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working on a particular topic on Mediterranean Migration, comprising of international and Mediterranean 

organizations, stakeholders, civil society organizations, policymakers and politicians at all levels of 

government. 

This Policy Paper is a summary of the Webinar entitled “Is the new EU Pact a change of paradigm for 

Mediterranean Migration Governance?” organized by GRITIM-UPF in the framework of the EuroMedMig 

platform (an Imiscoe regional Network) in collaboration with ACSAR Foundation. It is a specific activity 

of the Erasmus + Jean Monnet Network Program #EUMedMi "Mapping European Mediterranean 

Migration Studies" (2019 - 2022). (Ref: 611260-EPP-1-2019-1-ES-EPPJMO-NETWORK). 

We warmly thanks Tarek Saliba, Acsar Foundation coordinator for chairing the webinar and taking care 

of all its logistics. To A. Casanovas for some transcripts of the contributors, and to C. Itzel Ruiz, from 

GRITIM-UPF and EuroMedMig Office, and final proofreading. 

The webinar can be viewed in the following link. 

 

http://hdl.handle.net/10230/46211
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://www.upf.edu/web/euromedmig
https://www.upf.edu/web/gritim/mapping-european-mediterranean-migration-studies1
https://www.upf.edu/web/gritim/mapping-european-mediterranean-migration-studies1
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v2NKmQjKeko&feature=youtu.be
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I. Welcoming and conceptual framework of the webinar debate. Ricard Zapata-

Barrero, Director GRITIM-UPF and EuroMedMig Coordinator.  

 

 

I welcome this new webinar organized by the Interdisciplinary Research Group on 

Immigration (GRITIM-UPF) with the collaboration of Acsar Foundation, in the framework of 

EuroMedMig activities, a platform of researchers from all around the Mediterranean, promoting 

multilateral knowledge production, promotion, and exchange with the broad purpose to help map 

the Mediterranean Migration (MedMig) Agenda. Our approach is captured within the 

MedThinking approach. First of all, this lens involves having a holistic view of the 

Mediterranean, by promoting reflexivity and positionality in MedMig research following at least 

four dimensions grounded on leading international migration documents framing the current 

Migration Global Agenda. Some of these documents, among others, are the Global Compact for 

Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (Dec. 2018), the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 

and the “Valleta Declaration on Strengthening Euro-Mediterranean Cooperation through 

Research and Innovation" (May 2017). The four dimensions are listed here: 1) to speak about 

migration in positive terms; 2) to close the gap between knowledge and policies; 3) to avoid 

Eurocentrism and to promote “multiple voices” (including CSOs voices), 4) always place 

migration issues within a historical (postcolonial) trend and towards the future following long-

term thinking (in Braudel terms, to go beyond event-driven research narratives). 

The European Commission’s newly released Pact on Migration and Asylum aims to 

address the migration challenges Europe faces today. This important step forward couldn’t be 

left aside in our current EuroMedMig agenda. The initial purpose has been to promote a 

conversation amongst some of its members on the consequences and impacts this Pact may have 

on the current MedMig governance, and to wonder if we are at the beginning of a new paradigm 

for the EU or this is simply just strengthening the current EU policy security routines in their 

governance dynamics. After the 2011 EU Global Approach to Migration and Mobility and after 

the 2015 European Agenda on Migration, the current context seems clear: a divided Europe on 

how to react towards refugees and migrants, a strong narrative focused on the crisis, has allowed 

the EU to legitimate the policy of exceptionality, including clear infringements of Human Rights 

in the Mediterranean.The concept of solidarity seems to become a key-word for this new Pact, 

but also the EU seems to transform it in a passe partout concept, legitimating both CSOs and 

cities humanitarian narrative claiming and practices, and the EU internal framing of relations 

between members states when external stressors are viewed to affect their social systems and 

political routines. From the shared responsibility framework on Mediterranean Governance in 

2015 EU agenda, this Pact seems to consolidate a shift in the policy lens from without to within 

the EU. 
This new Pact has been presented as a new approach to migration, addressing border 

management and ensuring more coherence to integrate the internal and external dimensions of 

migration policies. It also self-defines itself as placing a much more effective and comprehensive 

governance system that ensures that solidarity is effective in practice and that the challenges of 

migration are addressed comprehensively – be it outside or inside our Union. This should initially 

be welcomed; however, is there a fine print we should know about? The new Pact would bring 

an end to the ‘Dublin System’, but will it in fact create a new system that allows for better 

distribution and care of refugees and asylum seekers within the European Union? The new Pact 

also proposes a new pre-entry screening system, but will it strengthen internal solidarity as well 

as protect the fundamental rights and values enshrined in the EU treaties? And the new 

framework of relations with third countries: will it be a real new deal, or will it reinforce well-

known controversial dynamics? 

https://www.upf.edu/gritim/
http://acsarinternacional.org/en/acsar-foundation/?page_number_0=9
https://www.upf.edu/web/euroMedMig
https://www.iom.int/global-compact-migration
https://www.iom.int/global-compact-migration
https://sdgs.un.org/goals
http://ufmsecretariat.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Declaration_EuroMed-Cooperation-in-Research-and-Innovation.pdf
http://ufmsecretariat.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Declaration_EuroMed-Cooperation-in-Research-and-Innovation.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/new-pact-on-migration-and-asylum-package.pdf
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The following contributions are a summary of the main arguments that were presented in 

a webinar that took place on the 15th of December 2020. The irony of the context is that we 

decided to wait until December because it was announced that the EU would formally confirm 

this new Pact through their institutional mechanisms. Yet, the reality has been that EU Border 

Mediterranean countries (Spain, Italy and Greece), have expressed some reluctance to its content 

and have broken the European consensus. This development of political reactions further justifies 

the need to promote a wide Mediterranean discussion about what the EU is “cooking inside” but 

from without. It also strengthened the need to pose questions in regard to its impact on 

Mediterranean relations and to understand if the new Pact on Migration and Asylum is a realistic 

move to promote an economic-mediated view of solidarity among Member States in terms of 

managing migration and asylum, as well as to stablish a new framework to strengthen relations 

with Mediterranean neighbouring countries.  

The purpose of this EuroMedMig policy Brief is to address these critical questions 

following a MedThinking reading of this Pact.  We seek to answers questions related to whether 

this new Pact will strengthen the current scenario in the Mediterranean or is it a factor that will, 

in the short term, change the Geo-politics of Mediterranean migration Governance; how can 

Southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries assess this new Pact?  These working concerns 

were addressed from different angles and disciplines in the whole Mediterranean. The 

perspective from Southern and Eastern countries were considered, as well as the refugee legal 

System and the impact on European countries. 

Finally, I thank all the EuroMedMig contributors and the overall audience for their 

attendance and participation.  

 

 

II. A general overview of this new working agenda: Is there a new framework of 

migration governance?  Peter Scholten, Prof. in Public Administration at the 

Erasmus University of Rotterdam, The Netherlands and Director of IMISCOE.  

 

 

With the new Pact on Migration and Asylum the European Commission (EC) tries to 

address the ongoing issues and contestation around the EU’s strategy on migration governance. 

There have been many indications of policy failures around the ‘old’ migration regime; from the 

political contestation about the EU-Turkey Deal, to the failing redistribution of asylum applicants 

and the shameful events at Moria. Will the new pact mitigate such concerns, will it actually bring 

a governance regime with a higher problem-solving capacity? And what will it mean in particular 

for the Mediterranean? 

The new EU Pact on Migration and Asylum could be summarised with the EC’s Vice-

President Schinas’ metaphor of ‘a house of three floors’. The Pact is structured in three layers, 

the first floor concerned with its external borders and the speeding up of procedures and 

receptions, for example fast screening for faster returns and the development of a European 

Border and Coast Guard. The second floor is concerned with collaboration with sending 

countries, which has to do directly with Mediterranean migration governance. It involves a broad 

range of international partnerships with the countries of origin of the migrants, for instance in the 

area of returns and readmissions and counter-smuggling. And the third floor is the shared 

responsibilities floor, a complex floor that offers an innovative and controversial model of 

flexible solidarity whereby countries not willing to take responsibility for asylum applicants 

should provide assistance in return procedures.  

Especially the first two floors are of relevance in the context of Mediterranean migration 

governance. Although unfortunately most of the debate has so far focused on the third floor, as 

return seems to spark most controversy. When focusing on the first two floors, I have three main 
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observations. Firstly, what matters about the Pact are the absent elements, such as concerning 

legal pathways for migration. And the reasons for such an approach are nothing but the EU’s 

political priorities. Asylum migration is one kind of migration and it should be taken into account 

in the Pact, but other kinds of migration that are missing should be taken more seriously and 

approached more integrally. Also, the EC is still working on the European Integration Agenda to 

be updated and revised.   

