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The recently announced migration agreement reached by EU Home Affairs ministers on 8
June 2023, touted by officials as a historic breakthrough in protracted negotiations, is not as
transformative as it claims. Rather, it perpetuates the EU's controversial stance on
immigration, as manifested in the practice of pushbacks, the militarisation of external
borders, and the undermining of asylum.

The new agreement implements an accelerated "border procedure" for asylum seekers,
ostensibly designed to streamline deportations. This process, however, is bereft of
necessary safeguards and will escalate the current use of detention and pushbacks,
including for children.

Moreover, the agreement grants EU countries the autonomy to decide what qualifies as a
“safe third country” to which individuals can be returned. This concept is hinged on an
ambiguously defined “connection” to the country in question. Such a connection could be as
tenuous as having transited through the country or possessing a family member living there,
even if the individual has never set foot there. This facilitates the return of people to places
where their safety cannot be assured.

The predictable consequence will be that migrants will keep attempting to circumvent these
rules, resulting in heightened border patrols and a surge in border violence. There are
already accounts of Greek and European police forces regularly resorting to firearms to halt
refugee boats. In countries like Bulgaria, self-proclaimed ‘migrant hunters’ have already
taken it upon themselves to patrol the borders, expelling refugees or turning them over to
law enforcement.

The resulting militarisation strategy at the EU’s external borders will prove an even bigger
windfall for defence, security, and IT sectors. Prominent European arms manufacturers and
IT firms have recently secured lucrative contracts for projects aimed at identifying and
tracking migrants, supplying border surveillance equipment, and training coastguards.
Perversely, some of these companies are also major arms suppliers to the Middle East and
North Africa, the very regions that produce many refugees, thereby perpetuating a vicious
cycle of conflict and displacement. The current approach does, therefore, nothing to stop
the situations of war, violence, repression, and poverty that fuel migration to the EU.

A noteworthy aspect of the new agreement is that each EU country is assigned
responsibility for a specific number of individuals and that countries reticent to accept
asylum seekers can contribute to a common fund through equipment, personnel, or cash
donations —amounting to approximately 20,000 euros per person. These funds are
earmarked for vaguely defined projects in non-EU countries, presumably with the objective
of further curbing migration.

The enforcement issues that plagued the previous re-allocation agreement in 2015 are
unlikely to vanish with the introduction of this new provision. Hosting immigrants remains a
contentious issue with Eastern member states like Poland and Hungary, who refuse to



accept migrants from the Middle East and North Africa. The new agreement has likewise
met with mixed reactions, with Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban deeming it
“unacceptable”.

The likely outcomes of this new agreement are either a repetition of the contentious re-
allocation of migrants among EU countries against both migrants' and destination countries’
wish or increased funding for external border controls and initiatives designed to keep
migrants in transit countries. Both scenarios defy migrants' preferences and are likely to
amplify the number of migrants living under irregular conditions in the EU. This could
inadvertently fuel the growth of criminal networks, as the irregular population becomes
dependent on these networks for employment, housing, concealment, and mobility. This
poses not only a threat to the EU's internal security but is also likely to intensify friction
between locals and immigrants.

Instead of persisting with this counterproductive approach, the EU should contemplate an
alternative strategy, one that aligns with its foundational principle of free movement. This
policy, which allows individuals to move freely, seek employment, and choose their desired
country of residence, is both more peaceful and practical. It would enable migrants to tap
into the support of their families and to contribute more swiftly to the economy of their
destination countries.

In conclusion, the latest agreement of 8 June 2023 is a far cry from the ground-breaking
accord it is portrayed to be. Instead, it perpetuates the EU's current, defective migration
strategy — a troubling tapestry of pushbacks, militarisation, and subversion of asylum rights.
The implementation of this agreement, far from providing a panacea to the migration crisis,
risks exacerbating it. By pushing migrants into treacherously unstable situations, swelling
the ranks of irregular migrants, it fuels the growth of criminal networks and heightens
tension around immigrants.

It is high time EU leaders abandon this path, instead embracing the EU's foundational
principle of free movement. This alternative would allow migrants to settle securely and
contribute positively to destination countries. Only through such an approach could the EU
genuinely lay claim to have reached a ground-breaking migration agreement.



