibility sharing; and 

leaves to the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) the 

task of supervision without equipping it 

with the needed instruments to perform. In 

this view, what could really be constructive 

is the replacement of the extended 

borders of powerful States by permeable 

borders in a spirit of genuine solidarity 

with those who suffer the consequences of 

an inhumane global order.  

Durable solutions  

Another aspect on which scholars and 

stakeholders specifically focus is the need 

for durable solutions that could implement 

the GCR at the national level, assuring 

positive outcomes at the international one. 

The aim is to create an inclusive space for 

refugees in the international community, 

adopting strategies and instruments which 

could provide both humanitarian and 

development assistance. How reported by 

Goodwin-Gill (2019), an example of the 

humanitarian assistance model is 

represented by the Global Concessional 

Financing Facility, established by the 

World Bank, the Islamic Development Bank 

Group and others in 2016, and by the 

World Bankõs IDA18 replenishment, which 

provides up to US$2 billion in grants and 

concessional loans to low-income 

countries to help meet the development 

needs of refugees and host communities. 



 

 
 

 

23 
 

 

 

This strategy concerns short-term plans 

based on life-saving operations, essentially 

aimed at providing food, water, 

medication, and shelter. At the same time, 

Goodwin-Gill (2019) highlights the 

potentiality of the alternative assistance 

model, the development one, which entails 

a long-term approach, supported by 

national projects and designed to reduce 

poverty through job  creation, education, 

and the development of health and related 

infrastructure. 

On the other side, some scholars (Githinji 

and Wood, 2019) consider that the 

creation of migration and refugee 

frameworks in Africa could be an essential 

step towards the implementation of the 

Global Compacts in the region and that 

the wealthier African States could play a 

key role in this legislative renovation 

process.  

However, as explained by Tsourapas 

(2019), many experiences have also proved 

how States could take advantage of the 

broad number of refugees hosted in their 

territories, treating them as sources of 

economic rent. We can see an example of 

this approach in the EU-Turkey deal, an 

agreement signed in March 2016 and 

specifically aimed at stopping the flow of 

irregular migration into the European 

Union in return for 6 billion euros in 

economic relief. Another similar practice is 

represented by the òjobs compactó in 

Ethiopia, consisting of 500 million doll ars 

programs designed to create 100.000 jobs 

for both Ethiopians and refugees. 

The role of the involved actors  

Many comments have nonetheless 

underlined how the GCRõs success 

necessarily calls for the engagement of a 

wide range of actors, who could support  

local communities, providing them the 

essential instruments to receive and 

integrate refugees.  

First, as highlighted by Türk (2019), a 

pivotal role may be played by the private 

sector, which could grant benefits for host 

countries to stimulate job creati on and 

economic growth. In this perspective, what 

Türk individuates as priority is the 

renovation of national and local 

infrastructures, to assure that refugees and 

host communities could live together in 

dignity, and, at the same time, the 

achievement of economic inclusion of 

refugees, to encourage their contribution 

to implement the social and economic 

well-being of the host communities.  

Therefore, some experts (Dick and Kuhnt, 

2019) focus their attention on the broad 

potentiality of the local level, poin ting out 

the supporting function that could be 

performed by cities and municipalities. In 

fact, the GCR suggests improving the 

refugeesõ perspective by integrating them 

into local societies and promoting their 

self-reliance, considering the potential 

that integrating refugees has from an 
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economic and social point of view. Indeed, 

refugeesõ integration paths could receive 

the essential assistance and protection 

from urban networks. Thus, scholars (Dick 

and Kuhnt, 2019) remark the need both to 

increase the participation of mayors and 

urban networks in global policymaking 

and to implement their powers to make 

policy and financial decisions at the 

national level.  

Finally, scholars have gladly welcomed the 

proposal to create a global academic 

network on refugee, in order to provide 

inputs to face the global refugee challenge 

in the best way. According to Chimni 

(2019), considering that integration is a 

two-way process asking migrants and 

receiving societies to collaborate to 

develop social cohesion, the priority 

concern should be individuating the 

complex factors that underlie the hostility 

towards asylum seekers. The same view 

emerges from Mason-Bish and Trickettõs 

opinion  (2019), that especially underline 

this need at a time of increasingly 

uncertain global poli tics, whereby 

concerns about hate crime and prejudice 

are a pressing social and political issue.  

In conclusion, as explained by Beths 

(2018), despite the context of major 

political constraint, with growing populist 

nationalism accompanied by widespread 

anti-immigration politics, the Refugee 

Compact is based on a whole-of-society 

approach, which engages new actors and 

new processes like innovative financial 

mechanisms. 

The European Unionõs role  

Now that the Refugee Global Compact 

have been adopted, it is important to 

move the discussion on these instruments 

to a European context. The literature is 

debating on the engagement of the 

European Union in the perspective of a 

successfully implementation of these 

agreements, trying to figure out how the 

Member States could become relevant 

players on international cooperation on 

migration.  

The European Union played a significative 

role during the negotiations before the 

approval of the definitive texts, being 

directly involved in the two years of 

consultations and giving an indirect 

contribution deriving from the use of EU 

cooperative models as a source of 

inspiration for the solutions adopted in the 

Global Compacts, both for formal and 

substantial aspects (Vitiello, 2018). Also, 

the EU and its Member States could play a 

key role in ensuring that the Compacts will 

make a difference in contrast to the 

current state of play in responsibility -

sharing arrangements.  

Nevertheless, it is important to remind that 

during summer 2018, some Members 

States, including Italy, decided to deviate 

from the approach maintained until that 

moment, to not participate to Marrakech 



 

 
 

 

25 
 

 

 

Conference and to not sign the accord. The 

position of these governments may appear 

surreal and it has been probably based on 

an unjustified association of the Global 

Compact on Migration with concepts that 

are unrelated to it, such as threats to 

sovereignty, the human right to migration, 

or the lack of distinction between regular 

and irregular migration (Gatti, 2018). This 

turnaround has questioned the unity and 

effectiveness of the EUõs external policy 

and has represented a step back in the 

perspective of realizing protection and 

implementation of immigrantsõ rights 

(Carrera, Lannoo, Stefan and VosyliƹtƎ, 

2018). 

Focusing on the Refugee Compact, 

between its key objectives, there is the 

establishment of expanding mobility and 

admission channels for people in search of 

international protection through 

resettlement and òcomplementaryó 

pathways of admission. In this perspective 

the Refugee Compact provides a reference 

framework to assess European Union 

policies in relation to two main issues: first, 

the role and contribution of the EU and its 

Member States towards the 

implementation of the GCR in ways that 

are loyal to the Compact and EU Treaties 

guiding principles; second, and more 

specifically, the main gaps and contested 

issues of existing resettlement and 

complementary admission instruments for 

refugees and would-be refugees 

implemented at the EU and Member State 

levels (Carrera and Cortinovis, 2019).  

EU Member States should refrain from 

undermining the effective implementation 

of the UN GCR, otherwise they would be 

infringing their obligation of sincere and 

loyal cooperation as established in Article 

4.3 TEU. A coordinated EU position in the 

Refugee Compact implementation would 

be the most welcome way forward. 

Therefore, the òcontained mobilityó 

approach, used by the EU States to draw 

policies in the field of asylum and 

migration (ex.: 2016 EU-Turkey Statement; 

Ziebritzki, 2018), should be replaced by 

one that places refugee rights and agency 

at the center through facilitated 

resettlement and other complementary 

pathways driven by a fundamental rights 

and international protection logic (Guild 

and Grant, 2017). 

  

http://www.mpil.de/en/pub/institute/personnel/academic-staff/cziebrit.cfm
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