A second point concerns getting the basis of migration governance in order. This does not 

so much involve bringing new migration regulations, but improving the implementation and 

practice of such regulations, like humanitarian aid supplies. Those are essential to prevent more 

“Morias” and yet they are largely missing in the EU Pact. Overall, the logic of the Dublin regime 

remains in place, which raises questions about whether the new migration pact will be able to 

resolve the immense implementation problems associated with Dublin III.  

A third and also structural problem of the Pact is its point-in-time crisis management 

approach. It assumes that migration is something anecdotic, whereas as soon as the pandemic is 

over, it will continue to grow. Therefore, we should not prepare ourselves for a crisis, but for a 

long-term future of migration inflows exacerbated by climate change that should be dealt with 

through a long-term structural policy. Hence, the real crisis is whether we are prepared for the 

post-2020 type of migrants that we will have to host. Yet, the new pact still takes migration 

governance as a separate agenda divorced from other forms of governance, including Europe’s 

social, agricultural or external policies. Migration governance should intersect a broad range of 

general EU policies that have huge implications for migration flows across the globe; it should 

be a house that connects all other houses of EU governance. And in that sense, the biggest 

instrument that Europe has is not migration governance, but environmental and economic 

governance, to which connections are missing in the Pact. The second floor of the pact is 

primarily directed at asking sending countries to take the immigrants back and not tackling the 

root causes of migration. If that were not enough, the Pact also entirely ignores that there are 

different immigration needs across member states and it puts the anti-immigration claims of a 

minority ahead, when in fact a large number of EU countries is in need of migration for economic 

reasons.  

To conclude, the pact is a courageous effort to cope with the political contestation around 

migration governance in Europe. It seems like it’s the best the EU could do, in the face of 

resistance from countries such as Hungary and Slovakia, but at various points also from major 

European countries. However, the pact seems to diverge only marginally from the old Dublin III 

regime. How could we expect then that it would resolve the many implementation problems that 

are there today? And it lacks a broader migration governance perspective that connects with the 

policy areas that have the most significant effect on migration (agriculture, economics, 

international politics) it also lacks a more structural perspective on migration besides the focus 

on asylum migration per se (most migrants to the EU are still labour or family migrants). 

Therefore, it would not be surprising if the impact of the new Pact will be surprisingly small. 

This will offer little or no relief for the challenges that Mediterranean governance is facing today. 

Also, the question should not be whether the new Pact sufficiently addresses the challenges from 

the last migration situation in 2015/2016. Rather, the question is whether it prepares the EU for 

structural migration on the long term. The answer there seems to be negative. As scholars, and 

based on the raison d’être of EuroMedMig, our mission should be to turn this criticism into better 

policies and find strategies to communicate better options to Brussels. 
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III. The impact in international protection of the new EU Pact on migration and asylum. 

Silvia Morgades, Senior researcher GRITIM-UPF, Serra Hunter fellow at UPF, 

Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

 

 

Focussing on the asylum side of this pact, this contribution will try to respond to the 

following question: Does the New Pact addres and sufficiently address the main shortcomings of 

the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) and of the EU policy on asylum? In order to try 

to do so, three aspects will be dealt with:  

 

1. First: What is the context of this new Pact? 

 

The first Pact on Migration and Asylum was issued by the European Commission in the 

context of the purpose to amend the 1st phase of the CEAS, in 20081. The main innovation of the 

Pact at this moment was the creation of the EASO. Now, the New Pact tries to overcome the 

shortcomings of the EU policy on forced migrants, present since the beginning, but which have 

attained a greater dimension since the so-called refugee crisis which took place in 2015. The 

process towards the 3rd phase of the CEAS started with the European Agenda on Migrations 

issued on June 20152, and continued with the proposals from May and June 2016 presented by 

the Commission under the title: “Towards a reform of the common European asylum system and 

enhancing legal avenues to Europe”3 and continues now with the New Pact on Migration and 

Asylum presented by the Commission, on the 23rd of September 20204. This new Pact is 

accompanied by five concrete normative proposals aimed at reforming some instruments on 

asylum5. So, these last proposals are intended to overcome the difficulties that the President Jean-

Claude Juncker found, which lead to the impossibility to adopt this 3rd phase between 2016 and 

2019, due to the package approach promoted by some states. As some states are opposed to 

binding compromises of permanent and automatic measures of solidarity consisting in the 

relocation of asylum seekers from the states where large numbers of forced migrants are arriving, 

the whole 3rd phase plan failed.  

 

2. Second: What are the main shortcomings of the CEAS? 

 

The European Commission, started to recognise these main shortcomings in 2016, when 

confronted with the need to reform the CEAS, which failed to address the “crisis”: “The Dublin 

system was not designed to ensure a sustainable sharing of responsibility for asylum applicants 

across the EU. The main criterion in practice for allocating responsibility for asylum claims is 

irregular entry through one Member State’s territory. Reliance on this criterion was based on the 

assumption that a linkage should be made between the allocation of responsibility in the field of 

asylum and the respect by Member States of their obligations in terms of protection of the 

 
1 European Pact on Immigration and Asylum, EU Council, Brussels, 24 September 2008, 13440/08 ASIM 72. 
2Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European economic and social 

committee and the Committee of the Regions. A European agenda on migration, Brussels, 13 May 2015, 

COM (2015) 240 final. 
3 COM (2016) 197 final, 6 April 2016. 
4 COM (2020) 609 final. 
5European Commission, Migration and Asylum Package: New Pact on Migration and Asylum documents adopted 

on 23 September 2020, <https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/migration-and-asylum-package-new-pact-

migration-and-asylum-documents-adopted-23-september-2020_en> 
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external border. However, the ability to effectively control irregular inflows at the external border 

is to some extent dependent on cooperation with third countries. (…)”6. 

The CEAS consolidates the link between controls at the external borders, which is carried 

out in the Schengen area by the front-line states on behalf of all the participants, as well as the 

responsibility to examine asylum applications. First, this underestimates what is feasible either 

in factual terms at the external borders to try to control migrants or to try to avoid their entry, or 

in legal terms: The principle of non-refoulement entails that States cannot immediately push-

back refugees who reach their borders at least until it is established that they do not deserve 

protection7. And second, this aggravates the fragility of front-line states, because they are 

confronted with the task of controlling the external borders of the EU and processing the majority 

of the applications for asylum of refugees and other people in need of protection who have arrived 

irregularly to the common area. While Frontex has the mandate to support the member States to 

carry out their task to control borders, there are no instruments of solidarity able to alleviate the 

social, political and economic (despite economic funds devoted to it) pressure that asylum 

seekers who arrive in high numbers suppose for States in terms of reception and procedures.  

The EU policy on asylum does not address the two main problems of the International general 

regime on international protection based on the Geneva Convention on the status of refugees: 

First of all, the combination of the concept of jurisdiction of the states and the axis of the regime, 

the non-refoulement rule, which states as a result that the first safe country where an asylum 

seeker arrives is responsible to examine his/her application for international protection and to 

protect their Human Rights. This is not compensated by a system of International solidarity with 

the aim to compensate the economic, social, and also political burdens that great numbers of 

refugees and asylum seekers may suppose in some states. Second, neither the CEAS, nor the EU 

polices on migration and on visas, nor the combination of all of them resolve the second 

shortcoming of the International regime on refuges and asylum that consists in the lack of safe 

and legal avenues for refugees to try to reach a safe country in order apply for asylum. The global 

legal framework applicable to migrations, which includes the International regime on the 

protection of Human Rights, does only contain the right to leave one’s own country, not the right 

to take the way to and to enter into a foreign country. 

The CEAS does not address these shortcomings efficiently and it has the perverse effect 

of aggravating current distributive imbalances: The EU members States participating in the 

Schengen area have agreed on the idea that asylum seekers and refugees will not have recognised 

the right to move in the area of freedom of movements. For this reason, the state of the first 

arrival, usually, the state with more vulnerable external borders, the European states where the 

routes of illegal immigration end, are those who will be charged with the responsibility to proceed 

with the majority of asylum applications in the EU: Greece; Italy; Malta; Cyprus; Spain. After 

the “crisis”, the CEAS addressed in ad hoc temporary measures, relocation as a strategy for 

operational solidarity, in addition to budgetary and external measures. The majority of states have 

shown reluctances to comply with their compromises of relocation, and some of them have 

directly opposed to these measures and have been considered in breach of EU law by the CJEU8.  

 

 

 

 

 
6European Commission, Towards a reform of the common European asylum system and enhancing legal avenues to 

Europe, COM (2016) 197 final, 6 April 2016, §I.1. 
7 This has recently been reaffirmed by the Court of Justice of the European Union, in the judgement of 17 December 

2020, European Commission v Hungary, C- 808/18, ECLI:EU:C:2020:1029. 
8 Court of Justice of the EU, judgment of 2 April 2020, European Commission v Republic of Poland; Hungary and 

Czech Republic; C-715/17; C-718/17; C-719/17, ECLI:EU:C:2020:257. 
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3. Third: How the new Pact addresses these shortcomings?  

