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Chapter 1 ®)
Introduction: Mediterranean Migration e
Studies — A Research Agenda

for the Coming Years

Ricard Zapata-Barrero (© and Ibrahim Awad

1.1 Blurb of This Co-edited Book

This volume seeks to cover the overall Mediterranean regional dimension on migra-
tions. The basic purpose is to provide a basis for future research synergies by
showcasing a plurality of perspectives to and applications of Mediterranean Migra-
tions. This provides a direct opportunity and a reflective invitation to think the
Mediterranean as a category of analysis for migration studies, which involves both a
regional approach to migration and as “scale thinking” of geo-political governance
(Zapata-Barrero, 2022). This broad geographical scope, coupled with cross-cutting
and inter-disciplinary contributions, as well as the key-fact that this volume seeks to
integrate regional, national, and North-Eastern-South complementarities are the dis-
tinctive features of its focus. It links Mediterranean and Migration Studies by articu-
lating three sub-regions (Southern Europe, Northern Africa and Middle East) or the
so-called Southern and Eastern Mediterranean (SEM) countries in the EU parlance.
This Mediterranean scale of analysis (see special issue co-edited by Zapata-
Barrero & Faustini, 2019) invites us to conduct most of our research findings
towards a region-making process, detaching what is particular of this region of the
world, but also what is common to migration and that we can also encounter in other
regions. What is probably the most striking feature of this particular domain of
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2 R. Zapata-Barrero and I. Awad

research is that in the Mediterranean the mobility of people originates and may have
effects in three continents at the same time. This makes it unique.

This volume aims to map and strengthen current research development trends
from a multiplicity of disciplines and geographical angles (North and South, East
and West). The main ambition is to offer a body of knowledge that responds to the
quest of unifying the Mediterranean and recognizes the multiple historical socio-
political economic and geopolitical relationships that unite the shores. Another main
objective is to contribute to knowledge about past and current exchanges in the
Mediterranean region, which should foster understanding and cooperation.

This collaborative book addresses a wide range of issues related to the Mediter-
ranean migration research agenda, covering relevant areas and topics in five main
parts, going from Geo-political Mediterranean Relations (Part I) and Governance,
Policies and Politics (Part II), Taxonomies of Motion and Drivers (Part III), to Cities,
History and Social Transformations (Part IV), and Economy and Labour Markets
(Part V). By focusing on these multiple angles of the same reality, the volume could
make a valuable contribution to migration studies, where the Mediterranean is prob-
ably one of the most studied areas, but still considered a weak category of analysis.
This is probably one of the reasons why Eurocentrism and state-centrism, Western-
centrism, are still deeply rooted in the political, policy, but also research spheres. If
we want to contribute to the opening up of Mediterranean regional studies, we must
necessarily question our positionality and adopt an epistemological multiple-
perspectivism in defining problems, analysing them and envisaging possible future
scenarios. The volume aims to articulate a systematic and accessible body of
accumulated knowledge capable of developing a comprehensive regional under-
standing of migrations and related associated population movements in the Medi-
terranean.' As a handbook, this volume promotes the potential of migration and
human mobility for the economic, environmental, cultural, political and social
development of the Mediterranean, and succeeds in placing Mediterranean migration
studies within the global migration agenda. It is noteworthy that the vast majority of
the authors of the chapters are from Mediterranean countries, on the North, South
and East shores of the sea.

Migrations in the Mediterranean will undoubtedly be of interest to a large
number of scholars, both junior and senior researchers, as well as policy-makers
and senior representatives of civil society organisations, international foundations
and organisations. Given the variety of contributors in terms of background, geo-
graphical distribution, and multi-varied approaches, it should also be of particular
interest to scholars working on the economics, politics, and international relations of
the Mediterranean, and social scientists in general.

"By “associated population movements” we mean those population movements in which “asylum
seekers” request asylum but are unable to do so, thus remaining as migrants. This is quite a
mainstream feature in the Mediterranean. There is a growing number of citizens from countries in
Africa and even Asia who cross the Mediterranean but are not recognized as refugees. UNHCR
refers to these migrant groups as “mixed migration flows”.
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1.2 What This Book Is About: Main Themes and Objectives

Mediterranean and Migrations are probably two sides of the same coin. Migrations
in the Mediterranean is as old as the spatial awareness of the Mediterranean. The
movement of populations constitutes the bedrock of Mediterranean history. But
patterns and dynamics of this mobility, political and governance reactions have
changed over time. Cities, empires, colonial, economic, social and cultural relations
of the past still shape current migratory and associated population movement
patterns and the geopolitics of governance. Even if today, the views of these flows
are mostly unipolar, from South to North, from East to West, reality illustrates that
there are some new emerging trends that announce the multipolarity of human
movement. These include the return of migrants, transnational relationships linking
the shores of the Mediterranean, but also skilled and lifestyle migrants from North to
South, from West to East. Different patterns of migration and associated population
movements are emerging, and more traditional patterns are analysed within a mix of
drivers.

Historically, commercial and religious factors have driven migrations between
countries on the Southern Shores of the Mediterranean. For instance, pilgrims from
the Maghreb settled in Egypt on their way to or during return from Mecca. Migration
also accompanied or was an outcome of colonial enterprises in the Maghreb coun-
tries. From Europe, especially Italy and Greece, migrants sought jobs in Egypt or
participated in its modernization in the second half of the nineteenth century and first
half the twentieth. Factors driving migrations and associated population movements
in the Mediterranean today can be mixed: demographics, employment, integration,
human rights infringement, instability of governments, climate change and environ-
mental pressures, lifestyle, etc. Employment, specifically youth employment, is a
challenge within Mediterranean countries, to the North, East and to the South and
constitutes a distinctive feature of the Mediterranean regional system in the third
decade of the twenty-first century. These economic, political, cultural and social
factors are in need of scientific research, fostering a multidisciplinary debate while
avoiding explicit or subtle Euro- and Western-centrism. There is a need to articulate
aregional approach, incorporating a multiplicity of perspectives and understandings
of the same phenomenon. The mixture of population movements, together with
climate change-induced migration are also new drivers of contemporary Mediterra-
nean Migration, as well as different geo-politics of migrations that arise from
European Union and European States and other Southern and Eastern states’ interest.

The complexity of relations, the uncertainty of political circumstances and the
diversity of social regimes around the Mediterranean require a regional approach,
while linking the past with the present. There is a need to decolonise the Mediter-
ranean by addressing the current tragic situations of migrant deaths in its waters, but
also the blind spots, the amnesias, the silences and the politically constructed
ruptures with a past that is still present through migratory and related population
movements.
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The main ambition of these 25 contributions is to provide a body of knowledge
that responds to the quest of unifying the Mediterranean rather than dividing it and
recognises the multiple historical socio political economic and geopolitical relation-
ships that unite the shores. To contribute to knowledge about past and current
exchanges in the Mediterranean region, which should foster understanding and
cooperation, is also our objective.

1.3 The Mediterranean Scale: Scope of Migration Studies
and Current Research Agenda

The Mediterranean scale of analysis is key in defining the scope of all the contribu-
tions. It invites us to disentangle what is specific to this region of the world, but also
what is common to migrations and what we may encounter in other regions, and to
direct most of the research findings towards a region-making process. It is true, for
example, that the multi-scale nature of migrations in the Mediterranean, its
unpredictability and its complexity are general characteristics of international migra-
tion in all regions. In the Mediterranean, however, migrations originate and can have
an impact on three continents at the same time. This makes it unique. The Mediter-
ranean is where three continents meet, but it is also considered the most diasporic
region in the world (Gallant, 2016; 205), it remains the least peaceful region in the
world (Global Peace Index, 2018) and by far the deadliest zone in the world (number
of deaths in attempts to cross the Mediterranean) (latest UNHCR and IOM reports).
The Mediterranean is probably also where activism, despite its criminalisation, plays
a crucial role in saving lives, but also in shattering consciences and reconfiguring
current power relations between and within states.

This volume seeks to map the current research agenda on Mediterranean migra-
tion by selecting current innovative perspectives and approaches with promising
avenues for further research. It has brought together a community of scholars who
are already contributing to the development of this field of research from all shores of
the Mediterranean and beyond. The chapters address some of the most pressing
issues in the field through both comparative analysis and case studies. The diversity
of the authors’ disciplines enriches the unity of this co-edited book. This results
in a great richness in terms of disciplines, theoretical perspectives, topics and
methodologies.

As co-editors, our premise is that, despite the existence of a burgeoning literature,
this field is dispersed and unarticulated between the Mediterranean Studies and
Migration Studies. The main scholarly purpose of Migrations in the Mediterranean
is then twofold: The first is to provide a comprehensive representation of the body of
knowledge that has accumulated in the last two decades of the twenty-first century.
The second, and probably as a result of the first, it is to leave open this new research
agenda on Mediterranean migrations for the coming years. In other words, this
volume aims to encourage the reader to think carefully about where and with
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whom most of our knowledge comes from and consequently informs politics and
society. And who can use and benefit from this production of knowledge.

The general horizon is to overcome the fragmentation of knowledge and data and
to find exploratory ways to reduce the gap between research findings and knowledge,
public opinion and policies. In line with this rationale, we asked the contributors to
both take a critical look at the current state of the art on Mediterranean migrations
and to prioritise innovative ways of sources and knowledge production. That is, to
give voice to what is most of the time silenced and/or excluded from mainstream
narratives and practices. We then asked all contributors to engage substantively with
Mediterranean migration studies in order to help shape this particular regional field
of migration studies.

We have asked all the contributors to end their chapters with some final thoughts
on how their own arguments and findings can contribute to the shaping of the
Mediterranean region in terms of economic, political, social and cultural identity,
and even in terms of shared values.

1.4 Summary: Main Objectives and the Rationale
of the Edited Book and Basic Areas Covered

We can summarize the objectives following four broad principles: (1) To articulate a
systematic, shared, innovative and accessible accumulated corpus of knowledge,
capable of developing a comprehensive regional understanding of Migrations and
associated population movements in the Mediterranean; (2) To encourage knowl-
edge exchange between senior and young researchers of both sides of the Mediter-
ranean, and of scholars working on Mediterranean Migrations and associated
population movements all over the world; (3) To promote the potentialities of
Migrations and Human Mobilities for the economic, environmental, cultural, polit-
ical, and social development of the Mediterranean.; (4) To place Mediterranean
Migration Studies within the Global Migration Agenda.

In the last few years, the Mediterranean gained more and more relevance in
European and migration studies and, currently, it is a regional focal point where
several types of large-scale human displacement converge. This is a multi-scalar
(global and local) challenge with major effects on origin/transit/destination coun-
tries, border/integration/ diversity policies, and geopolitical strategies. Indeed, if we
review the recent European policy agenda on Mediterranean Migrations and asso-
ciated population movements the keywords identified would probably be
unpredictability, complexity, and also lack of evidence-based narratives and policies
on current migration dynamics and governance systems.

There is a paradox that, despite the great importance of migrations and associated
population movements in the Mediterranean region, a volume tackling that specific
research agenda does not still exist. Academic, social and political demands should
be better substantiated by covering all the geographical area through a complete
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focus on Mediterranean Migrations, promoting multi-sited and comparative
research, multi-level analysis, and intersectional studies.

This co-edited book is pioneer in this initiative contributing to develop an
understanding of the migration dynamics, addressing taxonomies of motion and
the diverse manifestations of human mobility, the drivers of migration and their
interdependence, while also maximising its benefits to the Mediterranean area and
coping policy mechanisms at origin and destination.

What encourage us is to frame this focus through different parts and chapters that
may be innovative and may feature the historical Mediterranean time. The general
aim is to illustrate the significance of the regional dimension of migrations through
the research on the drivers, means and causes of migration dynamics and migration
systems. This main goal will allow going a step further by promoting research
dissemination contributing to a comprehensive understanding of current research
agenda challenges.
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Chapter 2 ®)
Looking at the EU-Turkey Deal: The Sshex
Implications for Migrants in Greece

and Turkey

Elif Demirbas and Christina Miliou

2.1 Introduction'

The deal on refugees between the EU and Turkey, announced at the end of November 2015 —
Turkey will curb the flow of refugees into Europe in exchange for generous financial help,
initially of 3 billion Euro — is a shamelessly disgusting act, a proper ethico-political
catastrophe. . . The opportunistic-pragmatic justification of this deal is clear (bribing Turkey
is the most obvious way to limit the flow of refugees), but the long-term consequences will
be catastrophic. Slavoj Zizek (2017)

The year 2015, known as the year of the global® reception crisis® (Amnesty Inter-
national, 2016), has been marked by countless deaths in the Mediterranean as
refugees attempted to pass the borders of the EU. The leading cause of this crisis
was the Syrian civil war and the ensuing exodus of millions of refugees toward
Western Europe. Due to the unwillingness of EU governments to accept refugees
and their lack of preparedness for integration and protection, the magnitude of the
Syrian refugee population sent alarm bells all over the region. Due to their

'"We would like to thank our supervisors, Michael Collyer, Lizzie Seal, Bal Sokhi-Bulley, Jane
Cowan, and Dean Wilson for the support and inspiration, as well as Birce Altiok, Nuno Ferreira,
and Ahmet I¢duygu for their insightful and detailed recommendations and suggestions in writing
this article.

