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On 14 June, off the coast of Pylos, Greece, a ship carrying 750 hopeful migrants met with 
disaster. The incident claimed at least 80 lives and leF hundreds missing, thrusGng the 
migraGon issue back into the global spotlight. 
 
The incident has sparked a range of poliGcal responses across Greece and Europe. Some 
advocate for Gghter immigraGon controls, while others propose a broader regulatory 
scheme at the European level. But they are overlooking a crucial fact: increased state control 
over immigraGon is not a cure-all soluGon. If it were, the ongoing problems would have been 
solved already, considering the significant state intervenGon in this field over the past forty 
years at least. To truly tackle the migraGon issue, we may need less government 
intervenGon, not more. 
 
European states have long aPempted to deter migraGon through visa requirements, carrier 
sancGons, physical barriers, and stricter asylum procedures. Current policies assume that the 
threat of border rejecGon will deter migrants. Yet, migraGon persists despite these obstacles. 
Tragically, they only prompt desperate acts, like these overcrowded boats trying to reach 
Europe. The harsh reality is that people are willing to risk their lives to escape violence, 
poverty, or persecuGon. The human drive for a bePer life outweighs the risks of dangerous 
journeys and hosGle policies, and the complex maze of borders and barriers primarily 
creates humanitarian and social crises. 
 
Since the 1980s, the European Union has implemented various frameworks to control 
migraGon, such as unifying visa requirement lists, distribuGng asylum seekers among 
member states, and externalising border controls. Milestones include the Schengen 
Agreements of 1985 and 1990, the 1990 Dublin RegulaGon for asylum and its successive 
versions, and the creaGon of the European Border and Coast Guard Agency in 2005.  
 
Yet, the procedures at the European level someGmes conflict with the preferences of both 
migrants and affected states, and immigraGon persists as a significant issue within Europe. 
Migrants find themselves trapped between the harsh realiGes they flee from and the elusive 
dream of a safe life in Europe. 
 
The crux of the issue lies in the inherent challenge that states face when managing 
migraGon. Policies designed to regulate human mobility are fundamentally flawed, 
overlooking the numerous methods individuals employ to circumvent restricGons, thereby 
pushing these people into a state of irregularity. This unstable state, in turn, triggers a 
domino effect of humanitarian and social dilemmas. Could it be that the problems 
surrounding immigrants in Europe are not the result of migraGon itself, but rather the result 
of the obstacles imposed by policies aPempGng to regulate various aspects of migrants' 
lives? 
 
In light of the recent tragedy, it is imperaGve to steer clear of repeaGng the same reacGve 
measures that have ignited the current problems. Given the ineffecGveness of exisGng 
policies, it is Gme to adopt a different approach. 



 
A policy of free movement possesses frequently overlooked advantages. It aligns state 
policies with the powerful dynamics of the global economy and society, which naturally 
sGmulate human migraGon. Free movement removes the need for dangerous, clandesGne 
journeys and eradicates the shadow economies that result from irregular lives, thus reducing 
strain on social harmony. As an already integral part of the European Union for its ciGzens, 
extending this policy beyond Europe seems a logical progression in European integraGon. 
 
Economically, this approach necessitates granGng migrants free access to an open labour 
market. Free movement can then promote bePer labour distribuGon and drive growth. Of 
course, this strategy also addresses humanitarian issues by reducing lives lost in pursuit of 
opportuniGes. 
 
Free movement has shown a promising track record in managing migraGon for European 
Union ciGzens. On the other hand, restricGons at Europe's external borders have proven to 
be less effecGve over the past half-century, leading to increased concerns about 
immigraGon. The unease surrounding immigraGon in European countries likely stems more 
from these policy failures than from the simple act of people moving. 
 
AdmiPedly, the journey towards freer movement will be a lengthy process. It needs to occur 
gradually, employing transiGon periods, and iniGally targeGng a select group of countries 
before expanding to others. This transiGon must also be facilitated in cooperaGon with other 
regions around the globe. The OrganisaGon for Economic CooperaGon and Development, 
which congregates major global development hubs, could serve as an ideal plaaorm to 
discuss the relevant steps towards freer movement over the coming decades. 
 
Last but certainly not least, free movement demands internal reforms in the desGnaGon 
countries. These changes should aim to eliminate potenGal barriers that could hinder swiF 
employment for immigrants. 
 
Only such a programme can lead to effecGve migraGon management, reducing the likelihood 
of future tragedies like the one off the coast of Pylos. Such disasters demand our aPenGon 
and urge us to rethink our approach to migraGon. 


