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A FOREIGN POLICY DIMENSION

Miepayiiina xkpusa 2015 poky 6 €eponi 3acocmpuna npomupiuus 6
incmumymax €C. Hez0amuicmo i giocymuicms nonimuyHoi eoni kpain-unenie €C
niompumamu conioapHicms i 0peanizy8amu CniivHi Oii 3 8pecynt08aHHs cumyayii
suKnuxkana HeeamugHi Hacaioku axk o Corw3y, maxk i 0Nl OKpemMux KpaiH-
VUACHUYb, WO BUPAZUIUCA 8 3POCMAHHI NONYIICMCOKUX DYXIB, AKI MAHINYII0I0Mb
Gobisamu esponeticbko20 Cychniibcmaa.

L]e 3 xinya 1990-x poxie €C npacne pozsueamu max 36aHull «3068HIUHIU
sumip» cnienpayi 3 numaHv imMmicpayii ma HAOAHHS NPUMYIKY, WO NOIA2AE 8
cnpobax ynpasusamu miepayiero 3a 00NomMo2or chienpayi 3 mpemimu Kpaivamu. B
yinomy icHye 2 KOHYenyii «306HIUHBbO2O BUMIPY». Nepula Nojseac Y 8UBEOEHHI
MPAOUYITIHUX THCMPYMEHMI8 KOHMPOI0 Miepayii (HAYIOHANIbHUX | COMNO3HUX) HA
MINHCHAPOOHULL pigeHb, Opyea - 6 3anobieaHHi NPUYUH Micpayii ma Nnomoxis
Oidcenyie uepe3 CNPUSAHHA  PO3BUMKY mMpemix Kpaih 1 800CKOHANIECHHS
iHcmpymenmie 308HiuHb0I noimuxu. Ob6uosa nioxoou € 83aEMO00NOBHIOIOHUUMU, A
ix peanizayis Modtce NO3UMUBHO NOSHAYUMUCS HA KOHMPOJL MIpaYitiHUX NOMOKIE,
saxucmy Oixcenyie ma eionocunax €C 3 mpemimu xpainamu, oe Typeuuuna i
Ilisniuna Agpuxa € npiopumemHumu Hanpsamamu cnienpayi.

Kpim kpusu conioaprocmi i 6iocymuocmi 4imko 8upoOIeHUX MexaHizmie
83aemo00ii, ocobausicmov miepayitinoi nonimuku €C nonseace 6 ii bacamopignesomy
i bacamoghakmopromy xapaxmepi. V 38'a3xy 3 yum, npuvnami €C 3axoou 0ns
supiuiennss Kkpuszu Oixcenyie 2015 poxy He € nanayeecr [ He GUKIIOUAOMDb
noemopennsi nooiu. Ilpome 6 npiopumemax noaimuku i oOuniomamii €C
HaMIMUI0Ccs s6He 3PYUIEHHSI HA KOPUCMb OLIb HCOPCMKO20 peacy8anHs Ha
miepayiiiny cumyayiro. Ionosnoro mypoomoro €C € 6xce He npasa N0OOUHU,
demoxpamisi abo xopouwti GIOHOCUHU 3 CYCIOHIMU Oepoicasamu (Hanpuxiao,
Typeuuunoro), a niompumka yinichocmi i nopsaoxy 6 kpainax €C. Taxum uyunom,
peanicmuune MUCJIeHHs, NO8'SI3aHe 3 GUICUBAHHAM HAOHAYIOHANLHO20 YIMEOPEHHS,
npesantoe Ha0 eKOHOMIYHUMU MIDKYBAHHAMU, MINCHAPOOHUMU BIOHOCUHAMU MA TH.
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Knrwwuoei cnosa: micpayiuna xpuza, €C, 308HIWHNIN 6UMID, IHCMPYMEHMU
308HIUHBOIL NOTTMUKU, MIJCHAPOOHI 8BIOHOCUHLUL.