2The use of the word ‘global’ here actually shows how Eurocentric the literature on migration is. In
actuality, the effects of the reception crisis have been mainly felt in the Mediterranean region.
3The authors prefer the expression ‘the reception crisis” instead of ‘refugee crisis’ to place the respon-
sibility on the receiving countries and not on the migrants themselves. See Christopoulos (2016).

E. Demirbag (P<)
Sociology Department, University of Sussex, Brighton, UK
e-mail: e.demirbas @sussex.ac.uk

C. Miliou
Law Department, University of Sussex, Brighton, UK
e-mail: c.miliou-theocharaki @sussex.ac.uk

© The Author(s) 2024 11
R. Zapata-Barrero, 1. Awad (eds.), Migrations in the Mediterranean, IMISCOE
Research Series, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_2


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_2&domain=pdf
mailto:e.demirbas@sussex.ac.uk
mailto:c.miliou-theocharaki@sussex.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_2#DOI

12 E. Demirbag and C. Miliou

geographical locations, Turkey and Greece assumed their roles as transit countries.
While Turkey initially opened its borders to Syrian refugees, certain European
countries in the EU, like Hungary, built barbed wires across their borders to stem
the flow of people crossing (Thorpe, 2019).

Regarding immigration policies, the focus of the EU member states shifted from
countries of origin, like Syria, Afghanistan, and Sudan, to transit countries bordering
the EU, like Libya and Turkey (Strik, 2019). The EU aims to create a ‘buffer zone’
around its territory by signing readmission agreements with transit countries. The
EU-Turkey deal (or the EU-Turkey Statement) is the product of such intentions
(Strik, 2019). Even though EU Member State leaders and their Turkish counter-
part signed the statement on 18 March 2016, it has generally been regarded as an EU
tactic to slow migration flows.* With this deal, Greece and Turkey were suddenly
positioned as the internal and external buffer zones. As a result, they were placed in
the epicentre of managing millions of asylum-seekers and displaced populations,
shaping European migration policies, and protecting Fortress Europe.

Readmission agreements have significant consequences for refugees. According
to Amnesty International, ‘the demands being placed on third countries to prevent
irregular departures to Europe put refugees, asylum-seekers and migrants in those
countries at risk of prolonged and arbitrary detention, refoulement, and ill-treatment’
(2014, p. 13). Upon the sixth anniversary of the EU-Turkey deal, this chapter
explores its effects and consequences on the subjects it aims to govern. By
problematising it, the chapter demonstrates that the EU-Turkey deal has deep-rooted
Eurocentric characteristics that perpetuate precarity. More specifically, through
semi-structured interviews conducted in distinct fieldwork in Greece and Turkey,
the chapter will scrutinise the deal’s implications on migrants’ right to seek asylum
in Europe in the context of Greece; and, with a focus on migrants’ integration into
the labour market, their right (or the lack thereof) to integrate within the host country,
in the context of Turkey. Through a Foucauldian lens, it will adopt a macro
perspective focusing on states’ policies towards migrants and a micro perspective,
analysing migrants’ everyday lives and the precarities therein, exposing the current
politico-legal structures that force migrants in both countries to live in a prolonged
condition of precariousness. When analysing this topic, we understand the Greek
and Turkish narrative as complementary to each other — and, hence, they are not
presented as comparisons in this chapter — as the former uses biopolitical strategies
to alleviate responsibility and deter future migrants, and the latter governs refugees
via precarity to keep them within its borders as cheap labour.’

“The General Court of the European Union (2017) declared that the EU-Turkey Statement does not
fall under the jurisdiction of the European Council nor any other institution of the EU, under the
assumption that the agreement was between Member State leaders and not by the European Union.
See NF, NG and NM v European Council (2017) and Gkliati (2017).

51t is noteworthy to add that similar financial benefits of precarious governance have been observed
in Greece (see Manolada (Amnesty International, 2014), yet in the past years Greece is more
prominent in externalising its migration than focusing on exploiting new cheap labour.
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The EU-Turkey Statement is, first and foremost, a migration management tech-
nique. By identifying other countries as ‘safe third countries’, it aims to stem the
flow of refugees into Europe and transfer the burden of protection to them, in this
case, Turkey. Whether Turkey is a safe third country or not attracts a great deal of
attention in the literature on migration within the Mediterranean region (see Kaya,
2020). However, like many legal terms, the classification of ‘safe third country’
hides as much as it explains. We argue that the question is not simply if Turkey is a
safe third country or not. Instead, from a Foucauldian perspective, we believe that
the crucial question is what the effects of considering Turkey a safe third country are,
and, as an adjacent to this question, why the EU is so adamant in ‘solving’ the
‘global refugee crisis’ with readmission agreements — such as the EU-Turkey deal —
which are nothing but techniques of migration externalisation. This chapter
problematises the implications of this deal by observing both sides of the Aegean
Sea — Greece and Turkey. Firstly, it will explore the EU-Turkey Statement, elaborate
on key concepts like ‘safe third country’ and ‘country of first asylum’, and then
explore Turkey and Greece separately and in detail.

The two authors of this chapter have conducted fieldwork in Greece and Turkey —
by Miliou and Demirbas, respectively — as a part of their PhD research. Demirbag
looks at the effects of the EU-Turkey deal on refugees in Turkey and shows how
refugees experience many forms of precarity, mainly in legal and economic insecu-
rities. This precarity is a form of governmentality that creates and maintains insecu-
rities within a seemingly secure system (Lorey, 2015). Governing through precarity
creates a cheap labour force and a reserve army of labour out of refugees, which
benefits the government and the capital owners by providing cheap workers and
disciplining the native labour force by using migrants as leverage.

Miliou explores how Greece has used biopolitical tactics of selective migration to
alleviate the responsibility of protecting refugees and as a deterrence mechanism for
future arrivals. Foucault perceives biopolitics as the process of ‘making live’ or
‘letting die’ (Foucault, 2003, pp. 62, 241). Jasbir Puar’s (2017) understanding of
biopolitics suggests that biopolitics is not about ‘life’ versus ‘death’ but the debil-
itation of life. Similarly, while documenting the reception crisis, Pallister-Wilkins,
observes that ‘human life [is] not considered equal but at the same time not allowed
to die’ (Minca et al., 2021). Through such a biopolitical lens, it becomes evident that
Greece uses the concept of the ‘safe third country’ as a mechanism of externalising
migration by rejecting refugee statuses and avoiding to ‘make live’ and simulta-
neously avoiding to ‘let die’ through simply shifting the responsibility of protection
to its neighbouring countries.

2.2 The EU-Turkey Statement

The sudden rise in the arrival of border crossers in Europe via Greece in the summer
of 2015 was a significant moment for Europe to expedite and solidify its mechanisms
for externalising migration control. With the Syrian war showing no signs of
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de-escalation, European Union leaders feared that the arrival of asylum seekers
would continue at similar rates to those of the summer of 2015. Therefore, under
the auspices of protecting the ‘disorganised, chaotic, irregular, and dangerous
migratory flows’, the EU-Turkey Statement was put into effect to have better control
and power over who has the right to enter and seek asylum (European Commission,
2016).

As most of the border crossers at the time were Syrian nationals fleeing internal
conflicts, the EU-Turkey Statement specifically targeted those individuals. The
statement focused on the sea borders between Greece and Turkey and indicated
that Turkey would be responsible for taking back every Syrian who crossed the
countries’ sea borders. Furthermore, the EU offered to accept one Syrian for every
returned Syrian by offering regular pathways into Europe, prioritising those who had
never tried to cross before (European Commission, 2016; International Rescue
Committee, 2022; Smeets & Beach, 2020, p. 147). Additionally, the EU offered
Turkey the opportunity of concession talks about a visa-free travel into Europe and
an initial monetary aid of 3 billion euros to cover the costs of protection and support
of all migrants within Turkey’s borders. Since then, though the concession talks have
been stagnant, the monetary aid has been renewed for another 3 billion euros in
2018. Finally, an additional 3 billion has been promised to Turkey for 2021-2023
(European Commission, 2021b).

The legality of this statement was based on the concepts of ‘safe-third country’
and ‘country of first asylum’, which were grounded on the need for international
cooperation to share the burden of responsibility and the protection of people in need
(Kaya, 2020). The reasoning behind ‘the country of first asylum’ is to stop a
continuous movement of refugees after having received refugee status or having
been given a chance to claim asylum (European Council on Refugees and Exiles &
Asylum Information Database, 2021; Strik, 2019). The concept of a ‘safe third
country’ assumes that if a refugee can be granted asylum in a third country, the
country initially responsible for them could transfer the responsibility of asylum to a
third country. According to Ovacik, the concept did not arise until the 1980s; only
when Western countries started worrying about the number of asylum seekers
arriving in their territory was the concept first discussed (2020, p. 67; Executive
Committee of the High Commissioner’s Programme, 1990). For the EU, the notion
of the ‘safe third country’ is stated in Article 38 Directive 2013/32/EU. The Directive
states that the sending country needs to ensure the following: (a) the receiving
country will protect the life and liberty of the person seeking protection, (b) there
is no risk of serious harm to the refugee if transferred to that country, (c) the
receiving country follows the principles of non-refoulement, (d) the receiving
country protects the right to freedom from torture and against the inhuman or
degrading treatment, (e) there is the possibility to seek refuge and, if provided, the
same protections are granted as those stated in the Geneva Convention, and (f) there
are reasonable enough connections between the applicant and the country to justify
their movement to that country. Finally, (g) each applicant needs to be considered
case-by-case to evaluate whether that country would be safe for them, and they have
the right to appeal against any such decision (Directive 2013/32/EU, 2013).
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2.3 The Precarious Lives of Refugees in Turkey

The primary aim of the EU-Turkey Statement is to keep refugees in Turkey. As the
most populous refugee group in Turkey by far, Syrians are protected under tempo-
rary protection and have rights akin to refugees’. Comparatively, migrants coming
from other countries, such as Iraq, Iran, and Afghanistan, are not protected under any
legal status nor can seek asylum in Turkey. Even with legal status, however, Syrians’
de facto existence demonstrates that their everyday lives are dominated by precarity,
as they are often curtailed from enjoying their rights. Their legal status cannot
prevent this precarity; rather, the temporality of their legal status contributes to
their insecurity (Ilcan et al., 2018). This temporality can be understood as a tool to
govern and control refugees. By aiming to keep the refugees in Turkey, the
EU-Turkey deal is helping to create and preserve a system within which refugees
suffer from poverty and uncertainty. Precarity in this context becomes a form of
governmentality (Lorey, 2015) and governing through precarity creates a cheap
labour force and a reserve army of labour out of refugees, benefitting the government
and the capital owners by disciplining the native labour force while using migrants as
leverage.

Until recently, Turkey has been a country of emigration rather than immigration.
Its migration policy was based on nationalistic premises that paved the way for full
integration of ethnically Turkish people from various countries while declining to
recognise non-Turkish people coming from war-torn countries as refugees
(Miiftiiler-Bag, 2021). Turkey is a signatory state to the 1951 Geneva Convention,
but its acceptance of refugees is limited by a geographical condition so that only
people coming from Europe can be granted asylum in Turkey (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2021;
Icduygu & Keyman, 2000).

Initially reluctant to make dramatic changes in its policy and hopeful for a swift
end to the Syrian civil war, the Turkish government referred to Syrians as ‘guests’
and accepted them with an open-door policy. However, the sheer volume of people
crossing the border every day soon proved that Turkey needed a migration policy
targeting Syrians, as their ‘guest’ status, without any legal rights, would not suffice
when dealing with millions of stateless individuals. Consequently, Law 6458, the
Law on Foreigners and International Protection (Yabancilar ve Uluslararast Koruma
Kanunu), was adopted by the Turkish parliament in April 2013 and went into force
in April 2014 (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2021). Simultaneously, a new governmental agency,
the Directorate General for Migration Management (DGMM), was created to deal
with migration in a centralised fashion. With the formation of the DGMM and
coming into force of Law 6458, Syrian refugees acquired certain rights, but their
temporary status did not alter. While they have many rights akin to refugees’, the
whole migration regime is enacted to ensure their temporality as it lacks any clear
pathway towards citizenship and, thus, integration. As Rygiel et al. (2016,
pp. 316-317) aver, ‘temporary protection regimes have been and are typically
designed to deter local integration, provide limited protection, and facilitate repatri-
ation.” While their temporary protection status grants them more rights and stability
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compared to their previous ‘guest’ status, Syrian refugees are still living in limbo, ‘a
permanent grey zone,” within which they need to negotiate their access to healthcare,
employment, and education (Rygiel et al., 2016).