 

The New Pact does not “abolish the Dublin Regulation”, as the President Von der Leyen 

announced on the occasion of the 2020 State of the Union Speech9. On the contrary, the proposal 

for an Asylum and Migration Management Regulation10 replicates verbatim the main parts of the 

Dublin III Regulation, with the exception of some amendments taken from the Dublin IV 

proposal of 201611. With regard to asylum, the New Pact and the accompanying proposals: First, 

it further reduces the rights of the applicants for international protection in the EU, because they 

will be obliged to present their asylum applications in the first MS that they reach (and they will 

risk the withdrawal of the reception conditions if they try to go to another country); they will also 

be submitted to a pre-Dublin or pre-admission procedure either at the borders or in the territory 

aimed at controlling if they suppose a threat for the internal security or for the public order of the 

EU; and, finally, a great number of their guarantees will be reduced, such as the right to benefit 

from an effective remedy (this reduction breaches the fundamental right to an effective remedy 

enshrined in the Charter of fundamental rights of the EU; and in the European Convention on 

Human Rights). 

Second, it timidly addresses the solidarity mechanisms in case of migratory pressures and 

in the event of rescue operations. The mechanism operates according to three “modes” according 

to complex provisions that as a result give a compulsory but flexible system12: Firstly, the 

Commission is charged with assessing whether a state is faced with recurring arrivals and 

determines the relocation needs or other contributions. Secondly, member States should notify 

the contributions they will be willing to do and offer relocations or other contributions provided 

that this is proportional (despite that it is difficult to assess how this criterion could be applied in 

concrete cases). Thirdly, if the relocations offered fall 30% short of the target indicated by the 

Commission, the European Commission will adopt a decision of execution where member States 

will be obliged to meet, at least, 50% of their quota of relocations or “return sponsorships” instead 

of relocations (the sponsor member State takes the compromise to return a person and, if the 

return is not carried out within eight months, to take charge of him or her on its territory)13.  

To end, even if the New Pact and proposals for the third phase of the CEAS contains 

some adequate changes as regards to the criteria for allocating responsibility of member States 

on asylum seekers (such as new possibilities for family reunification, or to determine the 

responsibility to examine an asylum application or to relocate applicants based on their 

meaningful links with Member States14), it does not address in a feasible way the problems of 

solidarity and of fair sharing of responsibilities of member States as regards to forced migrants 

in Europe, nor the dramatic pathways that refugees take to arrive to Europe due to the lack of 

safe channels15. To participate in the European area of freedom of movements should imply to 

share all of the responsibilities, at the borders, as regards to forced migrants, etc. and the EU is 

not yet ready to enforce the bad side of the freedom of movements in terms of reception of third 

country nationals to the member States. A fair sharing of responsibilities based on mutual trust 

 
9 State of the Union Address by President von der Leyen at the European Parliament Plenary, 16 September 2020, 

<https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/ov/SPEECH_20_1655> 
10 COM (2020) 610 final.  
11 COM (2016) 270 final 2016/0133 (COD).  
12 Francesco Maiani, “A “Fresh Start” or One More Clunker? Dublin and Solidarity in the New Pact”, 20 October 

2020, Immigration and Asylum Law and Policy. EU Migration Law Blog <http://eumigrationlawblog.eu/a-

fresh-start-or-one-more-clunker-dublin-and-solidarity-in-the-new-pact/> 
13 COM (2020) 610 final: Articles 45-56. 
14 COM (2020) 610 final: Articles 20 and 57. 
15 Steve Peers highlight the difficulties of implementation in:  “First analysis of the EU’s new asylum proposals”, 

EU Law Analysis, 25 September 2020 <http://eulawanalysis.blogspot.com/2020/09/first-analysis-of-eus-

new-asylum.html> 
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among States is, however, a condition to maintain the EU as an area of freedom, security and 

justice for people.  

 

 

IV. The new Pact on migration and asylum: A proposal on (Maritime) border control. 

Gemma Pinyol, Associate researcher at GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

 

 

The New Pact on Migration and Asylum (PMA) begins with a paragraph that many of us 

could subscribe to, but it continues with a series of proposals that make it difficult to understand 

the exercise of this new roadmap. In fact, throughout the text, the issues that have marked the 

development of the migration agenda in the European Union in recent years are very well-

identified, such as the regular situation of most third-country nationals living in the EU, the lack 

of solidarity between member states, the ineffectiveness of return policies, the differences 

between asylum systems, etc. But the proposed responses demonstrate, once again, the short-

sightedness and lack of ambition of the Commission in trying to develop not even a policy, but 

a minimum shared framework for migration management among EU countries. 

The PMA includes interesting contributions such as the Talent Partnerships, the option 

for resettlement and community sponsorship to guarantee safe pathways for refugees or the 

protection of minors. But beyond some specific actions, almost everything generates uncertainty 

in the New Pact, starting with its name. First, because presenting a working plan as a pact seems 

unusual and it is also misleading. The reference to a New Pact immediately leads us to think of 

the previous (and first) Pact on Migration and Asylum, adopted in 2008. On that occasion, and 

with the critical impetus of the French prime minister at the time, Nicolas Sarkozy, the Pact was 

precisely that: a political instrument of the heads of the member countries' governments to send 

a clear message to the Commission, which was preparing what would be the next roadmap on 

immigration and asylum. The governments of the member states wanted to anticipate the 

Commission's proposals, to send out some key messages about what they would and would not 

allow. This is and has been a relatively common tension between the intergovernmental and 

supranational viewpoints in the development of the common actions on immigration and asylum 

that began to be woven in 1999. But in the 2020 Plan, why emphasize the idea of a pact when 

this is the roadmap of the European Commission for the next five years in migration and asylum 

questions. 

Secondly, because this is not a pact focused on migration and asylum, but rather on border 

control. Indeed, unlike the 2015 European Agenda on Migration, it devotes two points (out of 9) 

and four pages (out of 28) to attracting talent to the European Union (almost as the only reference 

to regular access to European territory and its labour markets) and to supporting integration to 

build more inclusive societies. But the rest of the text focuses on border control. So, as a general 

framework on migration and asylum policies in the EU, it seems that most of the related topics 

will be developed in other future instruments (such as the Action Plan on Integration and 

Inclusion presented this last November). 

In its presentation, the Commission Vice-President, Margaritis Schinas defined the PMA 

as a three-storey house: the first floor focuses on the external dimension and relations with third 

countries; the second floor on external border control, and the third floor on internal solidarity 

rules. By redrawing the house, the PMA seems more like an initiative dedicated to controlling 

the entrance door, with a few small and back rooms dedicated to regular routes and integration 

and inclusion issues. There is no comprehensive overview of immigration and asylum policies, 

and border control remains the main fixation. When it comes to migration, the Commission and 

a large number of member countries have not yet lifted their eyes from their borders, and 

migration and asylum policies couldn’t be elaborated in the borders.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/promoting-our-european-way-life/new-pact-migration-and-asylum_es
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=ES&f=ST%2013440%202008%20INIT
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/ES/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0240&from=HU
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In terms of ambition, its proposal reflects the combined voices of the Member States. As 

these are contradictory voices, the Commission itself has already acknowledged that not 

everyone will like it. Differently from other working plans, the Commission has discussed the 

contents of the Pact before presenting it, rather than making its own proposal to be discussed 

afterwards. That could be defined as an exercise of ‘realpolitik’, but it goes deeper than 

pragmatism. For instance, the PMA doesn’t make any reference to the Global Compact in order 

to avoid, according the Commission, opening the discrepancies that the UN document generates 

between Member States: since the Global Compact was approved by 24 MS and rejected by 3 of 

them (Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland), the exclusion of any references doesn’t seem like 

an exercise of diplomacy, rather an option to protect the point of view expressed by the detractors 

of the Global Compact. So, the PMA tends to protect some specific messages on migration and 

migration governance, and also aims to please those states that consider EU rules on immigration 

to be an imposition to national discretionary power. It seems than the Commission has decided 

to please Member States rather than having an honest and complex discussion about migration 

challenges in the EU scenario. 

Regarding the contents, it could be interesting to look at some proposals that have been 

defined as flagship initiatives. First, the Pact establishes a system of (pre) entry screening, 

applicable to all persons from third countries who enter European territory irregularly. The aim 

is to determine, in a flexible manner, which persons may be subject to international protection 

processes and which may not. The former will be treated following the guidelines established for 

asylum applications, while the latter, will be subject to an immediate return process at the border. 

This new situation raises different questions: How can it guarantee that the processes are studied 

individually if part of the rapid selection is based on circumstantial questions such as the country 

of origin? If individual consideration is allowed, how is the speed of the selection process 

ensured? There is a contradiction here which has already been identified as problematic in the 

EU-Turkey Pact. Moreover, if the immediate return is not possible, what happens to these 

people? Hence, the existence of detention centres at European borders becomes a real and 

worrying possibility.  