Muepayuonnwiti kpusuc 2015 2ooa 6 Eepone obocmpun npomusopeuus 8
uncmumymax EC. Hecnocobnocme u omcymcmeue noaumuyeckou 604U CMpam-
unenog EC noooepacamsb conudapHocms U 0peaHu308amv COBMeChHbvle 0eucmausl
Nno Ype2yauposanulo CUmyayuu 6vl36aid He2amueHvle NOCAe0CmBUs Kaxk O
Corwsa, maxk u On1 OMOENbHLIX CMPAH-YYACMHUY, BbIPA3UBUIUECS 6 pOCme
HONYIUCMCKUX OBUNCEHUU, MAHUNYTUPYIOWUX PoOUAMU e8pOonelicKo2o obujecmasa.

Ewe c xonya 1990-x 20006 EC cmpemumcs pazeueams maxk HA3bl8AEMOe
«8HewiHee U3MepeHue» COmpyOHUYecmea Nno 6ONPOCAM — UMMUSPAYUU U
npedocmaenenus yoexcuwa, 3aKnoyaroueecs 8 NONbImKax ynpasisimes muepayuet
nocpeocmeom compyoOHU4ecmea ¢ mpemvumu cmpanamu. B yenom cywecmeyem 2
KOHYenyuu «BHewHe20 USMePEeHUs»: Nnepeas 3aKiidyaemcs 6 6bl8e0eHUU
MPAOUYUOHHBIX UHCTNPYMEHMOB KOHMPOA MUepayuu (HayuoHAaIbHbIX U COIO3HBIX)
HA MeHCOYHAPOOHDBIU YPOBEHb, 8MOPAsL — 8 NPeOOMBPAWEHUY NPUYUH MUSPAYUY U
NOMOKO8 0ediceHyed ¢ NOMOWbIO COOCUCMBUs DPA3GUMUI0 MPEembUuxX CMpaH u
COBEPULEHCMBOBAHUSL  UHCMPYMEHMO8  6HewiHel  noaumuku. Oba nooxooa
npeocmasisAomes 83auUMoOONOTHAIOWUMY, A UX Peanusayus ModHcem HO3UMUEHO
CKA3ambCs HA KOHMpOJe MUSPAYUOHHBIX HOMOKO8, 3awjume Oedcenyes u
omuowenusix EC ¢ mpemvumu cmpanamu, 2oe Typyus u Cesepnas Agpuxa
ABNAIOMCS NPUOPUMEMHBIMU HANPABTEHUSAMU COMPYOHUYeCmada.

Ilomumo Kpuszuca corudaprocmu u OMCYmMcmeusl YemKko 8blpaOOMmAaHHbIX
MEXaHUusMo8 83auMo0eucmeaus, o0cobeHHocms muepayuounou noaumuxku EC
3aKnoyaemcs 6 ee MHO20YPOBHEBOM U MHO20(aKmopHOM xapaxkmepe. B cesazu c
smum, npunsmole EC mepwvr 0na pewenus xpusuca Oexcenyes 2015 2o00a ne
AGNAIOMCA NaHayeell U He UCKIOUaom nosmopa coovimuti. Tem He meHee, 6
npuopumemax noaumuxu u ouniomamuu EC namemuncsa senwvili cosue 6 nouv3y
bosiee dcecmKkoeo peazupo8anus Ha MuepayuorHyo cumyayuio. I nagnou 3ab6omotl
EC sagnaromces yoce He npasa uenosexa, 0eMOKpAMUsL Uil XOpouiue OMmHOULeHUS] C
coceOnumu  eocyoapcmeamu  (Hanpumep,  Typyuei)) a  noodepoicanue
yenocmuocmu, mowu u nopsoka 6 cmpanax EC. Taxum obpazom, pearucmuyeckoe
MbluileHue, C6A3AHHOe C  BbIJCUBAHUEM HAOHAYUOHATbHO20  00pA308aHUs,
npesanupyem HAO  IKOHOMUYECKUMU  COOOPANCEHUIMU,  MeHCOYHAPOOHLIMU
OMHOULEHUAMU U OP.