In addition to the temporality, another contributing factor to the precarity of
Syrians is the limitations on their rights. Syrians must register in one of the eighty-
one cities in Turkey to get an ID card, and can only access work permits, free
healthcare, and public education in the cities where they are registered. This rule
forces Syrian refugees to live in cities with only few employment opportunities or to
travel outside their city of registry to find employment. This often means living
without access to hospitals or schools because a lack of access to free healthcare and
education means refugees must live without these vital services if they cannot afford
to pay for them. Due to the nature of their occupation, this limitation has especially
dire consequences for Syrian farmworkers, who lead nomadic lifestyles as they
pursue new harvests during warmer months. The interviews done by Demirbag
with farm workers in Eskigehir showed that their access to healthcare is greatly
hindered during harvest times and that they must rely on the goodwill of healthcare
workers rather than being able to access a right that is due to them without hindrance.

This limitation also inhibits refugees from being legally employed and withholds
all the benefits associated with legal employment from them. Even within one’s city
of registry, obtaining a work permit is a rare occasion for Syrian refugees since the
application for work permits are done by employers, not the employees, and the
former are usually not inclined to employ refugees legally due to the additional costs
it incurs. Thus, informality becomes a defining feature of refugees’ labour market
experiences (Bélanger & Saracoglu, 2020). Cheap labour is essential in increasing
the competitiveness of Turkish employers, both nationally and internationally, and
in mitigating the effects of the economic crises that Turkey has been experiencing for
years (Abbasoglu Ozgéren & Arslan, 2021). When one looks at the number of work
permits issued by the Ministry of Labour to Syrian refugees® and compares them to
the number of Syrian refugees that are estimated to be in employment,” it becomes
evident that the supposed desires and actions of the Turkish government to promote
and facilitate the formal employment of Syrian refugees are not substantiated by the
actual labour market experiences of refugees (Abbasoglu Ozgoren & Arslan, 2021).
None of the participants in Demirbag’s fieldwork had work permits at the time of the
interviews, and very few had ever worked with a permit. Additionally, migrants do
not need work permits to work as farm workers, proving that this sector is ‘exempted
from basic labour standards and rights’ (Fudge, 2012, p. 121). There are no legal
regulations to ensure that working conditions for migrants are safe in agriculture, and
it therefore looks like migrant workers are experiencing socioeconomic exclusion. In
fact, this is anything but an exclusion. According to Kavak (2016), the legal and

5In 2020 it was 62.369. Work permits have to be renewed every year so this number shows the total
number of Syrian refugees who were working with a permit that year.

"The number of Syrians working in the informal sector is estimated to be anywhere between half a
million and a million (fgduygu & Diker, 2017).
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socioeconomic exclusion of migrant workers is an ‘adverse incorporation’ where
refugees ‘are not excluded from, but rather integrated into markets in a way that
perpetuates their chronic poverty’ (Kavak, 2016, pp. 38-39).

Adverse incorporation is evident in general for Turkey’s sizable informal sector.
Long hours, low pay, unpaid wages, and unhealthy and unsafe working conditions
are common difficulties faced by migrant workers (Iicduygu & Diker, 2017, p. 24).
Demirbag’s research has also witnessed the prevalence of long and unsociable hours
without any compensation for overtime in the labour market experiences of refugees.
Twelve-hour or even fourteen-hour working days were mentioned during the inter-
views, and Syrian workers almost always received less than Turkish citizens doing
the same job. This fosters ‘a sense of loss’, first due to the active pauperisation of
both migrant and native labour forces, and, second, because workers lose whatever
collective bargaining power they have fought for and won (Saracoglu & Bélanger,
2019). Against their wishes, Syrians are manipulated as disciplinary mechanisms to
govern the native labour forces. Precarity becomes a form of governmentality not
just for migrants but for the informal labour force in general. In the agricultural
sector, the refugees’ ‘adverse incorporation. . . have deteriorated the working condi-
tions and the bargaining power of all the workers in this specific segment of the
labour market, one where exploitation was already deep and multifaceted’ (Kavak,
2016, p. 51). This is also true for other parts of the informal economy. While no
significant negative changes have been observed in the overall levels of poverty,
wages, and unemployment in the host society due to the arrival of Syrian refugees, in
the informal sectors where precarity abounds, the inclusion of Syrian refugees into
the local labour market has the potential to have a significant impact on wage,
unemployment and poverty levels of the host community (Saracoglu & Bélanger,
2019).

The EU-Turkey deal endorses such precarious living conditions refugees endure
by designating Turkey a ‘safe third country’ to keep refugees out of Europe. In some
ways, Turkey is a safe country, especially for people fleeing civil war. Most parts of
Turkey have been relatively peaceful for decades, and when compared to some
European countries, where draconian measures have been taken to stem the migra-
tion flow at the cost of human rights abuses, Turkey stands out as welcoming to
Syrian refugees.® Yet, Turkey is a developing country with a struggling economy
and a political scene that is becoming increasingly authoritarian every year. The
refugees are governed in Turkey through their precarity and used as cheap labour to
bolster the competitiveness of Turkish producers. In addition to such difficulties,
refugees face other levels of insecurity such as the increasing anti-immigrant racism
among the native population and the human rights abuses done by Turkey’s author-
itarian state apparatuses. Amnesty International (AI) (2015, 2016, 2017) and Human
Rights Watch (2019) have reported the abuses that have taken place against refugees,
especially in the border regions of Turkey. Arbitrary and unlawful detention,

8 Although, not so much to other immigrants coming from Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan or other parts of
the Global South.
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refoulement, and violation of bodily integrity happen in addition to the everyday
precarities that refugees face in Turkey. And there are indications reported by the Al
(2015) that the EU-Turkey deal has led to a deterioration in the treatment of asylum
seekers and refugees by the Turkish border control. It is no surprise that the de facto
end of Turkey’s open-door policy, with the increasing militarisation of the Turkey-
Syria border, coincides with the negotiations around the EU-Turkey deal.

The deal has been successful in stemming the migration flows from Turkey; but in
transferring responsibility to Turkey, EU states shirk away from their obligations
toward refugees as signatories to the 1951 Geneva Convention (Rygiel et al., 2016).
As a result, those who choose to face dangerous journeys toward Europe join
millions who stay in Turkey, and

it is unclear: what they will do in Turkey after having made the dangerous and often
expensive journey from Turkey to Greece; what their future holds [upon their return] in a
country that provides them with limited citizenship rights and limited opportunities for legal
employment, and; how they will confront their subsequent ambiguous status, unpredictable
conditions of living, and differential inclusion. (Baban et al., 2017, p. 43)

2.4 The EU-Turkey Deal as a Eurocentric Tool
of Biopolitical Control and Externalisation of Migration
in Greece

The EU-Turkey deal brought a new mechanism to process asylum applications in
Greece. Aiming to control the unchecked population crossing into Western Europe
via Greece, the EU-Turkey deal birthed the concept of the ‘fast-track’ process.
Syrians who entered Greece via the sea borders with Turkey would be questioned
about Turkey being a safe third country and not about the essence of their need for
international protection. To better control the returns to Turkey and follow the
conditions of the EU-Turkey statement, the Greek government placed all asylum
seekers on the islands under geographical restriction. This geographic restriction led
to an overpopulation of the island camps that lasted until the end of 2020, with the
island accommodations centres reaching 213% over their capacity in 2017, 198% in
2018, 615% in 2019, and 547% in mid-2020 (General Secretariat for Information
and Communication, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020). With the scarcity of resources as an
excuse, the Greek government followed patterns of expediting decision processes
based on perceived vulnerabilities, with those deemed ‘vulnerable’ being the only
ones who were exempt from the ‘fast-track’ procedure. Iliadou, while conducting her
fieldwork on the island of Lesvos, observed that even within those placed under the
vulnerability categories, there was further subcategorisation of higher vulnerability
which directly corresponded to their treatment and access to goods and services
(2019b, p. 74). Even though relocation schemes were also in place, other character-
istics, like age group, gender, or nationalities, were often in place, exposing the
neoliberal Eurocentric agendas behind the EU’s selectivity of migration (Mavelli,
2017; Mouzourakis et al., 2017; Zablotsky, 2020).
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With the governmental directions promoting returns to Turkey, the case handlers
became more inclined to deny international protection and declare cases inadmissi-
ble. Since the concept of the ‘safe third country’ had never been used before within
the Greek migration system, once the initial decisions of inadmissibility were given
to the asylum seekers, many concerns and disagreements arose concerning the
legality of those returns (Action for Education et al., 2021; Amnesty International,
2020; Danish Refugee Council et al., 2022). Activists and scholars have tried to
highlight how the ‘safe third country’ concept has been a Eurocentric tactic to
externalise the responsibility of asylum at the expense of people’s rights and dignity,
leaving many without the possibility of seeking refuge (Gkliati, 2017; Iliadou,
2019a, b; Rozakou, 2020). Some of the main arguments focused on rights violations
and violence inflicted on Syrian nationals during their transit to Europe, on Turkey’s
lack of a legal framework for providing refuge to non-Europeans, and, lastly, on
what constitutes ‘significant connection with the third country’ (Action for
Education et al., 2021; Greek Council for Refugees et al., 2021; Refugee Legal
Support (RLS) & Stiftung Pro Asyl, 2022).

The structural divides concerning the implementation of the EU-Turkey deal did
not only emerge within the civil society rhetoric but also appeared within the
deciding bodies. Initially, the independent appeal committees shared similar con-
cerns, approving claimants’ appeals against their negative decisions under the
presumption that Turkey did not have a legal framework for Syrian asylum seekers.
Such deviation from governmental policymaking did not last long, resulting in the
government’s strategic steps toward enhancing its biopolitical control. As positive
appeals decisions were becoming the norm, the government decided to change the
composition of these independent appeal committees to better align them with its
ultimate goal of sending Syrian nationals back to Turkey (Gkliati, 2017,
pp. 215-216; Ovacik, 2020, p. 75). Legal changes to the asylum processes are not
unusual; the composition of the appeals committee has experienced at least four
amendments concerning its operations from 2016 to 2018 (Asylum Information
Database (AIDA) et al., 2020, p. 65). During discussions with a lawyer concerning
the legal and bureaucratic structures around the asylum processes, they explained to
Miliou that the legal structures are changing so fast that even the experts struggle to
keep up with the latest regulations. The constant changes can be understood as an
effort by the government to find its desirable legal structures to define who is deemed
acceptable and who is unwanted. This fluctuating phenomenon creates and sustains
misinformation and confusion concerning the bureaucratic mechanisms, not only for
the lawyers but also for actors employed by the Greek government.

Until March 2020, 2100 people have returned to Turkey from Greece, but due to
escalated disputes between the EU and Turkey, no returns have taken place after
Turkey stalled them all (Danish Refugee Council et al., 2022; UNHCR, 2020).
These disputes occurred after Turkey expressed disappointment with the benefits it
was supposed to receive through the EU-Turkey statement (Terry, 2021). During
that time, Turkey opened its borders and did not prevent people from crossing to
Greece via the Pazarkule / Kastanies border, after which Greece violently closed the
passage to all border crossers (Aljazeera, 2020). Even though the Turkish side
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decided to close the returning pathways for those the Greek asylum service deemed
‘inadmissible’, the negative decisions continued to be produced, both in the first and
second instance. This exacerbated the legal limbo in which asylum claimants lived.
As a result, rejected claimants have their right to cash assistance, medical care, and
work permits immediately stripped away, causing indisputable life debilitation.
Simultaneously, as the Turkish government refuses their return to Turkey and thus
denounces responsibility for securing those retracted rights, claimants have been left
in a buffer zone of complete abandonment and neglect for over two years (Danish
Refugee Council et al., 2022). Such debilitating conditions can be understood as
deterrence tactics of the Greek government to discourage more claimants from
entering its territory, assuming that those suffering within Greece will inform and
prevent those aiming to travel to Greece (Refugees International & Panayotatos,
2022).