Second, a new solidarity mechanism is mentioned, which should allow member states to 

support those who are in a situation of greater migratory pressure, either by allowing the 

relocation of people who have not returned to their country or by sponsoring the return (basically, 

taking over the costs of this person until they can be returned). It is not clear how this solidarity 

mechanism will be guaranteed to be effective, nor if sanctions are foreseen for those who do not 

comply with it. Given the failure of the relocation programme established in 2015, there is 

nothing to suggest that the new one will give better results. Additionally, in the proposal for a 

regulation on managing asylum and migration presented by the Commission on the same day, it 

is stated that when the return of the person in an irregular situation has not been able to materialise 

in eight months, the individual will be transferred to the sponsoring Member State. Which real 

incentives will there be for countries such as Poland and Hungary, which have refused to fulfil 

their commitments to relocate refugees, to act differently with migrants in an irregular situation? 

This seems to be a nonsensical idea which will not solve the needs of the border countries that 

might receive a more significant number of arrivals. 

Third, the PMA takes up the need to abandon the Dublin Regulation and proposes a new 

system of hierarchically binding criteria. A quick comparison between the new proposal and the 

existing Regulation confirms that only the criterion of diplomas or other qualifications has been 

added. The ‘breakdown’ of Dublin system is due, among other things, to the systematic failure 

to comply with this existing hierarchy of criteria. There is no indication that, under a new name, 

the situation will be any different. 

Fourth, the Pact also proposes a Migration Crisis Preparedness Plan, which should serve 

to improve the capacity to anticipate and respond to exceptional situations. If 2014-2015 taught 

https://www.fundacionalternativas.org/observatorio-de-politica-exterior-opex/documentos/documentos-de-trabajo/flujos-migratorios-en-el-mediterraneo-causas-politicas-y-reforma
https://www.fundacionalternativas.org/observatorio-de-politica-exterior-opex/documentos/documentos-de-trabajo/flujos-migratorios-en-el-mediterraneo-causas-politicas-y-reforma
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/proposal-regulation-asylum-migration_en-1.pdf
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us anything, it is that information on Syria's humanitarian crisis was available, and that there was 

no desire to respond in any other way. The neglect of people in need of international protection 

in the Mediterranean or Greece in recent years has not been due to a lack of means but rather due 

to a lack of political will. Finally, concerning regular entry channels, the Commission is 

presenting as a novelty the 'Talent Partnerships', which have yet to be defined. 

These ‘new’ contributions, although generating new opportunities, mainly emphasise 

usual and repeated errors in the development of the European migration and asylum policies. At 

the PMA's launch press conference, Ylva Johanson lamented that the media only pays attention 

to migration when it is linked to crisis situations when the vast majority of migrants arriving in 

EU countries do so regularly. The PMA reflects the same problem. It only pays attention to 

irregular entries and neglects the most important package of any migration policy: regular and 

safe entries. The only new proposal, the talented partnerships that were targeted, remain 

undeveloped. The mentioning of resettlement or EU sponsorship is only to signal the 

Commission's support for the Member States who wish to continue in this path. The 

implementation or revision of the long-term directives, blue card, permits for study and research, 

or the single permit, are mentioned in passing. 

The PMA bases a large part of its action on strengthening the idea of returns as a way of 

combating irregular immigration in Europe, even though it is acknowledged that only one-third 

of it is carried out. Fixing on a failed formula, which also requires the indispensable contribution 

of a third country (that must allow the return and could use it as a bargain item), is another of the 

ills afflicting many migration policies. In order to improve returns, the Pact puts emphasis on the 

need to enhance partnerships with countries of origin and transit, an externalisation which has 

proved to be unresolved and which, furthermore, leaves the effectiveness of European actions in 

the hands of third countries. Once again, development is stressed as a disincentive to migration, 

and externalisation is reinforced as a means of action, showing that, for some, the best 

management of migration in the European Union is to leave it in the hands of other countries. 

The collaboration in migration matters with these countries continues to be built as a complex 

balance between positive incentives (such as economic aid, preferential treatment, etc.) and 

negative ones, to which the Visa Suspension Mechanism is now added for those visa-free 

countries from which too many unfounded asylum requests originate. 

There are other contributions from this PMA that also deserve attention, but it is sad to 

watch that 20 years after Tampere, we are worse off than when we started. The Commission's 

proposals are no longer innovative and are limited to the desire to not bother the Member States 

(too much), even if they violate EU law itself. The Commission is attempting to solve all the 

identified mistakes by renaming concepts that have not worked, without seeking alternatives that 

are efficient and effective. Almost everything in the Pact pivoting on a failed system like return, 

whose failure has never depended on the action (or the will) of the Member States. The more 

comprehensive view of the first agendas has been reduced to mere border control, strengthening 

the securitised view of human mobility. The fact that the Commission no longer has its own voice 

in matters of migration and asylum does not augur well for migration issues, nor for the European 

Union's integration project neither the European principles. 
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V. The relation with the neighboring countries. Iván Martín, Associate researcher at 

GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

 

 

1. The external dimension of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum in the EU and its 

impact on Maghreb countries. 

 

The bulk of the content of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum published by the 

European Commission on the 23rd of September 2020, focuses on the internal dimension of this 

policy area within the EU. And only in a second moment the Communication acknowledges that 

“this common response needs to include the EU’s relationships with third countries, as the 

internal and external dimensions of migration are inextricably linked: working closely with 

partners has a direct impact on the effectiveness of policies inside the EU”16. The message is very 

clear: the external dimension is instrumental to ensure the effectiveness of the internal dimension. 

As a matter of fact, one has to wait for page 17 of the Communication to find section 6 on 

“Working with our international partners”. This note will review the content of this external 

dimension of the proposed New Pact and how the latter may affect neighbouring countries in the 

Mediterranean, specifically the Maghreb countries.  

 

2. A change of paradigm in EU cooperation with third countries? 

 

In the public presentation of the proposal for a New Pact on Migration and Asylum, the 

European Commission refers to “A new paradigm in the EU's engagement with external 
partners”17. To justify this statement, it explains “The Pact signals a change of paradigm in the 

EU's engagement with international partners on migration, centred around comprehensive, 

balanced and tailor-made migration partnerships, deepening, broadening and consolidating the 

trust already built”. However, for connoisseurs of EU cooperation with third countries in the field 

of migration and of EU development cooperation action, the true change of paradigm already 

place on 2016, when the Commission published its Communication on “establishing a new 

Partnership Framework with third countries under the European Agenda on Migration”18. The 

2016 Communication explained how the EU’s external action would contribute to respond to the 

“unprecedent migration flows” and the consequent “humanitarian crisis”. The main instrument 

to do so would be the so-called Partnership Framework, “a coherent and tailored engagement 

where the Union and its Member States act in a coordinated manner putting together instruments, 

tools and leverage to reach comprehensive partnerships (compacts) with third countries to better 

manage migration”. Regarding those compacts, one paragraph of the Communication was 

particularly revealing: 
  

“Increasing coherence between migration and development policy is important to ensure 

that development assistance helps partner countries manage migration more effectively, 

and also incentivises them to effectively cooperate on readmission of irregular migrants. 

Positive and negative incentives should be integrated in the EU's development policy, 

 
16Communication from the Commission COMM (2020)609 final of 23 September 2020, page 2, https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:85ff8b4f-ff13-11ea-b44f-

01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_3&format=PDF.   
17New Pact on Migration and Asylum: Questions and Answers, Brussels, 23 September 2020, 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_20_1707.  
18Communication from the Commission COMM (2016)385 final, 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/03

85/COM_COM(2016)0385_EN.pdf.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:85ff8b4f-ff13-11ea-b44f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_3&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:85ff8b4f-ff13-11ea-b44f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_3&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:85ff8b4f-ff13-11ea-b44f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_3&format=PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_20_1707
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/0385/COM_COM(2016)0385_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2016/0385/COM_COM(2016)0385_EN.pdf


 
 

14 

rewarding those countries that fulfil their international obligation to readmit their own 

nationals, and those that cooperate in managing the flows of irregular migrants from 

third countries, as well as those taking action to adequately host persons fleeing conflict 

and persecution. Equally, there must be consequences for those who do not cooperate 

on readmission and return. […]" 

In this way, traditional conditionality of EU development cooperation was inverted: whereas 

according to Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (article 208), “Union development 

cooperation policy shall have as its primary objective the reduction and, in the long term, the 

eradication of poverty”, thus making it the only EU common policy not exclusively designed to 

serve the “community interest”, the new approach made it conditional and instrumental to 

achieving the objectives of EU migration policy, an incentive for those partner countries “that 

cooperate in managing the flows of irregular migrants from third countries”. 