Knwueevie cnoea: mucpayuounviu kpusuc, EC, enewnee uszmepenue,
UHCMPYMeHMbl GHeUHell NOJUMUKU, MeHCOYHAPOOHble OMHOUEHUSL.

The European refugee crisis in 2015 drew attention to the fundamentals of
cooperation between the EU countries, specifically concerning asylum and
migration management. The uncontrolled flow of the numerous immigrants
sparked political crisis in the EU. Physical and emotional incapacity of the EU
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member states to support solidarity and organize joint efforts to tackle the
situation, backfired on the Union and related policy domains. It greatly influenced
on the domestic political situation in the EU countries by the rise of populist
movements that try to play with the phobias of the European community.

The EU’s migration policy and approach to the formed situation had a great
impact on erosion of the solidarity within EU institutions. The experts criticize the
actions of the Union’s member states and their leaders because of the lack of
mechanisms to assess the scale of the crisis on time, develop an effective solution
strategy, and overcome disagreement between the European states in order to
design an approach to share fairly the responsibility for hosting migrants, including
financial obligations. Dealing with short-term tasks the EU missed the opportunity
to stop the irregular migration while it was manageable and endangered the EU
institutions as well as the Schengen area and the Dublin Regulation [1].

With weakening trust and solidarity between the European Union
institutions and its member states, it became difficult for southern countries of the
EU to institutionalize shared responsibility and the relocation quotas for refugees,
especially when the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia (a so-called
“the Visegrad Four”) avoided any forms of solidarity, while western and northern
European countries partially agreed with obligations and suggested limited
relocations, prioritizing crisis repeat exclusion.

The migration situation in Europe in 2015 was not unusual. Flows coming
mainly from African countries were quite comparable with the waves of migration
from West Africa to Spain, which have been observed since 2000; as before, this
migration was mainly caused by economic reasons, and migrants traveled to
Europe through the Mediterranean Sea mainly via the Italian islands of Lampedusa
and Sicily to the shores of mainland Italy. At that time, Europeans were not
concerned with the number of migrants as with the frequent cases of the sunken
boats and rafts, which were accompanied by numerous casualties and could mean
that the organizers of illegal migration are becoming less legible in their means. In
other words, Europe was looking south, while it should have looked east and
prepared for a completely different flow of migrants from Syria.

Such a sequence of events confused the EU and it decided that a new wave
of migration would not differ from the already familiar African one. Therefore, the
measures were verified and the countries that were directly involved had to deal
with the situation. In this case, Italy and Greece were at the forefront.

Despite the critical situation, the EU countries launched a long-term
initiative rare for the migration crisis: they invited the African partners of the EU
to meet and discuss systemic issues related to migration. The high-level meeting
took place in Valletta only in November 2015, during the second wave of
migration from the Middle East, which had already gained full strength.

The migration flow to Europe in spring of 2015 differed from the previous
ones both in scale and in reasons: mainly people who escaped from the civil war in
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the Middle East and Afghanistan arrived. Europe has not yet encountered anything
like it; Syrians and Iraqis fled from the ongoing armed conflicts in their home
countries - by the end of 2015, in less than eight months, there were more than
800,000 people in Europe, that is, an average of 6,000 people crossed the EU
borders; a new migration route was laid, through Turkey, Greece and the Western
Balkans, and then through the EU countries - Hungary, Austria, Germany and
further to other European countries [2].

Having recovered from the almost complete collapse of the Schengen and
Dublin regulations, in November 2015, the participating countries began
coordinated actions. Measures that allowed the EU to regain control of its external
borders were very useful. In general terms, it was decided to block the migration
route through the Western Balkans and, in the future, only allow those migrants
and refugees to Europe who will travel there by legal routes originating in Turkey.
Thus, it was assumed that the participating countries will once and for all stop
passing migrants and refugees through their territory; Strict entry control will be
introduced at the external borders of the EU; Greece will receive substantial
financial assistance; An agreement will be reached with Ankara that Turkey will
not let illegal migrants cross its border into Europe and will receive back migrants
not allowed into the EU.

Decisions on the migration crisis of 2015 were formulated in the final
documents of the European Council, adopted on February 18, March 7 and 18,
2016. They can be divided into three main areas.