The Greek Minister of Migration declared that Turkey must adhere to its respon-
sibilities under the EU-Turkey statement and receive the 1450 people waiting for
deportation (Ministry of Migration and Asylum, 2021a). Additionally, in another
statement given on June 1st 2021, the EU Commissioner of Home Affairs, Ylva
Johansson, commented on the suspension of returns and responded that the EU
remained confident about the future of the statement between the EU and Turkey and
that through mutual trust and collaborative efforts, the statement could continue to
benefit both countries (European Commission, 2021a). It should not have come as a
surprise that Ursula von der Leyen, the President of the European Commission,
announced a couple of weeks later an additional three billion euros aid to Turkey
(European Commission, 2021b). Interestingly, the initial response of Johansson
stated that according to the concept of the ‘safe third country’,

Greece will need to take into account the circumstances at the time of the (re-) examination
of the individual applications, including with regard to the prospect of return in line with the
EU-Turkey Statement. In the meantime, applicants shall have access to material reception
conditions under the conditions set out under the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, EU and
national law. (European Commission, 2021a)

Despite the two-year blockage from Turkey’s side to receive any claimants and the
international pressures to respect their life and dignity, the Greek government not
only continued to provide negative decisions to those under the EU-Turkey deal, but
it took the drastic decision to expand the ‘Turkey is a safe third country’ idea to other
nationalities as well, thus exacerbating the biopolitical control it had over its border
crossers. On June 7th 2021, Greece announced through a Joint Ministerial Decision
(JMD) that it would be using the EU-Turkey deal as a blueprint and include other
nationals coming from Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Pakistan and Somalia as ‘inadmis-
sible’ applications retroactively, meaning that this procedure would not only apply to
those entering after the enacted date, but for those who had already applied before
the implementation of the law as well (Law 42799/2021, 2021; Ministry of Migra-
tion and Asylum, 2021b).

In 2021, 60% of the claimants came from those nationalities; thus, it is fair to
assume that the decision to apply the ‘safe third country’ concept to claims of
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nationals from those countries was not because Turkey was safe for them, but
because the Greek government was specifically targeting the nationalities which
constituted the majority of asylum applications (Danish Refugee Council et al.,
2022). From June 7th to December 2021, 12,570 claims were judged on their
admissibility. Nearly half of those were deemed inadmissible, were rejected, and
deportation mandates for their (unfeasible) return to Turkey were issued (Interna-
tional Rescue Committee, 2022). Overall, there has been an increase of 126% in
inadmissible applications from 2020 to 2021 (International Rescue Committee,
2022). As the admissibility interviews are shorter than the substantive asylum
interviews, and due to their retroactive application, there has been an expedited
process for judging thousands of claimants, with interviews scheduled for 2023
decreasing from 6156 to 4022 (Refugee Support Aegean, 2022). According to
statements from the field, there have been occasions where interviews were
advanced under short notice, leaving the claimants without enough time to get
adequate legal counsel or information concerning the bureaucratic changes caused
by the ‘safe third country’ concept.

It is worth reiterating what was mentioned earlier. Turkey does not have legal
frameworks to provide refugee status to claimants who do not arrive from European
countries. Turkey allows claimants from non-EU countries to place asylum applica-
tions, yet they will be relocated to another country if their claims are deemed
positive. Consequently, the Greek policy of considering inadmissible claims from
a further four nationalities and deciding to return them to Turkey, implies that, even
if Turkey opens its borders to receive them from Greece, the claimants will embark
on a long trip from Greece to Turkey, only to do this again later from Turkey to
another country. This externalisation of migration control produces something close
to a never-ending transportation of asylum claimants from Europe to Turkey and
then other countries, legitimising one of the most severe Eurocentric biopolitical
controls.

To no one’s surprise, despite the European Commission’s warnings about Greece
not protecting claimants’ rights given that Turkey had halted the returns, no sanc-
tions have been enforced against the Greek government (European Commission,
2021a). It is not far-fetched to assume that this is because such tactics benefit the
Eurocentric agenda of keeping asylum claimants away from Europe’s responsibility.
Finally, to place the biopolitical control into a greater perspective, Greece’s selective
asylum policies became even more striking by the different treatment that nationals
of Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Somalia, and Syria experienced versus the
treatment offered to nationals of Ukraine following the Russian invasion. In this
regard, the then Minister of Migration, Notis Mitarakis, announced that the latter
were ‘real refugees’ in need of immediate hosting and protection (Human Rights
Watch & Eva Cossé, 2022). This selective asylum ignores the concept of a ‘safe third
country’ regarding Ukrainian refugees, amplifying the Eurocentric and racist resi-
dues behind the Greek biopolitics of asylum.
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2.5 Conclusion

The EU-Turkey agreement is not the sole effort from the EU to prioritise the
securitisation and externalisation of migration, with humanitarian assistance and
rights protection schemes being institutionally suppressed, as observed in the pro-
posed New Pact of Migration and Asylum (Ferreira et al., 2022). Externalisation
concepts have dire implications for those whose asylum applications are refused and
those forcibly kept within ‘safe third countries’. The EU, aware of the conditions
under which the refugees live, continues to endorse the concentration of asylum
claimants in Turkey, a country with the highest refugee population in the world,
through money and political promises, thereby creating and perpetuating a state of
precarity. Turkey’s role in this externalisation of migration governance reflects its
advantageous position. It holds Europe on a tight leash under threats of opening its
borders and creates a cheap labour force to provide for Turkey’s economy with
minimal workers’ rights. Governing through precarity has exacerbated the inequality
and dangers under which the Syrian population lives, with Europe promoting such
precarity ideologically and financially.

The Greek government has deliberately chosen to place under an inadmissibility
condition the majority of the claimants arriving through the Turkish border, aware of
two major facts: first, that Turkey has closed its borders, which renders the life
conditions of those affected extremely precarious; second, that Turkey’s legal
framework only covers the Syrian population, thus leaving the other four national-
ities affected without the possibility of enjoying refuge or any type of protection in
Turkey. Considering this through a biopolitical lens, it becomes clear that Greece
chooses to control its refugee population by creating a legal limbo zone for which the
country declines any responsibility. Such conditions benefit the Greek government,
freeing it from its responsibility to protect the ‘unwanted’ while blaming Turkey for
not protecting the claimants’ rights after accepting them back. These debilitating life
conditions have an additional advantage from the perspective of the Greek govern-
ment, as they serve as a deterrence mechanism for all those thinking of making the
journey to Greece. It is noteworthy that Greece was not satisfied with only declaring
Turkey a ‘safe third country’, so it further strengthened its externalisation of asylum
by adding Albania and Northern Macedonia to the ‘safe third country’ list in
December 2021 (Danish Refugee Council et al., 2022).

The decisions taken in the more powerful states in the Mediterranean have
reverberating effects on three continents. The hostile environment directed against
refugees within the EU and its bordering countries, has created conditions of
precarity and hopelessness, especially for refugees fleeing war-torn countries. The
consequence is the creation of ‘unsafe countries’ for refugees only differing in their
level of unsafeness. One solution to this crisis of protection is to turn our gaze to
countries of origin to eradicate the situations that lead to displacement in the first
place, rather than treating refugees as objects of humanitarian aid (Betts & Collier,
2017; Zizek 2017). While doing that, the EU and other powerful countries must
acknowledge their past and present involvement in those conflicts and ensure they
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keep their doors open to protect and shelter those seeking asylum within their
borders. Refugees should not be seen as a nuisance; the ‘management’ of refugee
flow should serve all the people concerned and not depend on the political or
economic interests of states.
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Chapter 3 )
Hindering Democracy Through Migration s
Policies? An Analysis of EU External

Migration Policies’ Impacts

on the Democratisation of Morocco

Luisa Faustini Torres

3.1 Introduction

Although democracy promotion is an important element of the EU’s external
migration policies embedded in the ‘root-causes’ approach (Faustini-Torres, 2020),
there is very little academic knowledge about its effects on this policy field. Within
the EU policy narrative, the lack of democracy has been mainly seen as a driver of
migration and the democratic development of Southern Mediterranean countries
(SMCs)' as a favourable condition for the EU’s goals of stemming migration at
the source (Faustini-Torres, 2020). This implies that, at least in rhetorical terms, the
EU intends to have a positive effect on the democratisation of these countries.
However, when it comes to policy practices, little is known about the impacts of
EU external migration policies on the democratisation of SMCs.

According to the literature, a gap between EU rhetoric and action in this field
could be expected (Bicchi, 2009, 2010; Dimitrovova, 2010; Volkel, 2014;
Kostanyan, 2017), mainly due to the stability-vs-democratisation dilemma faced
by the EU in its external action (Khalifa-Isaac, 2013; Borzel, 2015; Kostanyan,
2017). Furthermore, “migration governance is known to be a field where norms and
practices diverge dramatically” (Ferndndez-Molina & De Larramendi, 2020, p. 7). In
light of this, this chapter presents itself as an attempt to start uncovering the effects of
EU external migration policies on SMCs’ democratic development by moving away
from policy narratives and focusing on policy practices. The turn to policy practices
is done in two stages.

"Here we focus on the countries of Morocco, Algeria, Libya, Egypt, and Tunisia.

L. Faustini Torres ()
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© The Author(s) 2024 29
R. Zapata-Barrero, 1. Awad (eds.), Migrations in the Mediterranean, IMISCOE
Research Series, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_3


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_3&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-42264-5_3#DOI

30 L. Faustini Torres

The first step consists of suggesting an innovative theoretical framework for
empirically analysing the links between these two macro-processes of international
affairs. This is done through bridge-building, that is, by bringing together fields of
research that have remained rather apart: democratisation, autocratic resilience, and
the politics of international migration. The insights, analytical frames and conceptual
tools provided by these three bodies of literature combined have allowed the
formulation of two arguments that enlighten our theoretical understanding of the
mechanisms linking these two macro-processes.

The second step involves applying the suggested framework to Morocco and
assessing the validity of arguments for this case-study, which is considered paradig-
matic among SMCs (Den Hertog, 2017; El Qadim, 2010). On the one hand,
Morocco has been constantly targeted by EU external migration policies and has
been “cooperating” with the EU in the management of migration flows for the last
25 years. This does not imply that Morocco should be seen as a mere object of EU
policies but rather as a subject with the capacity for action, negotiation, and interests
(El Qadim, 2010). Indeed, the “externalisation” of EU migration policies towards
this country, should not be viewed as a simple case of policy transfer, but rather as a
“border security gaming” (Andersson & Keen, 2019). On the other hand, even
though King Mohammed VI adopted some democratic demands made during the
“Arab Uprisings”, this did not represent a radical step towards political change. In
fact, authors refer to Morocco as a case of stalled democratisation (Cavatorta, 2015,
2016) and competitive authoritarianism (Hill, 2016; Szmolka, 2014).2 For this
reason, Morocco has also been a target for EU policies of democracy promotion,
at least in rhetorical terms.

3.2 How “Externalisation” Meets Democratisation:
A Theoretical Account

3.2.1 The External Dimension of Democratisation

Democratisation is often seen as a “domestic affair” (Schmitter, 2004). However, in
the last two decades, several works have looked at how external actors and factors
can influence internal political processes (Leininger, 2010; Burnell & Schlumberger,
2010). According to the model developed by Levitsky and Way (2005, 2006,
2010),3 two main elements explain variations in Western influence on political
change: leverage and linkage. Leverage refers to the external actors’ capacity to

2Even though it is defined as a Parliamentary Monarchy in the Constitution, Morocco is classified as
“partially free” (37/100) by Freedom House (2023), a hybrid regime by the EIU Democracy Index
(2021), and a closed autocracy by V-Dem (2023).

3The work of Hill (2016) demonstrated that such a model could be applied to study the
democratisation of Maghreb countries (Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, and Mauritania).
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exert pressure on regimes (through political conditionality, sanctions, diplomatic
pressure, etc.) and the regimes’ ability to resist outside influence. Three main factors
determine the level of leverage: (i) the target state’s size and military and economic
strength, (ii) the presence of competing issues on the Western foreign policy agenda,
and (iii) the presence of an alternative regional power that can support the country.
Linkage refers to the density of a country’s ties to external actors and constitutes a
structural variable, shaped by geography, historical factors (e.g., colonialism) and
geostrategic alliances. Although these factors are divided into six main categories
(Table 3.1), they usually have a cluster effect (Hill, 2016). The main role of linkages
is to channel influence by affecting the motivations of decision-makers. Most
importantly, linkages increase the effectiveness of leverage (Levitsky & Way, 2005).

Tolstrup’s (2013, 2014) contribution is particularly relevant here. His model
combines the macro-logic of structural determinants (leverage and linkages) with
the micro-logic of domestic actors’ agency (gatekeeper elites). According to him,
gatekeeper elites are not just the objects of external influence, but can develop and
manoeuvre linkages, being “at least as important as geography, history, and culture —
they can both condition the relationship given by structural factors and create
linkages independently of structural preconditions”. In other words, they can facil-
itate or constrain ties to external actors “based on their main values and/or strategic
calculation of both the internal and external costs and benefits of political change”
(Tolstrup, 2013, p. 717).