The New Pact on Migration and Asylum uses the same language and applies the very same 

logic:   

“The EU needs a fresh look at its priorities, first in terms of the place of migration in its 

external relations and other policies, and then in terms of what this means for our overall 

relations with specific partners. In comprehensive partnerships, migration should be 

built in as a core issue, based on an assessment of the interests of the EU and partner 

countries. […] 

 

The approach needs to deploy a wide range of policy tools, and have the flexibility to 

be both tailor-made and able to adjust over time. Different policies such as development 

cooperation, security, visa, trade, agriculture, investment and employment, energy, 

environment and climate change, and education, should not be dealt with in isolation.” 
 

To ensure a sufficient flow of funds to that end the Regulation creating the new 

Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI), which will be 

the main financial instrument to fund EU development cooperation in the period 2021-2027, 

establishes a target of 10% of funds earmarked for migration-related actions. This will amount 

to roughly 1bn euros a year during that period for migration-related actions, on top of the 22.6 

bn euros (more than 3bn euros a year, more than doubling the budgetary allocation for the former 

budgetary period 2014-2020) allocated for migration and border management within the EU, 

including the Asylum and Migration Fund, which also provides for limited funding for external 

actions. 

 

3. How will the new Pact on migration and asylum affect Maghreb countries? 

 

The New Pact on Migration and Asylum is a complex set of legislative and policy 

proposals. The “nine instruments”, five legislative proposals and four recommendations 

concretely submitted by the European Commission basically concern internal policy areas 

regarding EU border control, asylum and migration management and do not really affect third 

countries. The aspects of the New Pact that may have a bigger impact on neighbouring countries 

are the provisions contained in the sections on an “effective and common EU system for returns”, 

on “Protecting those in need and supporting host countries”, and on “legal pathways to Europe”.   

Regarding the “effective and common EU system for returns” of irregular migrants to 

countries of origin, in 2018 the European Commission already submitted a proposal amending 

the Return Directive which has still not been approved. In any case, at least since 2015 it is 

exerting a very strong pressure on neighbouring countries to sign readmission agreements. 

Without much success so far: not a single Southern Mediterranean country has signed such a 
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readmission agreement with the EU (in the Mediterranean, only Turkey signed it in 2014), even 

if several of them have bilateral readmission agreements with European countries (Spain-

Morocco, Italy-Tunisia….). And the rate of implementation of return orders of irregular residing 

third country nationals in Europe is under 30%. The New Pact may provide more incentives and 

more resources to support return and readmission in Maghreb countries, but it will not make a 

big difference to the situation in the last five years.  

As far as “Protecting those in need and supporting host countries” is concerned, the New Pact 

seems to enshrine the principle of “refugees/irregular migrants for money”: if you keep refugees 

or irregular migrants, you receive funding from the EU budget; and if you do not want them, you 

can pay for it (this is the rational of the “return sponsorships” figured out in the New Pact for 

those Member States which are not ready to host refugees or irregular migrants). But this 

generosity may have counterproductive effects in some Maghreb countries, in particular in 

Tunisia and Morocco. Both countries host a relative low number of vulnerable migrants in 

situation of irregularity as well as refugees and asylum seekers (by the end of 2020, in Morocco 

there were close to 12,000 refugees and asylum seekers and in Tunisia almost 5,000 refugees and 

asylum seekers, plus several thousand irregular migrants in each of the countries). Both countries 

have committed to adopt asylum laws, Morocco as one of the three laws to be adopted according 

to the National Migration Strategy approved in 2014 and Tunisia even as a constitutional mandate 

of the 2014 Constitution. But both countries have not yet adopted it six years afterwards, and 

instead let the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) determine status and 

provide support to refugees and asylum seekers, and mainly international NGOs to provide 

support to vulnerable migrants, largely financed by the European Union and its Member States. 

Should Morocco and Tunisia adopt the Asylum Laws, they would acquire obligations to assist 

vulnerable migrants by themselves even if the European donors would withhold their funds, so 

they have a clear incentive not to do so. This perverted incentive is well explained in a recent 

report by the Forum Tunisien des Droits Économiques et Sociaux, “Politiques du Non-Accueil 

en Tunisie : Des acteurs humanitaires au service des politiques sécuritaires européennes ».19 

Finally, the New Pact on Asylum and Migration also contains a section on “Developing Legal 

Pathways to Europe”. One has to wait to page 22 of the Communication to find a mention to 

legal migration (which features 4 pages out of the 24 of the text), and the only novelties are the 

“Talent Partnerships” and the commitment to explore the potential of an “EU Talent Pool” as 

labour migration policy tool. In other words, legal migration is again envisaged only in an 

instrumental way as part of the policy to “Attracting Skills and Talent to the EU”, as the title of 

Section 7 of the Communication reads. No concrete legal proposal is submitted in this field (in 

June 2016, the European Commission already submitted a proposal to reform the EU Blue Card 

Directive to attract highly skilled talent to the EU, which has not yet been approved, and future 

proposals to reform the single Permit and the Long-Term Residents Directives are announced). 

Despite these limitations, this part of the New Pact does provide some new opportunities for 

Maghreb countries. The Talent Partnerships are defined as “enhanced commitment to support 

legal migration and mobility with key partners. They should be launched first in the EU’s 

Neighbourhood, the Western Balkans, and in Africa, with a view to expanding to other regions. 

These will provide a comprehensive EU policy framework as well as funding support for 

cooperation with third countries, to better match labour and skills needs in the EU, as well as 

being part of the EU’s toolbox for engaging partner countries strategically on migration.” In this 

regard, Tunisia and Morocco are well in line to become pilot countries, as they are already focus 

 
19 June 2020, http://ftdes.net/rapports/ftdes.migreu.pdf.  

http://ftdes.net/rapports/ftdes.migreu.pdf
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countries for the pilot legal migration projects launched by the European Commission in 2017 

with AMIF funds.  

 

4. Pending questions 

 

By way of conclusion, at least the external dimension of the New Pact on Migration and 

Asylum is not really new, and it displays an unbalanced mix between the EU’s interests and 

priorities and third countries’ interests and priorities. The only real innovation in the field of legal 

pathways to migration is a kind of micro-scheme for legal migration of exclusively highly skilled 

workers (Talent Partnerships, which have by definition only a few scores of beneficiaries).  

The three questions that the New Pact leaves unanswered in relation to cooperation with third 

developing countries, and that might effectively articulate a change of paradigm in the EU's 

engagement with external partners, are the following: 
  

1) What theory of change (in their countries of origin, in transit countries and in the causes, 

size and direction of migration flows to Europe) underlies the external dimension of the 

Pact? 

 

2) In view of the micro scale of new proposed legal migration channels, where is the 

development strategy behind it? Where the migration-development nexus originally 

vaunted (for instance in the Global Approach on Migration and Mobilities adopted in 

2005, then reviewed in 201120) as a key driver and principle of EU cooperation with third 

countries in the field of migration? 

 

3) Where is the Partnership dimension? What has been or can be subject to negotiation with 

third “partner” countries beyond what will have to be discussed, negotiated and approved 

within the European Union and among their Member States? 

 

 

VI. Reflections on the EU’s external refugee governance approach in Lebanon21. 

Tamirace Fakhoury, ISJCR, Lebanese American University, Beirut, Lebanon. 

 

 

1. Introductory note 

 

One of the key spillovers of Syria’s conflict has been the displacement of more than 6 

million Syrians to neighboring countries, mainly Turkey, Jordan, and Lebanon. In this brief 

reflection note, I will tackle the issue of Syrian displacement in Lebanon, and the Lebanese 

government’s cooperation with the EU. I will mention the key challenges and dilemmas that have 

shaped coordination in that regard. By focusing on the case study of the EU-Lebanon 

cooperation, this reflection note seeks to convey critical insights on the implications of the new 

Pact of Asylum and Migration for the EU’s neighbouring countries, and to delineate the 

contextual realities that will shape its implementation. 

 

 

 

 

 
20 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0743&from=EN.  
21 These reflections are based on the author’s prior work, research and publications on Lebanon and the EU’s 

collaboration in the context of displacement from Syria.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0743&from=EN
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2. Setting the context 

 

The 2011 Arab uprisings that have turned in some cases into upheavals have led the EU 

to reconfigure its external action in its so-called Southern neighborhood. In 2015, the EU 

revamped its Neighborhood Policy (ENP) with neighboring Middle Eastern states, calling for an 

approach that relies on tailormade engagement rather than a “one-size fits all”. Unlike the 2011 

Arab spring instruments that stressed democracy deepening, the 2015 revised policy focuses on 

regional stabilization and security as core priorities of the EU’s external action. With the arrival 

of more than one million Syrians to Europe, the EU devised new partnership frameworks with 

third countries on migration, including Syria’s neighboring host states. One of this partnership’s 

pillars is to design “comprehensive partnerships” that leverage the EU’s funding power and 

policies in sectors such as development and trade with a view to positioning them as “positive 

incentives” in migration management. More concretely, the EU has sought to provide incentives 

such as trade facilitation schemes and financial arrangements to entice host states to improve the 

integration of refugees in their societies and labor markets. Jordan and Turkey are cases in point. 