Firstly, the EU has provided support, including financial and expert
support, to countries that have accepted the main migration flow, in particular
Greece, which facilitated the provision of humanitarian assistance to refugees and
the observance of administrative procedures for border control and asylum
applications in accordance with the rules EU

Secondly, in accordance with the obligation undertaken by all EU countries
to return to compliance with the Schengen rules and establish strict border
controls, additional resources are allocated to specialized services, including the
European Union External Border Security Agency (Frontex) and the European
Support Service for persons applying for obtaining asylum (EASO). At the same
time, the EU hastily created a new agency for the protection of external land and
sea borders.

Thirdly, regarding the foreign policy dimension, the EU agreed with Turkey,
clearly defining the rights and obligations of both parties in connection with the influx
of refugees and migrants traveling through Turkey to Europe. According to this
agreement, migrants who illegally arrived in Greece from Turkey will be sent back to
Turkey, and Europe will accept migrants only on condition that their asylum requests
are submitted and approved in Turkish territory. Also, the Turkish authorities
undertake to block the channels of smuggling and illegal transportation of people to
Europe. The EU, for its part, has taken care of making life easier for Syrian refugees
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in Turkey - they have received the right to legal employment and education of
children in Turkish schools. In exchange, the European leaders agreed to pay
compensation of € 6 million to Turkey in 2016-2017, expedite the abolition of visas
for Turkish citizens entering the Schengen zone, and resume stalled negotiations on
Turkey’s accession to the EU4. Finally, which is very important for Turkey, the EU
officially renewed its strategic partnership with Ankara, promising to hold bilateral
high-level meetings annually [2].

In general, the EU has been developing the so-called “external dimension”
of cooperation on migration and asylum since the late 1990s. It which consists in
attempts to manage migration through cooperation with third countries. In general,
there are 2 concepts of the “external dimension™:

- the first is to bring traditional instruments of migration control (national
and union) to the international level,

- the second is to prevent the causes of migration and refugee flows by
promoting the development of third countries and improving foreign policy
instruments[3].

Both approaches seem to be complementary, and their implementation can
have a positive effect on the control of migration flows, refugee protection and EU
relations with third countries.

External migration policy of the European Union implies an incorporation
of migration into external relations. The EU policy documents have always
highlighted the need to cooperate with non-EU countries in order to achieve its
migration policy objectives. The externalization of migration policy resulted in
development of the set of EU policy instruments of the non-binding and “soft
policy” nature (such as political dialogue and information tools) and of the legally
binding international agreements (related to the readmission of irregular migrants
and the facilitated issuance of visas to citizens of non-EU countries) [4, p. 32].

Due to the number of the actors, the EU’s external migration policy is
considered to be complicated. According to Czaika and de Haas “ministries of
social affairs, justice, foreign affairs, economic affairs, and international
development are often involved in a continuous tug-of-war in trying to influence
migration policy outcomes” [5, p. 491]. In the EU’s context the situation is
worsened with 27 member states with different interests, engagement and
approaches. These differences definitely do not add to the strengthening solidarity
within the EU institutions.

There is a strong link between external and internal factors that influence
the EU. For example, the positive outcome from the EU-Turkey deal declined the
necessity of schemes for relocating asylum-seekers. Furthermore, the
externalization of migration policy is a result of increased irregular migration,
which is in turn an unintended consequence of the limited options for regular
migration to the EU. The linkages between different external policy areas can be
considered as another source of unintended consequences. For example,
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interconnection between development policy and migration policy. There are both
negative and positive outputs related to the development level of the sending
country (migrants’ country of origin) [4, p. 40].

Another flaw in the approach of the EU is no transparency in rules and
procedures of the sustainable approach to search and rescue (SAR),
disembarkation, or relocation. The European Union prefers informal, locally
negotiated initiatives on migration governance, including those on cooperation
with third countries (the EU-Turkey agreement on migration, and the Emergency
Trust Fund for Africa, etc.), reassigning responsibility to others. In 2017, the EU
member states criminalized rescue operations of the NGOs’ at sea and imposed
hefty fines on the organizations. This led to another disputes on who has to accept
vessels carrying migrants.