Tolstrup identifies three main types of gatekeeper elites: ruling elites (the core
group that is in day-to-day control of the state), opposition elites (leaders of political
parties, movements, or NGOs that seek to replace the incumbent regime), and
economic elites (leaders of heavyweight business corporations) (Tolstrup, 2014,
p. 127). Although the density of linkages could, in principle, be influenced by any
gatekeeper elites, he considers that ruling elites — e.g., presidents, prime ministers,
and high officials — usually have more power to do so. In sum, in Tolstrup’s model,
the structure (leverage and linkage) and actors (gatekeeper elites) continuously
interact in iterative sequences (see Fig. 3.1).

3.2.2 The External Dimension of Autocratic Resilience

The work of Tolstrup (2009, 2014) puts forward the idea that target states are not
passive actors in the “democratisation political game”, mainly because “the push [for
democracy] is counterbalanced and resisted with every means possible by autocrats,
who wish to remain in power” (Tolstrup, 2009, p. 925). This highlights the impor-
tance of looking inside-out, paying closer attention to the intra-state dimension and
how domestic actors might act and react to external variables (Pace et al., 2009).
The literature on autocratic resilience explains how authoritarian regimes tend to
fight to remain in power in an environment with increased pressure for democratic
reform (Heydemann, 2007; Schlumberger, 2007; Ambrosio, 2009). The most impor-
tant variable within this dimension is the regime’s organizational power (Levitsky &



Table 3.1 Theoretical framework: summary of main concepts, variables, and elements

Concepts-

variables Definition Elements
Inter-state | Migration The strategic use | Position of countries within the web of
dimension | diplomacy of migration migration chain: (1) Country of origin

flows to obtain
other aims, or the
use of diplomatic
methods to
achieve goals
related to migra-
tion. Two types:
coercive and
cooperative.

(2) Country of transit (3) Country of
reception

Leverage of
external actor

Amount of pres-
sure the external
actor can put on a
regime and the
regime’s ability
to withstand out-
side influence.

Factors determining external actor’s lever-
age:

1. Strength of regimes’ economy and state
structures

2. The existence of competing issues on
the external actors’ foreign policy agenda

3. The existence of alternative regional
power that can support the country politi-
cally, economically, and militarily (power
patron or Black Knight)

Linkages to an
external actor

The density of a
country’s ties to
Western coun-
tries and regional
organizations
such as the EU.

Types of linkages:

1. Economic: trade flows, credit, and
investment

2. Intergovernmental: bilateral and diplo-
matic ties. Participation in alliances and
international organizations

3. Technocratic: share of elites educated
abroad and/or has professional ties to foreign
universities etc.

4. Social: tourism, migration, and dias-
pora networks.

5. Information: cross-border telecommu-
nication, Internet connections, and foreign
media penetration.

6. Civil society: ties to international
NGQOs, religious and party organizations etc.

Intra-state
dimension

Gatekeeper Domestic actors Types of gatekeeper elites:
elites of the tar- | hold the key to 1. Ruling elites (the core group in day-to-
get state turning the vol- day control of the state).
ume of external 2. Opposition elites (leaders of political
actors’ pressure parties, movements, or NGOs that want to
up and down. replace the incumbent regime).
3. Economic elites (leaders of heavy-
weight business corporations).
Organisational | Regime’s ability | Three dimensions:

power of the
target state

to sustain itself.

1. Coercive state capacity: effectiveness
and experience of the security forces.

2. Ruling party strength: cohesion, reach
and mobilisation capacity of the ruling party.

3. Control of the economy: the amount of
influence a regime has over vital sectors of
the economy and sources of finance

Source: Author’s own elaboration
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Fig. 3.1 Model of how external actors can influence democratisation. (Source: Retrieved from
Tolstrup, 2013)

Way, 2010). This variable is determined by three capabilities of unequal importance
(from highest to lowest): coercive state capacity, ruling-party strength, and control of
the economy. Both coercive state capacity and party strength are determined by two
criteria: scope and cohesion. The scope of a security apparatus or party is determined
by its breadth and depth. Cohesion is determined by the strength of purpose and
degree of unity exhibited by a security apparatus or party. Discretionary control of
the economy is determined by the amount of influence a regime has over vital sectors
of the economy and sources of finance.

Within this variable, the coercive state capacity is one of the most important
features of authoritarian resilience. It refers to the effectiveness and experience of the
security forces (e.g. the military, police, gendarmerie, and intelligence agencies)
(Levitsky & Way, 2010). In general, effective coercion would depend on funding,
equipment, and training as well as robust chains of command. Moreover, a regime’s
high capacity is evident when it has a “large, well-trained, and well-equipped
internal security apparatus with an effective presence across the national territory”.
This implies that the better able a regime is to physically defend itself the better its
stability and chances of survival.

The literature considers that international factors may influence the variables of
autocratic resilience both directly and indirectly (Burnell & Schlumberger, 2010;
Tolstrup, 2009). A direct effect would involve influencing the country’s electoral
regime and the elite’s effective power to rule. Conversely, different kinds of sanc-
tions and foreign policy instruments might indirectly influence the regime, including
its coercive state capacity. Finally, it is important to acknowledge not only how
external elements might work in favour of autocratic resilience but mainly “how
authoritarian MENA regimes and opposition actors induce external actors, and
specifically the EU, to perceive and react to their respective situation” (Pace et al.,
2009, p. 8). In other words, how domestic actors might resort to the international
sphere to improve and keep their position in the internal political game.
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3.2.3 The Politics of International Migration

Several years after Greenhill’s (2010) seminal study on the use of displaced people as
an instrument of foreign policy, Adamson and Tsourapas (2019) coined the concept of
migration diplomacy to explain how cross-border population mobility affects the
conduct of states’ diplomacy. This term refers to “the use of diplomatic tools,
processes and procedures to manage cross-border population mobility, including
both the strategic use of migration flows as a means to obtain other aims, and the
use of diplomatic methods to achieve goals related to migration” (Ibid, 2019, p. 17).
The EU’s endeavour to “externalize” migration control towards third countries would
provide several examples of migration diplomacy (Adamson & Tsourapas, 2019).

Similar to traditional diplomacy, migration diplomacy is shaped by the interests
and existing power relationships between states (Adamson & Tsourapas, 2019).
However, instead of looking at economic and military indicators, the position of the
country in the migration system (as countries of destination, origin, or transit)
determines their interests and power. Furthermore, migration diplomacy relies
heavily on a process known as issue-linkage (ibid), which is the simultaneous
negotiation of two or more issues with the aim of reaching a joint settlement
(Tsourapas, 2017). This entails using migration as a tool to pursue other goals,
such as security, economic, or diplomatic ones.

Countries in the Global South have the potential to use migration diplomacy
similarly to more powerful states in the Global North. This could take two forms:
coercive and cooperative (Greenhill, 2010). The first entails mobilising the “threat of
migration” through promoting or facilitating irregular movements. The second
involves playing the “efficiency card” (Cassarino & Del Sarto, 2018) by showing
compliance and repressing migratory flows. In both cases, countries of origin and
transit would be capable of applying a “reverse conditionality” to gain leverage and
obtain concessions from the “host state”, which could involve moral, political,
economic, and/or material support) (Adamson & Tsourapas, 2019; Zardo &
Cavatorta, 2018).

3.3 How “Externalisation” Meets Democratisation: The
Arguments

The framework presented in this chapter outlines two arguments connected to the
proposed dimensions. The first highlights the relevance of migration as a central
linkage within Euro-Med relations, capable of shaping the motivations, strategic
calculations, and leverage of actors involved. Furthermore, the potential effects of
migration are amplified when combined with other economic and intergovernmental
linkages through issue-linkage. It not only shapes the EU’s ability to apply pressure
upon SMCs, but can also influence the target regime’s ability to withstand external
influence. Several authors assert that this shift of power from the core towards the
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periphery is expected in certain areas of cooperation, and recently, migration has
become one of them (Dimitrovova, 2010; Vdélkel, 2020; Pace et al., 2009). There-
fore, migration diplomacy might represent a significant source of power for gate-
keeper elites in SMCs.

This last idea is linked to the second argument, which emphasizes that the
“externalisation” of EU migration policies can impact the regime’s organizational
power, influencing power dynamics and altering incentive structures for domestic
actors in SMCs. While some authors acknowledge the empowerment of neighbouring
countries through migration diplomacy (Cassarino, 2005, 2012; Demmelhuber, 2011;
Wunderlich, 2010; El Qadim, 2010; Zaragoza-Cristiani, 2016), scant attention have
been devoted to the implications for their internal politics and democratic development
(Akkerman, 2018; Prestianni, 2018; Koch et al., 2018; Andersson & Keen, 2019;
Volkel, 2020). This oversight stems from viewing targeted states as black boxes,
disregarding the diverse aims of different actors within them. Actors negotiating with
the EU on migration control often belong to ruling elites and may not always represent
the interests of the entire country (Lemberg-Pedersen, 2017). Hence, I argue for the
significance of examining the internal dynamics of SMCs and determine which actors
are empowered or disempowered by this process, as well as the potential for migration
policies to be utilized as a tool for autocratic resilience.

3.4 How “Externalisation” Meets Democratisation: The
Case of Morocco

The research involved applying the suggested theoretical lens to the case of Morocco
and analysing the relevance of the presented arguments in this context. All data was
coded and analysed using Nvivo software, following a deductive strategy based on
the identified variables, concepts, and elements summarized in Table 3.1. The
analysis is structured to reflect the dual nature of the theoretical framework,
distinguishing between international/inter-state and domestic/intra-state dimensions.

The analysis relied on desk research and a diverse range of qualitative data. One of
the primary sources of information was policy documents related to the EU-Morocco
cooperation framework, including the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and the
EU Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF). Specifically, I examined ENP funding documents,
progress reports, as well as action documents for the 12 projects implemented in
Morocco under the EUTF (refer to Table 3.3 in the Annex), along with available
monitoring reports. Additionally, I consulted informative documents from the EU,
civil society reports, newspaper articles, and empirical literature. The analysis centered
on the five-year period following the “migration crisis” (2015-2020) due to the
significance of political events during this timeframe, particularly in terms of
democratisation and migration, offering an opportunity for a comprehensive analysis.
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3.4.1 (Inter-State Dimension) Migration as High Linkage:
Hampering the External Actor Leverage While
Empowering the Target Regime

Hampering the External Actor Leverage: EU Foreign Policy Goals
at Odds

The literature widely agrees that historically, the EU has adopted a position towards
Morocco that favours “limited democracy” over no democracy at all, with little
inclination to exert significant pressure for democratisation (Kausch, 2009; Khakee,
2010). This stance can largely be attributed to the EU’s interests and priorities in the
field of migration. Morocco has long been a key partner in various EU initiatives
related to migration control. Scholars have argued that the EU’s reliance on Morocco
and the imperative to ensure effective implementation of migration policies have led
to a prioritization of maintaining the status quo in the country (Hill, 2016). Despite
substantial linkages in other areas and existing power asymmetries, the EU’s capac-
ity, and willingness to influence Morocco’s democratisation are perceived to be
diminished due to the conflicting nature of this issue and the goal of controlling
migration (Cassarino, 2012; Noutcheva, 2015; Bauer, 2015).

In general, EU policies in the field of democratic assistance vis-a-vis this country
have been deemed either unsuccessful or counterproductive (Van Hiillen, 2012;
Khahee, 2017). Similarly, when it comes to promoting democracy through migration
policies, the story does not seem very different. Despite the EU’s rhetoric focused on
tackling the root-causes of migration, its primary emphasis has been towards
employing a remote-control approach. This approach is characterized by short-
term measures aimed at curbing migration and securitizing the Moroccan border
(Carrera et al., 2015; den Hertog, 2016). This argument can be further supported by
analysing the projects implemented under the EU Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF).

Among the seven projects implemented specifically in Morocco, only one
(EUTFM04 — Regional migration policy) falls under the broader objective of
“improved governance and conflict prevention”. This objective aims to support
enhancements in overall good governance by promoting conflict prevention,
addressing human rights abuses, and upholding the rule of law.* The remaining
six projects aling with the theme of “improved migration management,” with the
primary objective of developing national strategies for managing migration, enhanc-
ing capacities to prevent irregular migration, and combating human trafficking.’
Within the regional context, all five projects are solely dedicated to the theme of
“improved management of migration.”

“See: https://ec.europa.eu/trustfundforafrica/thematic/improved-migration-management
3See: https://ec.europa.eu/trustfundforafrica/thematic/improved-migration-management
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Additionally, the combined budget allocated to the six EUTF projects® focused
on migrant integration and enhancing their overall situation amounts to €27.6
million. This amount appears significantly smaller when compared to the €184.9
million dedicated to migration management and border control. These budget
distributions suggest that the bulk of the EUTF funds allocated to Morocco have
been primarily directed towards enhancing the capacity of the Moroccan state and its
border control entities to dissuade migration flows towards Europe, particularly in
terms of resources, training, and personnel. Typically, the main recipients of these
funds are the Ministry of Interior and the security forces.