According to the EU, these policy instruments aim to strengthen the capacity of local refugee 

protection regimes, and to foster the resilience of refugees as close as possible to their country of 

origin. At the same time, as many analysts, argue, they offer avenues to discourage the departure 

of potential asylum seekers to Europe. In other words, these politics of refugee resilience are to 

be situated in the EU’s architecture of externalization.  

 

3. Lebanon’s politics of refugee reception 

 

Lebanon has been a key site for widespread displacement from Syria since 2011, and the 

EU has been the main funding power that has provided refugee aid since then. The country is no 

signatory state to the 1951 Convention, yet it has hosted more than 1 million Syrian refugees. At 

the beginning of the conflict, the Lebanese government adopted an open-border policy. Soon, 

however, this policy gave way to a securitized approach of refugee containment. In 2015, 

Lebanon closed its borders and asked the UN Refugee Agency to stop registering refugees. In 

the last years, we have seen an acute political securitization of the refugee question. Politicians 

have portrayed refugees as security and economic threats. As soon as the balance of power tipped 

in favor of the Syrian regime, various political parties have been vociferously lobbying 

(nationally, regionally, and internationally) for Syrian refugee return, stressing Lebanon’s 

overstretched capacity. One year before Lebanon’s October uprising in 2019, the Lebanese 

government had started promoting policies that have significantly restricted Syrians’ access to 

employment, housing, and residency. These restrictions have acted as “soft deportation” 

measures. In parallel, key political executives have scaled up calls for refugee repatriation.  

 

4. The EU’s approach in Lebanon 

 

Against this background, how has the EU dealt with such realities? And has the EU been 

able to promote refugee protection in its neighborhood? 

The EU’s refugee approach, which seeks to entice Lebanon to facilitate refugee inclusion 

and to foster refugee resilience, has been gradually “overshadowed” by Lebanon’s shifting policy 

realities and geostrategic interests.22 It is nonetheless true that the EU was able to create, albeit 

temporarily, “a fleeting conversation” on improving refugee inclusion in policy spheres. In the 

wake of the 2016 London Conference for Supporting Syria and the Region, and with the adoption 

of the so-called EU-Lebanon 2016 compact, which promised funding in return for the Lebanese 

 
22 Sandra Lavenex and Tamirace Fakhoury, “Trade Agreements as a Venue for EU Migration Governance,” 

DELMI Migration Studies Delegation, Sweden, forthcoming. 
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government easing Syrians’ temporary stay and employment, the government pledged to deliver 

on some reforms. For instance, in 2017, the Lebanese government announced its decision to 

waive the 200 US dollar refugee residency fee enabling Syrian refugees to renew their legal stay. 

It also pledged to facilitate Syrian refugees’ access to work in limited sectors namely 

environment, agriculture, and construction.  In reality, these pledges have not materialized. In 

2017, the UNHCR reported that only 20 percent of people were able to extend their residency 

without paying fees. In its latest Vulnerability Assessment (VASYR), it further reports than more 

than 70% of surveyed Syrians did not have legal status. Also, work permits issued for Syrians 

remained limited. The Lebanese government has attributed such unmet goals to Lebanon’s 

overstretched capacity as a refugee hosting state under massive strains. In reality, analysts 

referred to Lebanon’s intent to maintain legal ambiguity as desired policy.  

In yet another perspective, the EU’s refugee diplomacy with Lebanon remained largely 

disconnected from an understanding of Lebanon’s polarized perceptions over the Syrian conflict. 

Throughout the last years of turmoil, Lebanon has not developed a unified policy stance ---either 

towards Syria’s war or towards the refugee issue. In the context of Syria’s war, some Lebanese 

political parties have supported the Syrian regime in the face of its rivals. Others have viewed 

the conflict as an opportunity to weaken Syria’s influence in Lebanon. Amid internal polarities 

and clashing foreign policy objectives, most political factions have started portraying the 

extended stay of Syrian refugees, who are mostly Sunni, as a threat to Lebanon’s system of 

sectarian power-sharing. Furthermore, the issue of Syrian refugee stay and return has become 

deeply intertwined with politicians’ geopolitical interests. Some political executives who are 

staunch allies of the Syrian regime hoped that, by calling for Syrian refugee return, they would 

contribute to restoring the legitimacy of the Syrian regime. Within this climate, as I show in some 

of my research,23 the EU’s external approach has become inevitably embroiled in the complex 

geopolitics of Lebanese Syrian relations. In this respect, some of its policy templates have 

remained merely ink on paper. 

 

5. Contestation 

 

In addition to the mismatch between the EU’s external refugee approach and Lebanon’s 

realities, we have witnessed in the last years soft discursive conflicts between Lebanese officials 

and their EU counterparts. In the last years, some Lebanese politicians have started calling on the 

EU to divert funds from Lebanon to Syria in the hope of incentivizing refugees to go home. Also, 

as Lebanese officials started lobbying for rash refugee repatriation, the EU has reiterated on 

various occasions that conditions for return are still not favorable, and that its answer for Lebanon 

would be resilience-building through development aid. In return, the Lebanese government 

insisted that Lebanon is no country of asylum. In this context of clashing perceptions, various 

Lebanese politicians have criticized the EU’s so-called politics of resilience-building in the host 

state, framing it instead as a politics of deterrence. They have also criticized unbalanced burden 

sharing. In my work, I argue that these clashing logics are not only rhetorical. They have 

consequences for refugees’ lived realities and rights. Most importantly, such clashing narratives 

lead to portraying refugees through “a crisis governance lens” that privileges quick fixes or 

solutions that are not harmonized with local contexts.  

 

6. Lebanon’s October uprising and its wide-ranging reverberations 

 

In October 2019, Lebanon experienced a massive protest wave – commonly called the 

revolution or thawra –with citizens calling for the demise of Lebanon’s inept and corrupt regime. 

 
23 Tamirace Fakhoury. 2020. “Refugee Return and Fragmented Governance in the Host State”. Third World 

Quarterly. 



 
 

19 

The revolutionary episode was essentially a reaction to a financial crash that led the Lebanese 

pound to lose more than 80 per cent of its value.  

Beyond its economic triggers, the thawra carved a field tying together the struggles of 

workers, women, as well as migrants and refugees. In this setting, activists criticized the state’s 

culture of impunity towards citizens and non-citizens. They further criticized international 

powers’ pragmatic collaboration with a corrupt regime which has stifled the well-being of both 

citizens and refugees. 

In a context of cumulative shocks ranging from a vertiginous financial crash to the 2020 

twin Beirut Blasts, both refugees and host populations have experienced “a crisis upon crisis 

scenario”. Today, more than 50 per cent of Lebanese citizens and more than 70 per cent of Syrian 

refugees have been thrown under the poverty line. Lebanon’s fall, which happens at a time when 

international powers have channelled massive aid for the sake of the country’s stabilization and 

recovery, has inspired a vociferous debate on the limitations of external assistance. 

 

7. What implications does this complex landscape have for the EU and its external action 

in Lebanon? 

 

Following the outbreak of Syria’s war, the EU has increasingly collaborated with the 

Lebanese government to devise projects that allocate help to both refugee and host communities.  

Still, what is the balance sheet? One important dilemma that I would like to raise is the EU’s 

pragmatic cooperation with Lebanon’s governing powers in the context of the refugee challenge 

and despite the state’s dissatisfactory record in upholding citizens’ and refugees’ rights. As 

underscored, the EU has developed in the last years an approach of principled pragmatism, 

favoring stabilization. Still, as the EU has increased its aid by more than 200% since 2012 in 

Lebanon, civil society organizations and activists have called for tracking where the money has 

gone, especially in the context of a harrowing financial crash and in the light of deteriorating 

refugee rights. Against this backdrop, how can the EU build on Lebanon’s grassroots protest 

movement to develop an external policy that is synchronized with people’s and refugees’ 

aspirations? And how can its funding power have more tangible effects on improving the 

livelihoods and rights of both refugee and host communities? Finally, what are the implications 

of cooperating with host governments in which social contracts are no longer viable? And how 

can the EU draw on Lebanon as a test case to bring in the principle of good governance in its 

external migration policies?24 

 

 

VII. Concluding remarks: The EU Pact, the EU Black Hole. Ricard Zapata-Barrero, 

Director of GRITIM-UPF and Coordinator of the EUMedMi Jean Monnet 

Network. Saib Musette, CREAD, Research Center in Applied Economics for 

Development, Algiers, Algeria. 

 

 

After listening to all the interventions, let us begin by pointing to the subtility of words.  