The essential part in externalization of the migration policy belongs to
cooperation with third countries. The EU develops the idea in humanitarian context
that implies building local capacities for preventing irregular migration.

Cooperation with third countries in migration management was highlighted
by the European leaders in 1999. Externalization forms part of the EU’s attempt to
get around a problem in which the first country of arrival is always responsible for
taking in migrants. It does so by ensuring that a state can make decisions on
whether to accept migrants before they arrive in the EU. In these terms, north
African countries are very important for European migration governance. In 2015
the Union established the Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, where North African
share is to “contribute to safe, secure, legal and orderly migration from, to and
within the region and support an effective management of migration flows that
protects human rights” [6].

The EU’s former high representative for foreign affairs, Federica
Mogherini stated her speech on the implementation of the EU Global Strategy in
2019 that: “our partners look at Europe to find a reliable, credible, predictable
partner; someone you can cooperate with; someone that invests always in peace,
democracy, human rights, and cooperation”. This reassures the EU positioning
itself as an international actor with principles and values-based agenda. However,
the EU’s practice in North African countries questions this claim.

Trying to manage migration at a distance and shift responsibility for it to
third countries the European Union developed the idea of establishing regional
disembarkation platforms. Though the North African countries rejected the idea, it
Is partially implemented — through returns of migrants and asylum seekers to
countries such as Libya, Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey, as well as outsourced
asylum processing that enables only a select few to enter the EU [6].

In order to tackle irregular migration flows there were some actions on
national level (for example, Spanish-Moroccan or Italian-Libyan cooperation) as
well as on supranational level (for example, the EU-Libya cooperation). Also the
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EU interacted with international organizations and third countries in improving
conditions for migrant returns.

The flaws in international law and national migration policies allow to the
EU member states to cherry-pick their international obligations. It can be probably
applied in the framework of the EU-North Africa cooperation. The European
Neighborhood Policy in the region is aimed at establishing the rule of law and
human rights, and promoting democracy. Such goals can be undermined by the
EU’s support of the counterproductive migration practices (for example, in Libya).
Also, as it was already mentioned, the EU often seeks any mechanisms to transfer
responsibility — whether it is the member states or safe third countries.

In order to improve the EU-North Africa cooperation, the EU member
states should take into account the following:

- the procedures covering migration and asylum application need to be
accelerated,

- the return of migrants and refugees to unsafe places should not be
supported,

- SAR operations should be organized in the area (like Mare Nostrum),

- the implementation of national asylum laws should be supported (with
the help of international organizations, especially UNHCR),

- legal and institutional protection of the refugees and asylum seekers
needs more resources and has to be improved.

All these steps would help the EU and its member states establish more
effective externalized migration policies. The EU’s cooperation with North African
countries implies a transfer of responsibility for border security to latter. The
Morocco and Tunisia’s asylum systems do not meet the international standards.
Attempts to reform these systems have come to a standstill, partially because these
countries aware of the EU that can declare them as safe third countries and
responsible for the region’s asylum seekers. Pressured by the EU, Libya prevents
NGO’s operations by expanding its SAR zone.

Decline in the annual number of migrants coming to Europe proved the
efficiency of the EU-North African migration agreements, though the rate of
migrants deaths increased. This is an outcome of the policy of delegation
responsibility to countries with low democracy index and non-signatories to the
1951 Geneva Convention [6].

In December 2018, 152 countries ratified the Global Compact for Safe,
Orderly and Regular Migration. The agreement sets out 23 objectives on good
migration governance, based on the values of state sovereignty, shared
responsibility, and human rights. Even though nine countries — including the
United States and the members of the Visegrad group — did not sign it, the
agreement demonstrates that most nations desire change, and unfortunately, not all
EU member states.
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Xenophobia and nationalism among Europeans, caused by a massive influx
of immigrants from the poorest countries of Asia and Africa, gave strength and
influence to political parties and nationalist movements. In some countries,
politicians actively opposing the influx of “strangers” have been able to
significantly strengthen their positions in parliaments or even come to power. For
example, the election campaign of Viktor Orban in Hungary. It is even reasonable,
after all according to opinion polls, about 40% of Europeans consider immigration
to be one of the most painful problems of the European Union [7].