Another indication of the EU’s reduced leverage over Morocco is the fact that, in
addition to refraining from exerting significant pressure, the EU seems to be reward-
ing the country for its cooperation on migration and democratisation matters. Despite
the lack of democratic progress, Morocco remains the primary EU partner. For
instance, within the ENP framework, Morocco would not qualify for positive
conditionality (the “more for more” approach) (Catalano & Graziano, 2016). None-
theless, the country has become a privileged partner and the largest recipient of EU
funds, particularly after the “Arab Uprisings”, regardless of its limited progress in
implementing reforms (ibid).

In several policy documents (See EUTFMO07) the EU praises Morocco for its
advancements in terms of democratisation, which seems to be in line with its
“applause policy” (Hill, 2016; Catalano & Graziano, 2016). Disregarding evidence
provided by the literature, experts, and reports, the EU fails to acknowledge
Morocco’s backsliding in terms of human rights and basic freedoms (Catalano &
Graziano, 2016; Andersson & Keen, 2019; Uzelac, 2020), the consecutive down-
ward trend arrows in its democratic status since 2017 (see Freedom House scores7),
or the lack of improvement in the Western Sahara dossier. Furthermore, the EU
avoids engaging with opposition groups or intervening in contentious issues, as
demonstrated by its silence regarding the recent protests sparked by the “Hirak al
Rif” movement and the regime’s harsh crackdown on protesters, journalists, and
activists (Ben Jellou, 2018).

Empowering the Target Regime: Migration as Bargain Coin for Morocco

As outlined earlier, linkages between actors are not solely determined by structural
factors but can also be manipulated by gatekeeper elites (Tolstrup, 2013). Authors
provided evidence of how Moroccan gatekeepers, particularly the ruling elite,
capitalized on their increased bargaining power derived from migration linkages to
withstand outside influence and exert an inverted leverage over the EU (Cassarino,

SEUTFMO1 — Live together without discrimination, EUTFMO02 — Juridical empowerment,
EUTFMO03 — Vulnerable migrants, EUTFM04 — Regional migration policy, EUTFMO0S8 — Regional
development, EUTFM09 — monitoring and evaluation.

7 Available at: https:/freedomhouse.org/country/morocco/freedom-world/2017
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2005; El Qadim, 2010, 2015; Wunderlich, 2010; Zaragoza-Cristiani, 2016;
Werenfels, 2018). In essense, these studies suggest that ruling elites in Morocco
have been empowered by the “border security gaming”. The analysis offers several
examples of how this empowerment is unfolding.

To assert its demands with the EU, Morocco has employed a combination of two
migration diplomacy approaches: (i) a cooperative approach, positioning itself as a
“good student” and emphasizing its efficiency in addressing migration issues
(Cassarino, 2005); (ii) a coercive approach, leveraging threats to ease migration
controls or halt migration cooperation (Zaragoza-Cristiani, 2016). In both cases,
Morocco heavily relies on issue-linkage as a strategic tool, often described as a
master in “packaging” its interests (Werenfels, 2018), which pursue political, eco-
nomic, and material goals.

When engaging in cooperative migration diplomacy, Morocco underlines its
efforts and ability to manage migration and conducting border surveillance, as well
as its willingness to readmit migrants (Wolff, 2008). This strategy is evident in various
interviews given by Khalid Zerouali, the director of the Directorate of Migration and
Border Surveillance (DMBS), in 2018 and 2019. During these interviews, Zerouali
highlighted the work carried out by Morocco in “securing” the EU, emphasizing their
effectiveness in preventing irregular migrations and dismantling criminal networks
(Telquel, 2018; El Diario, 2019). While he underscores Morocco’s proactive stance in
this domain, he also acknowledges that the country has already mobilized all available
resources and would require budgetary support to sustain the functioning of the
implemented mechanisms (Telquel, 2018). This support would entail a cost of over
€200 million per year for Rabat (El Diario, 2019).

Even though Morocco relies largely on cooperative migration diplomacy, it does
not refrain from using coercive strategies to achieve its goals. The episodes sur-
rounding the Western Sahara crisis that traversed EU-Morocco relations during
2016-2019 provides a clear example of that. This crisis was triggered by a series
of decisions from the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) in 2015-2016,
ruling that the Western Sahara fell outside the scope of Morocco’s Association
Agreement (Lovatt, 2020).® Morocco perceived this ruling as an assault on its
sovereignty and territorial integrity, prompting it to engage in issue-linkage
strategies and inverse conditionality by issuing threats to the EU regarding their
cooperation on migration control. Some observers argue that the successful storming
of the border walls in Ceuta in February 2017 as being related with these episodes’
(Fernandez-Molina, 2017; Werenfels, 2018). In fact, these events have been
surrounded by the progressive increase of irregular migration from Morocco (See
Graphic 3.1).

8See Fernandez-Molina, 2017 and GADEM, 2018 for a detailed account.

° Although gatekeeper elites cannot directly create migration flows, they can still change the flows,
or at least manipulate EU perceptions over them. According to Zardo and Cavatorta (2018) “the
bigger the perception of volatility”, the bigger the leverage of neighbouring authoritarian countries,
regardless of the migration threat being real or not.
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Graphic 3.1 Illegal border crossings on the Western route (sea and land) in numbers

The final decision by the CJEU was made in February 2018, ruling that the
fisheries agreements would remain valid as long as it did not apply to the Western
Sahara. The decision was considered as fairly satisfying by the Moroccan govern-
ment and marked the beginning of a new era of EU-Morocco relations and the
resumption of political and financial exchanges, mainly in the field of migration. The
outcomes have also been advantageous for the EU as it witnessed a decrease in the
number of arrivals from Morocco already in 2019 (See Graphic 3.1), indicating that
both the agreements and measures implemented by Rabat were proving effective.

In conclusion, both cooperative and coercive migration diplomacy strategies have
contributed to the empowerment of Moroccan ruling elites. This is evident in the
approval of the two largest EUTF projects, with budgets of €44 million and €101.7
million respectively, which occurred after the episodes mentioned above. Addition-
ally, the EU has allocated an estimated budget of €3.5 billion for Moroccan author-
ities for the period of 2020-2027. These substantial figures indicate that the EU is
heavily invested in maintaining Morocco as a close and longstanding partner.

3.4.2 (Intra-State Dimension) “Border Security Gaming”’:
A Tool for Autocratic Resilience?

Boosting the regime’s Organizational Power

While King Mohamed VI and the ruling elites (the Makhzen) hold a central gate-
keeper position within the Moroccan political sphere (Wunderlich, 2010; Feliu &
Parejo, 2012; Hill, 2016), they play a pivotal role in the negotiation and implemen-
tation of EU external migration policies in the country. In addition to the King
himself, the Ministry of Interior and its security bodies'® are the central actors in EU

19The Directorate of National Security (DNS), responsible for the Moroccan National Police that
control authorized crossing points with the support of the Auxiliary Forces and the Directorate of
Migration and Border Surveillance (DMBS), “responsible for the operational implementation of the
national strategy to combat human trafficking networks and border surveillance” (Elmadmad, 2007,
p- 39).
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migration policies (Ibid). Consequently, the domestic actors that are being
empowered by the process of “externalisation” are mainly those less inclined to
facilitate regime change in this country. They are more likely to use such advanta-
geous position to enhance autocratic resilience, thereby prompting regime stability
and survival. At least three types of concessions obtained by Morocco through the
“border security gaming” would have the potential to stabilise and reinforce (even
indirectly) the regime organisational power in its three dimensions (party strength,
control of the economy and coercive state capacity): (i) political/moral, (ii) economic
and (iii) material/logistical.

(1) Political/moral concessions: increasing ruling elites’ legitimacy

Two crucial themes for Morocco’s legitimacy are its international image and its
authority over the Western Sahara (Hill, 2016; Fernandez-Molina, 2017; Werenfels,
2018). Morocco’s competitive authoritarianism is highly concerned with interna-
tional opinion and with maintaining good relations with the West (Hill, 2016,
p- 168). The issue of maintaining control over the Western Sahara is contentious
due to its territorial and resource significance. Additionally, the counterinsurgency
campaign against the Polisario in the 1970s has shaped the security forces’ imagi-
naries and is broadly responsible for the non-materials ties that maintain its high
cohesion (Hill, 2016, p. 157).

The previous section already provided several examples of how the EU has been
granting political recognition to the Moroccan regime. This recognition takes the
form of praising the regime for its democratising efforts in policy documents, when
evidence shows otherwise, or by refraining from criticizing human rights and
democratic backsliding in the country — despite reports from NGOs and democracy
indexes insisting on their severity. To underscore this point further, two additional
examples of this sort of legitimacy concessions should be highlighted.

The first example involves the granting of Advanced Status for Morocco in 2008.
As the first and only Arabic country to receive such status'' this has been considered
as a “gift from heaven” for its capacity of boosting the regime’s international
reputation. Moreover, it would enable a closer association with the EU, which
means more aid and economic benefits for the country (Kausch, 2009). While not
at the same scale, the second example indicates a comparable phenomenon, as certain
European countries (in concrete Germany and Belgium) are considering designating
Morocco a “safe third country”. This designation implies that asylum seekers could
be quickly and safely returned to Morocco (Concord, 2018). Euromed Rights (2018)
has been closely monitoring this topic, contending that giving these countries such
“safe” status “means that no risk of persecution exists in principle for nationals of
that country or foreign nationals, and that their human rights are effectively
respected, including the right of asylum”.

In what concerns the autonomy of Western Sahara, Morocco seems to have
succeeded until now in maintaining its stance on it. Despite numerous unfavourable

""Now being also negotiated with Tunisia.
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rulings by the CJEU the EU has broadly remained apart from this contentious
“internal affair”. According to Lovatt (2020): “Yet while the EU does not recognise
Moroccan sovereignty over the area, it has not adopted the UN’s characterisation of
it as an occupied territory. Instead, the EU has labelled Western Sahara as a “non-
self-governing territory” ‘de facto’ administered by the Kingdom of Morocco —
conjuring up a legal concept that does not exist in international law”.

In sum, Morocco seems to have succeeded in silencing the EU on human rights,
democracy, and self-determination — all of which could potentially contribute to
sustaining and even boostering the power of the ruling elites both internally and
externally.

(i) Economic concessions: sustaining ruling elites’ modernisation agenda

When considering economic concessions, these primarily take the form of monetary
aid, either directly related to migration funds (EUTF) or other type of financial
instrument/incentives (European Neighbourhood Instrument — ENI). As in the case
of political concessions, economic provisions could also have the effect of enhanc-
ing ruling elites’ power, legitimacy, and control over the economy.

An example of this could be seen in the recent announcement by the EU of a new
financial package to Morocco, totalling €389 million. Out of this total, €289 mil-
lion are destined for bolstering Moroccan reforms and inclusive development, while
€101.7 million are allocated as direct budget support for border management
(European Commission, 2019). Furthermore, for the period 2014-2017 the ENI
had an indicative budget of €728-890 million for Morocco only, which includes
funds for migration control and other projects (EEAS/European Commission, 2014).
Morocco has also been a beneficiary of the Neighbourhood Investment Facility
(NIF), which has financed ten projects thus far, totalling €203.8 million, including
the construction of the largest solar power station in Africa (EU Factography —
Morocco, 2016).

These resources would serve as an important tool for the Moroccan regime.
Since ascending to the throne, Mohamed VI, has engaged in a series of economic
and political reforms to aling with his narrative of propeling the country into a “New
Era” (Darif, 2012). By investing in modernisation and economic liberalisation, the
monarchy created a new source of legitimacy based on political and economic
effectiveness (ibid). According to Bogaert (2018, p. 9): “whereas Hassan II
ruled with an iron hand, Mohamed VI rules via holdings, funds and new state
agencies”. This underscores the regime needs for resources to maintain its image
of modernising country as a key source of internal power and legitimacy.

Another related concern is that a significant portion of the funds supposedly
allocated to support the country’s development and address deep structural prob-
lems have been expended in large-scale projects, such as the solar power station and
improving the country physical infra-structure (Khakee, 2017), including Moroccan
highways (Hatim, 2020). As expected, these investments have not resulted in
improvements in the country’s Human Development Index, which remains the
lowest among Arab countries. This index hinges on other issues such as schooling
and life expectancy, matters not addressed by this sort of economic investment/
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reform. Moreover, given that the Makhzen is widely perceived as benefiting eco-
nomically from its closeness to the palace (Ibid) this also raises suspicion of
corruption and misuse of funds. Likewise, the unconditioned nature and lack of
transparency of certain financial aids, such as the EUTFMO07 Budget support, could
translate into a blank check for the government, potentially fostering more corrup-
tion (Fargues & Fandrich, 2012).