From a meta-analysis perspective, the first conclusion I reach is that we are not in front of a Pact 

but of an agreement among Members States. One can wonder why a Pact is necessary at the 

internal level? Pact-making is an international diplomatic tool among states that have some initial 

disagreements. In international relations, a pact can even come just after a certain period of 

conflict and crisis among states. So, the so called a Pact on Migration and Asylum reveals an 

 
24 Tamirace Fakhoury. 2020. Lebanon as a Test Case for the EU’s Logic of Governmentality in Refugee 

Challenges, Istituto Affari Internazionali. 
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official acknowledgement that there are deep internal divisions that may break the already weak 

EU identity and main aspirations as a unique body of politics. What all the interventions induce 

me to think is that the Pact is an indicator of the EU’s crisis and ontological cleavages among 

member States, rather than an instrument to fix it?  It seems that at the end this Pact will not have 

continuity because of deep disagreements with EU border countries, among others. This Pact is 

then not the end of a migration governance dynamic neither the beginning of a new era but a step 

further aggravating the EU crisis. We can even say this Pact will always be remembered as an 

“Unborn Pact”, still picturing a centripetal logic: The Fortress of Europe is at the ground floor, 

taking the picture that inspired P. Scholten’s intervention. 

If we seek to balance between positive and negative implications, the debates will 

certainly grow towards the negative box. First, in its form, the Pact looks like an 

intergovernmental agreement without following the usual formal routes of intergovernmental 

consensus.  It still pictures the difficulty of speaking with an EU voice, when the dependence of 

narratives is still too state-centric. Another key-feature of this Pact is that it is too short-term 

oriented, even if it claims in its rhetoric to be a long-term approach, with a clear lack of diplomatic 

sensibility, since the Mediterranean is in its background, the sending countries are in-between 

lines, but without explicitly addressing cooperation, coordination and shared responsibilities, as 

one would expect.  

The concept of solidarity surfing most of its mainstream narrative expels from its scope 

those that are using it to build their narratives and practices, claiming more solidarity towards 

migrants and refugees, and only use this narrow and solipsists view of solidarity among EU 

Members states. Thus, solidarity risk becomes a dressing word rather than a EU human value. 

Most of the contributions nurture with legitimate arguments this EU black hole. There is 

still no Mediterranean reading of migration and asylum. The factual reality is that EuroMed 

neighborhood policies and the abuse of conditionality, is creating a scenario of collapse for most 

southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries. And then the EU with their policies, are 

contributing to Mediterranean instability. As most of the contributors are claiming, and more 

explicitly G. Pinyol, there is an urgent need for a de-securitization narrative, rather than building 

a pact to improve bio-politics of control.  

The absence of Mediterranean diplomacy in this Pact is a symptom of the Eurocentric 

disease that still governs the EU political body.   As T. Fakhoury assumes, this means that the 

EU is working without taking into consideration the neighboring countries. It is rather using them 

to scaffold Fortress Europe. This Pact is still too securitization oriented. More attention should 

be paid to what Fakhoury warned us about: while neighboring countries are in a situation of 

collapse, the EU has devised the Pact without a Mediterranean holistic view, in a narrative where 

the countries of origin’s realities are missed out. The cooperation that is devised in the Pact is 

only for securitization purposes and without development cooperation efforts. Neighboring 

countries, namely Lebanon, Morocco, Egypt and Turkey are being used as watchdogs of 

Europe’s external borders. Erdogan’s hostility is an example of the inconvenient role that the EU 

has awarded to them, leveraging their negotiation power in the future, which could be compared 

to South American political products of American external policies in the XXth century.  Most 

Southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries are claiming that migration trafficking is an EU 

by-product, which is preventing the natural flow of people across borders, overwhelming the 

frontline and neighboring countries. The negative consequences of the Pact prevail. There is no 

real solidarity with neighboring countries, civil society or local governments. 

In Spain, a frontline country, there are no refugee camps like there are in Greece, but 

migrants survive in abandoned warehouses in irregular and inhumane situations. For instance, as 

we have read about, on the 10th of December 2020 in Badalona, a city close to Barcelona, three 

African migrants died in a fire at an abandoned industrial building which they were occupying. 

The Pact is not addressing this kind of situation either because it does not have a structural 
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approach to migration and refugees, as P. Scholten is claiming. It is written only in the interest 

of EU countries, not of migrants or countries of origin. Recalling Scholten, we need a mainstream 

view of migration that crosses all EU policies and touches all states equally. So far, they are 

trying to tackle the problems without a legal framework, as stated earlier by S. Morgades. The 

Pact seems to be a narrative to appease citizenship and xenophobic political parties.  

Changing the paradigm and narrative requires the development of instruments to deal 

with the challenges faced by cities, a decentralized decision-making cooperation in the 

Mediterranean and beyond. However, once more, the Mediterranean geographical scope, which 

should be central to the Pact, is in fact subliminal. Everyone knows that the Mediterranean Sea 

has the highest rate of drowned migrants from the southern coasts.  

Instead, a Mediterranean Migration Pact is much needed, and this Pact cannot be done 

without the voices of those countries that are now doing the “dirty work” that the EU is not 

willing to tackle. The EU is also financing some UN agencies and NGO´s to contain migration 

flows from some sub-Saharan countries, set asides its root causes. 

Southern countries are more concerned about the Global Migration Compact nowadays, 

which will be assessed in 2022 by the United Nations. Most countries are preparing a voluntary 

Report and probably some EU countries too. Maghreb countries do not seem much concerned 

about this EU Pact.  And probably, the Pact is at best an agreement among EU member states 

without bilateral partnerships between the EU and these countries. Hence, the nature of the 

agreement is not clear. Is the Pact an agreement between states to strengthen their security 

narratives, or is it a strategy to discuss the difficulties experienced by Mediterranean countries 

with them? 

What we have listed up to now, is that there are no legal migration pathways, and it is 

basically a border control pact mediated by external countries through economic incentives. It is 

our responsibility to build a good neighborhood with Southern countries and so far, it only 

concerns a limited number of member states. It is very Eurocentric. It expects neighboring 

countries to secure Europe’s external borders. Southern and eastern Mediterranean countries 

seem not to be directly concerned with this Pact because it does not target them, African countries 

are outside this pact. In his collaboration, Iván Martín tries to find a positive assessment in terms 

of cooperation with third Mediterranean countries, but the cooperation is understanding within 

this security EU skin not with a regional economic development. The same old policies, as return 

and circular migrations and so on … are reintroduced in this so-called EU Pact. We will need to 

promote a real Mediterranean Pact on Migration Governance, considering multiple voices and 

concerns.     
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VIII. Annex 1: Webinar program  

 

 

 

 

Is the new EU Pact a change of paradigm for Mediterranean 

Migration Governance?  

GRITIM-UPF/EuroMedMig Webinar 
 

Date: December 15th, 2020 

Time: 16:00– 18:00  

Euromedmig Office: Carmen Itzel Ruiz (carmenitzel.ruiz@upf.edu) 

 

Framework: 

The European Commission’s newly released Pact on Migration and Asylum aims to address 

todays Europe’s migration challenges. It has been presented as a “new approach to migration, 

addresses border management and ensures more coherence to integrate the internal and external 

dimensions of migration policies” and “to place a much more effective and comprehensive 

governance system that ensures that solidarity is effective in practice and that the challenges of 

migration are addressed comprehensively – be it outside or inside our Union”. This should be 

welcomed; however, is there a fine print we should know about? The new Pact would bring an 

end to the ‘Dublin System’, but will it in fact create a new system that allows for better 

distribution and care of refugees and asylum seekers within the European Union? The new Pact 

also proposes a new pre-entry screening system, but will it strengthen internal solidarity as well 

as protect the fundamental rights and values enshrined in the EU treaties? And the new 

framework of relations with third countries: will it be a real new deal, or will it reinforce well-

known controversial dynamics? 

The aim of this roundtable is to discuss these questions in regard to its impact on Mediterranean 

relations and to understand if the new Pact on Migration and Asylum is a realistic move to 

promote solidarity among Member States in terms of managing migration and asylum, as well as 

to stablish a new framework to strengthen relations with Mediterranean neighbouring countries.  

The purpose of this webinar is to deal with these issues from different angles and disciplines in 

the whole Mediterranean. The perspective from Southern and Eastern countries will be 

considered as well as the refugee legal System and the impact on European countries. 

 

This webinar seeks to address the main following questions:  

• What are the impacts on the current Mediterranean Migration Governance?  

• Is the new Pact strengthening the current scenario in the Mediterranean or is it a factor that 

will, in the short term, change the Geo-politics of Mediterranean migration? 

• From a multilevel perspective: how can this new Pact be interpreted by sub-state levels of 

governance: mainly regional and local?   