Some countries of Eastern Europe and the Baltic states opposed the use of
mandatory quotas in the future and did not fulfill their obligations to receive and
equip more than 500 immigrants. These countries are inclined to the option of
“repayments”, which will be transferred to those countries where illegal
immigrants arrive. Europeans also like the idea of arranging for their money, but in
the territory of third countries, temporary camps for the preliminary selection of
potential refugees. From this point of view, the most relevant is cooperation with
the African Union and the UN to help people in greatest need, solve the problems
that cause migration, destroy the networks of smugglers and establish ways for
safe, organized and legal migration.

The 2019 marked several achievements for the EU’s migration agenda. In
May, 2019 Green parties succeeded in the European Parliament election, given that
these parties generally welcome migrants as a matter of both human rights and
economic planning for ageing populations. In July 2019, 14 EU member states
agreed on the “solidarity mechanism” for relocating migrants across the Union. In
September 2019, there were some changes in the Italian government that resulted
in the will to depoliticize migration situation and deal with as with administrative
matter, easing thereby the public discontent. In December 2019, the newly
appointed president of the European Commission, Ursula von der Leyen, declared
the need called for the bloc to develop “a new way of burden sharing” and “a more
sustainable approach to search and rescue” (SAR). At the same time, she has
advocated stronger humanitarian cooperation with third countries and affirmed
Europe’s “moral duty” to help those fleeing persecution and conflict [6].

Despite of some serious advancements, the EU is still not ready for
rekindling of the migration crisis. In March 2020, the situation escalated on the
Greek-Turkish and Bulgarian-Turkish borderlands with thousands of asylum
seekers who were let to the EU border by Turkish government. According to the
EU Commossion President Ursula von der Leyen, Greece took the role of the
“Europe’s shield” and was promised 700 million euros to maintain border
security [8].

There is the most obvious and easiest scenario for the current situation: the
EU-Turkey deal, with the EU giving Turkey more money to support refugees in
exchange for Turkey controlling migration from its borders. This approach won’t
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fix the situation in Greece and that is why the European Union has to come up with
“a more sustainable humane and humanitarian solution” [9].

In February 2020, the EU’s cooperation agreement with the countries of
Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific expired. The Agreement defined the main
directions of relations between the European Union and 79 states in three areas:
political dialogue, development assistance and trade cooperation. It is obvious that
during negotiations on a new agreement, the issue of regulating migration
processes will occupy an extremely important place. The issue of migration is
stipulated by Article 13 of the Agreement, which is very general and declarative in
nature. It can be assumed that in the negotiations the European Union will most
likely advocate the inclusion of more specific measures in the text, pursuing, first
of all, its own interest, which consists in ensuring security and combating irregular
migration. Contradictions can arise in the context of significant differences
between the short-term and long-term goals of the foreign policy of the EU and
third countries.

Thus, the current world order affects with emerging international and
global threats to collective security systems. Multilevel and multi-actor nature of
the EU and its policies imply complex interdependence links between numerous
institutions and units in charge. The migration policy of the EU is not an exception.
Though the refugee crisis of 2015 was overcome, its consequences are still of the
urgent relevance for the Union. It still needs to improve the mechanisms of the so-
called “flexible solidarity” that will allow to share fairly the responsibilities of the
member states within the EU and thereby reconfirm European values. In this
regard, the measures taken by the European Union to solve the crisis of 2015 are
not a “panacea’” and do not exclude a repeat of events. Nevertheless, there has been
a clear shift in the EU policy and diplomacy priorities in favor of a tougher
response to the migration situation. The main concern of the EU is no longer
human rights, democracy or good relations with neighboring states, but the
maintenance of integrity and peace within the EU. The realist approach favors the
supranational entity, moving economic interests and international norms to the
background.
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