(iii) Material/logistical concessions: strengthening the coercive state capacity

Apart from economic concessions, the “externalisation” of EU migration policies
implies the provision of substantial material, logistic and capacity building support
to Morocco, primarily target at its state and security apparatus. Existing literature has
already raised particular concern with the effects of this type of support in strength-
ening the coercive state capacity of authoritarian regimes (Demmelhuber, 2011;
Baird, 2016; Koch et al., 2018; Akkerman, 2018; Andersson & Keen, 2019; Volkel,
2020). As explained in the theoretical framework, this dimension is paramount for
autocratic resilience. In the case of Morocco, the regime’s high organizational power
relies largely on this dimension (Hill, 2016), and particularly on the strength of the
regime security forces (Dorado-Nogueras, 2011).

The analysis of some EUTF projects provides several examples of the kind of
material the EU is financing. For instance, the EUTFM08—Regional development
(€30 million) plans the provision of IT infrastructure for collecting, archiving, and
identifying digital biometrics, acquisition of vehicles as well as surveillance, inter-
vention and communication equipment for the different field units, and the necessary
equipment for aerial surveillance. Similarly, the EUTFMO7-Budget support (€101.7
million) aims to enhance the management of land and sea borders, and airports.
Lastly, the project EUTFMOS5—Integrated border management (€44 million) also
refers to the same sort of investment, which include the already approved acquisition
of 384 vehicles on the value of €26 million (See Table 3.4 in the Annex).

The acquisition of these materials and capacities alone does not necessarily
indicate a strengthening of the country’s coercive state capacity. However, in the
case of Morocco, such enhancement could potentially be leveraged as a tool for
autocratic resilience. On the one hand, there is a concern that such enhancement may
come at the expense of migrants’ rights. Numerous reports from NGOs have
documented increased violence against migrants, mass arrests and forced displace-
ments in Northern Morocco, coinciding with the considerable transference of funds
and equipment from the EU (AMDH, 2017, 2019; GADEM, 2018; Prestianni,
2018). On the other hand, there is a risk of funds and equipment being
misappropriated by the regime to repress and control its citizens (Koch et al.,
2018). This is particularly worrisome because the security forces financed by the
EU to control migration in Morocco are the same forces responsible for the regime’s
coercive state capacity. According to Levitsky and Way (2010), effective coercion
heavily relies on funding, equipment, and training. Since the EU is providing
precisely this kind of support through its migration policies, the possibility of dual
use of these resources should be considered. However, only one project
(EUTFM12-Dismantling criminal networks) mentions this particular risk.
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In contrast, scholars and NGOs have expressed concerns about this possibility,
citing the lack of transparency and accountability related with the funds allocated
(Wunderlich, 2010; AMDH, 2017; Uzelac, 2020) and the ethical challenge associ-
ated with the export of border management technologies, such as biometric control
(Wolff, 2008). Given that Moroccan coercive power largely relies on low intensity-
operations (Hill, 2016), which involve harassment, intimidation and persecution of
the regime’s opponents and critics (See Human Rights Watch, 2022), it could be
argued that this sort of money and technology transference could significantly
contribute to these operations.

Opposition Elites’ Disempowerment

Finally, it is worth mentioning that by prioritizing state ruling elites as the main actors for
cooperation and negotiation in Morocco, the EU may inadvertently sideline opposition
elites, mainly civil society actors. This raises two significant concerns. Firstly, this could
result in less engagement and fewer resources for the most reform-minded actors within
Moroccan society. Secondly, this lack of support and disregard places these actors in a
difficult position for challenging and criticizing the regime’s abusive behaviour, mainly
in the field of migration (Baird, 2016). Therefore, in addition to potentially increasing the
power of ruling elites through political, economic, and material means, EU cooperation
on migration may also diminish the relative power of opposition elites. Many authors
argue that this trend is unlikely to change, as even after the “Arab Uprisings”, the EU
continues to view ruling elites as the primary interlocutors of migration control cooper-
ation (Demmelhuber, 2011; Dandashly, 2018; Zardo & Cavatorta, 2018). This is further
evidenced by the minimal relevance given to civil society organizations in the twelve
EUTF projects for Morocco analysed here.

3.5 Conclusion

The main objective of this chapter was to examine the influence of EU external
migration policies on the democratisation of SMCs, with a specific focus on
analysing policy practices. By introducing an innovative theoretical framework
and applying it to the case of Morocco, this study has provided both theoretical
and empirical insights into the complex interplay between these processes. While
conducting empirical research on authoritarian regimes poses challenges, the anal-
ysis of the Moroccan case suggests that EU “externalisation” of migration control
may have a negative impact on the country’s democratic development, potentially
reinforcing or stabilizing autocratic structures. The key findings of the analysis,
which are summarized in Table 3.2, highlight these dynamics.

It can be argued that such an outcome would contradict the EU’s own narratives
and policies regarding democracy promotion, as well as its self-proclaimed image as
a regional normative power. The case study presented suggests a wide and deep gap



Table 3.2 How “externalisation” meets democratisation in Morocco: summary of findings

Theoretical framework

The case of Morocco

Concepts-
Argument variables Main research findings
Inter-state | Migration, as a matter | Migration Both the external actor (EU) and the
dimension | of high politics and a | diplomacy target regime (Morocco) seem to use

significant interna-
tional and security
issue, is likely to be a
linkage of extreme
relevance for Euro-
Med relations, capa-
ble of changing moti-
vations and strategic
calculations of actors
at both shores of the
Mediterranean and
influencing their
leverage over each
other.

migration diplomacy and issue-linkage
strategies based on their interests and
values. The EU avoid pressuring
Morocco to democratize, opting for a
stabilisation strategy and a reward pol-
icy, to fulfil its (short-term) migration
goals. Moroccan ruling elites have been
instrumentalizing migration to exploit
the EU’s interests and priorities (apply-
ing cooperative and coercive diplomacy)
as a (long-term) strategy to credit and
stabilize the regime.

Leverage of
external actor

The development of EU external migra-
tion policies might have been hampering
the EU’s capacity and willingness of
promoting democracy in Morocco
mainly due to competing issues in the
EU foreign policy agenda.

Linkage to an
external actor

The migration linkage between the EU
and Morocco might influence the exter-
nal actor’s leverage and might be used by
gatekeeper ruling elites in target states to
endure outside influence and exert
inverted leverage, making the policy
process responsive to their needs. Ulti-
mately, it indicates how migration is a
linkage of great importance for
EU-Morocco relations.

Intra-state
dimension

The “externalisation”
of EU migration poli-
cies might impact the
regime’s organiza-
tional power,
influencing gate-
keeper elites’ power
positions and modi-
fying the incentive
structures of the
domestic actors in
SMCs, being poten-
tially an important
tool for autocratic
resilience.

Gatekeeper
elites of target
states

The “border security gaming” is
empowering Moroccan ruling elites (the
Makhzen), who are likely to use the
advantaged position provided by high
linkage on migration as a tool for auto-
cratic resilience. At the same time, the
EU’s preference for ruling elites might
have the potential effect of
disempowering opposition elites.

The organiza-
tional power of
the target state

At least three types of concessions
derived from the “border security gam-
ing” might contribute to the stabilization
and reinforcement of the regime’s orga-
nizational power: (i) political/moral

(ii) economic and (iii) material/logistical.
The first two would reinforce the
regime’s internal and external political
legitimacy and control over the econ-
omy. The last one would mainly rein-
force the regime’s coercive state
capacity.

Source: Author’s own elaboration



3 Hindering Democracy Through Migration Policies? An Analysis of EU. .. 45

between EU discourses, policy implementation, and their consequences. This gap is
wide due to the complete contradiction between policy narratives and practices. Its
depth is related to the fact that by strengthening autocratic forces in SMCs, the EU
may inadvertently reinforce the very drivers of migration that its policies aim to
address, such as the lack of democracy, good governance, and human rights
(Andersson & Keen, 2019; Prestianni, 2018). In other words, EU policies would
not only fail to address the underlying structural causes of migration but could
potentially exacerbate them, thereby risking worsening the migration challenge in
the long term (Abderrahim, 2018). Additionally, this would contribute to “process of
disillusionment” with the Barcelona Process (Zapata-Barrero, 2020), which, after
twenty-five years, has not fulfilled its goal of strengthening democracy and mobility
across the Mediterranean region.

Annex

Table 3.3 Complete list of EUTF projects in Morocco (2015-)

EUTF Adoption
Title CODE contribution Implementer | Theme date
Vivre ensemble | EUTFMO1 — | 5500000.00 AECID Improved 16/12/
sans discrimina- | Live together migration 2016
tion: une without management
approche basée discrimination
sur les Droits de
I’Homme et la
dimension de
genre
Empowerment EUTFMO02 - | 4580000.00 ENABEL Improved 04/12/
juridique des Juridical migration 2017
personnes empowerment management
migrantes
Assistance aux EUTFMO3 — | 6500000.00 NGOs Improved 06/07/
personnes Vulnerable migration 2018
migrantes en sit- | migrants management
uation de
vulnérabilité
Déploiement des | EUTFMO04 — | 8000000.00 ENABEL Improved 13/12/
Politiques Regional migration 2018
Migratoires au migration management
Niveau Régional | policy
Soutien a la EUTFMO05 — | 44000000.00 | FIIAPP Improved 13/12/
gestion intégrée | Integrated migration 2018
des frontieres et | border management
de la migration management
au Maroc

(continued)
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Table 3.3 (continued)
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EUTF Adoption
Title CODE contribution Implementer | Theme date
Coopération EUTFMO06 — | 8613500.00 GIZ Improved 23/05/
Sud-Sud en South-South migration 2017
maticre de cooperation management
migration
Appui aux EUTFMO07 — | 101750000.00 | Kingdom of | Improved 10/12/
actions des Budget Morocco migration 2019
autorités support management
marocaines
contre les
réseaux facilitant
les flux
migratoires
irréguliers
TOTAL: 178.943.500,00 €
Regional projects (North African Window)
Regional Devel- 9900000.00 Save the Improved 16/06/
opment and Pro- (20% to children, migration 2016
tection Morocco — IOM, MSF | management
Programme in 1,980,000)
the North of
Africa
Formulation of | EUTFMO09 — | 5200000.00 ICPMD Improved 23/05/
programmes, Monitoring (20% to migration 2017
Implementation | and Morocco — management
of the Monitor- evaluation 1,040,000)
ing and Evalua-
tion Framework,
and communica-
tion activities
Border Manage- | EUTEM10 - | 55000000.00 |ICMPD Improved 06/07/
ment Programme | BMP (50% to together migration 2018
for the Maghreb | Maghreb Morocco — with the management,
region 27,500,000) Italian Min- | improved
(BMP-Maghreb) istry of governance,
Interior and conflict
prevention
Towards a EUTEMI11 - | 25,000,000 ILO, IOM, | Improved 13/12/
Holistic Labour (33% to GIZ, migration 2018
Approach to migration Morocco — ENABEL management
Labour Migra- governance 8,300,000)
tion Governance
and Labour
Mobility in
North Africa

(continued)
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Table 3.3 (continued)

EUTF Adoption
Title CODE contribution Implementer | Theme date
Dismantling the | EUTFM12 - | 15,000,000 UNODC Improved 01/08/
criminal net- Dismantling (20% to migration 2019
works operating | criminal Morocco — management
in North Africa networks 3,000,000)

and involved in
migrant smug-
gling and human
trafficking

TOTAL REGIONAL PROJECTS: 41.820.000,00 €

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on the available data on EUTF documents and website

Table 3.4 Material acquired by FIIAPP for Morocco under the project EUTFMOS5 — Integrated
border management

# Type and quantity Value

LOT 1 230 tropicalized 4x4 vehicles, € 13,800,000
LOT 2 10 4 x 4 vehicles with ambulance configuration € 520,000
LOT 3 100 4 x 4 pick up vehicles € 5,500,000
LOT 4 10 4 x 4 water tanker trucks € 1,650,000
LOTS5 8 gasoline tanker trucks € 1320,00
LOT 6 18 4 x 4 platform trucks € 2,610,000
LOT 7 8 refrigerated trucks € 600,000
TOTAL 384 vehicles € 26,000,000

Source: Spanish Ministry Council 2019. Available at: https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/
consejodeministros/referencias/Paginas/2019/refc20190705.aspx
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Chapter 4 )
Migration Across the Mediterranean: sy
Shaping Italy-Libya Relations Over Time

Mathias Hatleskog Tjgnn and Maria Gabrielsen Jumbert

4.1 Introduction

The issue of cross-Mediterranean migration into the European Union (EU) has long
been contentious. While for many years a matter the Southern EU Member States
were left to deal with, the arrivals in 2015 made the rest of the Union become more
acutely aware and engaged. The numbers of people crossing the sea were initially
rather modest in the 1990s, yet the emphasis put on stricter measures to control the
external borders following the Schengen acquis sought to weigh up for the elimina-
tion of internal border checks. As migration across the Mediterranean has continued
throughout these years, and at times increased despite stricter and more sophisticated
attempts to oversee and manage this maritime border, the role of Italy and Libya’s
cooperation in this, is a central piece of the puzzle. Of the various migratory routes
that have been prevalent over these years, the so-called Central Mediterranean route
from Libya to Italy has been tainted with tragedies, in terms of human lives lost at
sea, and with tensions, in terms of political tugs of war around how to best respond to
these migrant crossings. The relations entertained by Italy with Libya in this context
have been particularly contentious, due to Libya’s long-standing status as a political
pariah state. The developments of this cooperation over the last three decades are
thus central to understand more broadly Europe’s approach to cross-Mediterranean
migration.