 

 

In collaboration with  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/new-pact-on-migration-and-asylum-package.pdf


 
 

23 

Background: 

This roundtable is organised by GRITIM-UPF in the framework of the EuroMedMig platform 

(an Imiscoe regional Network) in collaboration with ACSAR Foundation. It is a specific activity 

of the Erasmus + Jean Monnet Network Program #EUMedMi "Mapping European 

Mediterranean Migration Studies" (2019 - 2022). (Ref: 611260-EPP-1-2019-1-ES-EPPJMO-

NETWORK). 

 

Output:   

The main contents of this webinar will be edited and published within the EuroMedMig policy 

briefs series. 

 
Program:  

16h-16h20 Welcome and Opening 

Ricard Zapata, Director of GRITIM-UPF and Coordinator of the EUMedMi Jean 

Monnet Network. 

 

16h20 – 17h:40 Roundtable chaired by: Tarek Saliba  

A general overview of this new working agenda: Is there a new framework of migration 

Governance? 

Peter Scholten, Prof. in Public Administration at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam, 

The Netherlands and Director of IMISCOE.  

 

The impact in international protection: from the inside to the outside 

Silvia Morgades, Senior researcher GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

Gemma Pinyol, Associate researcher at GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

 

The relations with the neighbouring countries 

Iván Martín, Associate researcher at GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

Tamirace Fakhoury, ISJCR, Lebanese American University, Beirut, Lebanon. 

 

17h40 – 18h Closing remarks: Multiple voices 

Saib Musette, CREAD, Research Center in Applied Economics for Development, 

Algiers, Algeria. 

Ricard Zapata-Barrero, Director of GRITIM-UPF and Coordinator of the EUMedMi 

Jean Monnet Network. 

 

 

IX. Annex 2: List of experts (presented in alphabetical order) 

 
 
• Tamirace Fakhoury, ISJCR, Lebanese American University, Beirut, Lebanon. 

• Iván Martín, Associate researcher at GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

• Silvia Morgades, Senior researcher GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

• Saib Musette, CREAD, Research Center in Applied Economics for Development, Algiers, 

Algeria. 

• Gemma Pinyol, Associate researcher at GRITIM-UPF, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

• Peter Scholten, Prof. in Public Administration at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam, The 

Netherlands and Director of IMISCOE. 

• Ricard Zapata-Barrero, Director of GRITIM-UPF and Coordinator of the EUMedMi Jean 

Monnet Network, Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain. 

https://www.upf.edu/web/euromedmig
https://www.upf.edu/web/gritim/mapping-european-mediterranean-migration-studies1
https://www.upf.edu/web/gritim/mapping-european-mediterranean-migration-studies1
https://www.upf.edu/web/euromedmig/policy-paper-series
https://www.upf.edu/web/euromedmig/policy-paper-series
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X. Annex 3: Bios of speakers and the chair (in alphabetical order)  

 

 

Tamirace Fakhoury, Associate Professor in Political Sciences and International 

Affairs in the Department of Social Sciences, and Associate Director of the Institute 

of Social Justice and Conflict Resolution (ISJCR).  Furthermore, she has taught in 

summer sessions at the University of California in Berkeley between 2012 and 2016. 

Fakhoury earned the Jean Monnet Fellowship at the European University Institute in Florence, 

Italy (2010/2011) and the Alexander von Humboldt Fellowship at the German Institute of 

International and Area Studies in Hamburg, Germany (2014/2015).  Her core research and 

publication areas are: power-sharing in divided societies, Euro-Mediterranean migration 

dynamics and governance, Arab states’ coping mechanisms with forced migration, and the role 

of immigrant communities and Diasporas in democratization, and conflict transformation. 

 

Iván Martín is economist. At GRITIM-UPF, he teaches a course on Comparative 

International Labour Migration Policies in the Master in Migration Studies. He is also 

Senior Fellow of the Policy Center for the New South in Morocco.  

Between 2013 and 2016 he was Part-time Professor at the Migration Policy Centre 

(MPC) of the European University Institute in Florence, as well as member of the Expert Group 

on Economic Migration of the European Commission and Key Expert on Labour Migration 

providing External Technical Expertise on Migration to DG DEVCO of the European 

Commission (ETEM V Project). 

Silvia Morgades is currently a Serra Hunter Fellow in the Department of Law at 

Pompeu Fabra University, in the area of Public International Law and International 

Relations. She also collaborates as a teacher in the Barcelona Bar Association; at the 

School of Public Administration of Catalonia; at the University of Barcelona; and at 

the CEI-International Affairs Center for International Studies. She has a Degree in Law from the 

University of Barcelona. Postgraduate from the Institute for Advanced European Studies at 

Robert Schuman University (Strasbourg); the University of Montpellier I; and the Autonomous 

University of Barcelona. He received his doctorate from Pompeu Fabra University (2007, 

Extraordinary Doctorate Award). He has carried out postdoctoral research stays at the IREDIES 

(Institut de Recherche en Droit Internacional et Européen) École de Droit Université Paris 1-

Sorbonne, and at the Global Migration Center of the IHEID (Graduate Institute of International 

and Development Studies) in Geneva. 

Saib Musette, Algerian sociologist. He is the Research Director of the Research 

Division “Human Development and Social Economy” at the Research Center in 

Applied Economics for Development (CREAD). His fields of interest cover youth, 

the labour market and international migration, since this millennium. As a 

Researcher, he has participated in more than a hundred conferences with universities 

in Algeria, Africa and Europe. He has published some fifty articles in scientific, national and 

international journals and ten collective works, including four on international migrations. He 

has also, as an ILO (United Nations) official, coordinated a program on labour migration in the 

Maghreb region. 
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Gemma Pinyol-Jimenez is Head of Migration and Mobility Policies at Instrategies, a 

think&do firm, and associate researcher at GRITIM-Pompeu Fabra University. She is also 

an expert for Intercultural Cities-Council of Europe and policy advisor at RECI-Spanish 

Network of Intercultural Cities. She was Head of Cabinet of the Spanish Secretariat of 

Immigration and Emigration (2010-2012) and Head of the Research Programme on 

International Migration at CIDOB (2001-2010). She has been involved in several 

European projects such the C4i-Communication for Integration project lead by the Council of Europe. 

Currently, she participates in the AwArtMali project (AMIF -AG-INFO-824407) and the REGIN project 

(AMIF-2018-AG-INTE-863635). She has been appointed as an expert for the Committee of the Regions 

and the Economic and Social Committee in different opinions. 

Tarek Saliba, Graduated in Political Science at UB (2019) and MA in Migration 

Studies at UPF (2020). He is currently the coordinator of Fundació ACSAR (2020) 

and member of the directorate of Deba-t.org (a youth political non-partisan 

organization based in Barcelona). He has also done an internship advising a 

Catalan political party on housing and R&amp;D policies. Interested in MENA 

politics, nationalism and interculturalism. 

Peter Scholten, Professor in Public Administration specialized in the Dynamics 

of Migration and Diversity Policies, at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam. His 

research focuses, among others, on the governance of migration and migration-

related diversity, multi-level governance, comparative public policy, and the 

relationship between knowledge and power in the field of migration. Peter is the 

Director of IMISCOE, Europe’s largest academic research network on migration, integration and 

social cohesion. Furthermore, he is the Editor-in-chief of the Journal Comparative Migration 

Studies (CMS) and member of the editorial board of the Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis. 

Moreover, he is the Coordinator of the Master in Governance of Migration and Diversity (a 

cooperation of Leiden University, Delft University, and Erasmus University Rotterdam), 

Coordinator of the Erasmus Migration & Diversity Institute (EMDI), and External Collaborator 

at the Migration Policy Centre in EUI Florence. 

 

 Ricard Zapata-Barrero (ricard.zapata@upf.edu) is Coordinator of 

EuroMedMig and of EUMedMi Jean Monnet Network. He is Full Professor at the 

Department of Political and Social Sciences, Universitat Pompeu Fabra 

(Barcelona, Catalonia, Spain). Director of GRITIM-UPF (Interdisciplinary 

Research Group on Immigration) and the Master Program in Migration Studies. 

He is also member of the Board of Directors the European Network IMISCOE (International 

Migration and Social Cohesion in Europe) and Chair its External Affairs Committee. 

Additionally, he is a member of editorial boards of several academic journals and an occasional 

contributor to media and policy debates. His lines of research deal with contemporary issues of 

liberal democracy in contexts of diversity, especially the relationship between democracy, 

citizenship and immigration. He is currently working on Mediterranean Migration, Cities of 

Migration and developing the Intercultural Citizenship Paradigm. For more information about 

his research activities and publications see here. 

 

http://www.instrategies.eu/
https://www.upf.edu/gritim/
http://www.ciudadesinterculturales.com/
http://www.ciudadesinterculturales.com/
https://www.awartmali.org/
mailto:ricard.zapata@upf.edu
https://www.upf.edu/web/euroMedMig
https://www.upf.edu/gritim/
https://www.upf.edu/web/ricard-zapata/
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