In this chapter, we begin by drawing up a short history of the political relation-
ships between Italy and Libya, divided into subsections for the country-specific
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reasons for their joint migration management expanding. In Sect. 4.3 we then focus
on three Italo-Libyan milestone migration-related agreements; the 1998 Joint
Communiqué, the 2008 Friendship Treaty and the 2017 Valletta Memorandum,
which each ushered in important stages in Central Mediterranean migration man-
agement involving Italy, Libya and ultimately also the EU. The final Sect. 4.4 then
zooms in on the timeline of naval operations in the Central Mediterranean related to
migration and involving Libya.

4.2 Brief History of Italy-Libya Relations and Migration
Cooperation

Before outlining the three main agreements that have marked Italo-Libyan relations
over the past three decades, we start by describing how migration management rose
on the Italian political agenda, and then how it emerged as a key point for negotiating
external relations for Libya.

4.2.1 lItaly’s Growing Desire to Manage Migration

The backdrop to Italo-Libyan cooperation on migration can be traced to the 1980s
and 1990s. Initially, efforts were quite one-sided, with Italy as the instigator and
primary force. The reason for Italy’s desire to engage with Libya on the topic of
migration was not at this stage due to particularly alarming numbers of migrant
crossings across the Central Mediterranean,' but rather due to both domestic and
regional political developments. First, Italy’s entrance into the Schengen agreement,
signed in 1990 and implemented into both Italian law and the EU’s Amsterdam
Treaty in 1997 came with new obligations. Second, the first mass-influx of migrants
to Italy in modern times — and their subsequent refoulement —constituted a watershed
moment, when approximately 20,000 Albanians escaping the collapse of Commu-
nist Albania reached Southern Italy on the Viora shipping vessel in 1991. Both
events contributed to shape Italy’s rationale for wanting to engage with Libya on
migration management — seen as another potential avenue of incoming migrants at a
time where the external borders of the EU (then the European Economic Commu-
nity, or EEC) were under increased scrutiny. During the 1990s, several civil wars on
the continent, combined with a pan-African immigration policy pursued by the
Libyan leadership, led many migrants towards Libya. A later backlash on immi-
grants in Libya in the 2000s would push these to other North African countries and
towards Europe (de Haas, 2006).

!'Systematic data collection of number of migration crossings over the Central Mediterranean route
only began in 1998. See Fargues, 2017 and https://missingmigrants.iom.int/
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The entering into force of the Schengen Agreement marked a first major mile-
stone. In the mid-1980s, Italy (alongside other countries on the periphery of the EEC
such as Greece) was kept out of the initial talks to form a borderless area. At first this
area was planned to encompass France, West Germany and the Benelux countries,
but the idea was later brought into the wider EEC policy field and turned into the
foundations of Schengen (Comte, 2015). France’s President Frangois Mitterrand and
West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl announced the Saarbriicken Accord in July
1984, meant to ease the crossing of both people and commodities by abolishing their
bilateral border controls, harmonizing legislation and externalizing security checks
to their frontiers with adjacent nations. Italy’s Foreign Minister Giulio Andreotti
shortly thereafter signaled his country’s strong interest in negotiating a similar
agreement with France. His French counterpart quickly declined the Italian request,
however, as France had concerns about Italian immigration policy and fears of what
opening its borders to Italy could entail. The list of French demands for Italy to be
allowed into the Schengen deliberations was extensive and included: broad border
policing cooperation, a drastic tightening of immigration policy, a harmonization of
visa requirements (including demanding visas from countries just across the Med-
iterranean, hitherto exempted by Italy, including Libya) and, chiefly, a readmission
agreement between the two countries, governing any migrants caught illegally or
denied admission into France (Paoli, 2015).

Despite initial protests, Italy eventually did cave in to demands and went on to
become a full-fledged party to the Schengen acquis, conforming its immigration
legislation to the stricter regulations already adopted by the other parties to the
agreement. The country signed both the Saarbriicken Accord and the Schengen
Agreement itself on November 27, 1990. From there, the controls were implemented
swiftly — already the following year as many as ten out of the twelve EEC member
states now required visas for citizens of all Arab states (Comte, 2015; Paoli, 2015).
Indeed, Pastore et al. (2006) claim that these visa requirements in themselves helped
create the Central Mediterranean route across the Sicilian channel by complicating
the legal avenues for the seasonal agricultural workers that had long been employed
in the Sicilian Agricultural sector, on Corsica and in Southern France, and that were
still needed (Alba & Silberman, 2002; Fromentin, 2022).

By the early 1990s the share of foreign-born persons living in Italy was 356,000
or approximately 0.6% of Italy’s population, and the first attempts at regularizing
their presence took place (King & Andall, 1999). The Martelli Law — named after
Vice President of the Council of Ministers Claudio Martelli — entered into effect in
February 1990, and it is notable as being postwar Italy’s first attempt to properly
legislate migration. The law attempted to regulate the arrival, registration, integration
and path to citizenship of migrants. The law, however, had significant and important
shortcomings that quickly became visible; despite what the legal framework now
demanded, there was very little practical preparedness or training of personnel
supposed to handle and receive migrants, nor were the facilities to house them
ready. The Italian attempts to manage migrant arrivals seemed haphazard and
characterized by ad-hoc solutions of sometimes dubious legal standing (Colucci,
2018).
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A landmark event that shaped this impression came in the summer of 1991 when
the Italian-built ship Viora, crammed with as many as 20,000 people escaping
chaotic post-communist Albania, anchored in the Southern Italian port city of
Bari, and brought with it fears of increasing immigration of ‘destitute’ and ‘foreign’
people. The Italian government initially housed the arriving Albanians in the city’s
soccer stadium, orchestrating helicopter drops of food and water as the security
situation quickly deteriorated in the overcrowded sports’ facility. Within days, any
attempts to process the migrants through the system ostensibly set up by the Martelli
Law was abandoned and instead the Italian government forcibly returned all arriving
migrants to Albania, making it the first documented cases of illegal Italian
refoulement in violation of the Refugee Convention (Ballinger, 2018; Fargues,
2017; Triulzi, 2016).

The Vliora incident and its portent of a potential change in migrant arrivals had
domestic political consequences for Italy. With the mid-1990s election win for Silvio
Berlusconi’s Forza Italia, a new incipient foreign policy emerged that was less
willing to put European integration above all else. This new ‘Euro-realist’ political
paradigm viewed international and European influence on Italy’s political agenda
with suspicion, made wider use of bilateral relations to further its own foreign policy,
and sought to define and defend Italian “national interests” more vigorously. This
last point aimed to curry favor with public opinion and seemingly “stand up” to the
EU, criticizing Brussels while still wanting to remain within both Schengen and the
Union. Stemming Mediterranean migration figured high among those national
interests.

The Schengen system resulted in a complete change of Italy’s migration agenda
and approach. Italy’s immigration situation and attitudes towards migrants
underwent further changes after domestic developments in the 1990s, becoming
considerably less laissez-faire, more restrictive, and inclined towards refoulement as
an acceptable practice. The Italian migration regime would in the coming years
undergo a process of externalizing its border controls across the Mediterranean and
into Libya.

4.2.2 A Gradual Partnership — Migration Control Rises
on the Libyan Agenda

As the 1990s came to a close, Italy’s new foreign policy priorities led it to seek both a
strengthening of economic ties and an introduction of border policing cooperation
with countries along the Southern Coasts of the Mediterranean. Libya was gradually
becoming more receptive to this conflating of policy fields (Morone, 2017).

After spending much of the 1980s and 1990s as an international pariah due to its
antagonistic relationship to both the US and countries in the region because of its



4 Migration Across the Mediterranean: Shaping Italy-Libya Relations Over Time 57

support for international terrorism, Libya sought to move back into the orbit of
European countries. Italy had maintained a mostly cordial diplomatic relationship
with Muammar Gaddafi’s Libya since the 1969 coup, keeping the eccentric and
autocratic leader’s regime at political arm’s length, while continuing a gradual
expansion of economic involvement in its former colony. This involvement primar-
ily took the shape of Italian multinational oil and gas giant ENI (Ente Nazionale
Idrocarburi, or National Hydrocarbons Authority) increasing its importance for both
exploration and production in the Libyan sector. But aside from this economic
cooperation, the otherwise complex political climate meant there was initially little
room for rapprochement. This was made even more complicated by Gaddafi’s
continuous insistence since his coup that Italy pay reparations for crimes committed
during the colonial occupation. There had been a modest one-time payment of Italian
£5 million agreed with the previous Libyan monarchy in 1956, but the Italian
authorities insisted it was not linked to either colonial reparations or damages
incurred during the Second World War, but rather a “contribution to the economic
reconstruction of the country” (Colafrancesco, 2012; Del Boca, 2011; Morone,
2013; Paoletti, 2011). Indeed, the colonial history of Italy and Libya had mostly
been downplayed by a long sequence of Italian governments. This was about to
change in the 1990s.

Ultimately, the sanctions and embargo placed upon Libya for the country’s rogue
policies and terror financing — in combination with low oil prices throughout the
1980s — took their toll on the country’s finances. Interestingly, this embargo strongly
contributed to an already developing situation where Libya itself became a destina-
tion for migrants seeking work. This began in the 1970s and 1980s with the
expansion of oil and gas extraction installations in the country and picked up pace
with Gaddafi’s Pan-Arabist and later Pan-Africanist policies, seeking both labor
migration and political support elsewhere as the embargo and Western sanctions
started to bite. By 2008, it has been estimated that between 1 and 1.5 million
migrants resided in Libya, bringing both much needed labor to the Libyan labor
market, but also at times creating friction within Libyan society (de Haas, 2006;
Paoletti, 2011). Meanwhile, in Italy the political upheavals of the early 1990s, when
the Christian Democratic party (DC) and the Italian Socialist Party (PSI) — which had
governed Italy for most of the postwar period — lost power, creating fresh openings
for new politicians. Tentative Italian outreach to Libya happened in the first half of
the 1990s as a part of the politica del buon vicinato, which translates into “Good
Neighborhood Policy.” Towards the end of the decade this policy yielded results,
with the Joint communiqué and a verbal process alongside it, both signed by the
Libyan Secretary of the General People’s Committee, Omar Mustafa el-Muntasser,
and Italian Foreign Minister Lamberto Dini on July 4, 1998 (Colafrancesco, 2012;
Coralluzzo, 2008; Del Boca, 2011; Labanca, 2015; Lombardi, 201 1; Ronzitti, 2009).
It signaled the first time both colonial history, economic cooperation and migration
control were mentioned in any Italo-Libyan agreement text.
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4.3 Three Key Agreements — Their Consequences
and Specifics

The signing of the Joint communiqué in 1998 marked the beginning of a new form of
bilateral relation and cooperation between Italy and Libya, enshrined in this agree-
ment, pursued and further consolidated with the 2008 Treaty on Friendship, Part-
nership and Cooperation — and then renewed within a new and complex political
configuration in Libya, with the Valetta Memorandum in 2017. In this section we
first describe the political context leading to these three different agreements and
what consequences the agreements had for migration management cooperation,
before briefly reviewing each agreement.

4.3.1 Three Decades Marked by Three Different Bilateral
Agreements

The most important and immediate effect of the 1998 Joint communiqué was an ever-
closer economic involvement of Italian companies in Libya, particularly ENI’s role in
the petroleum sector. Toward the end of the millennium, ENI was responsible for more
than half of Libya’s oil exports, and the two economies became ever more intertwined,
ensuring an increased importance of Italo-Libyan petroleum industry. The mention of
migration was an important first, though in the late 1990s that meant a joint combating
of visa forgery, not yet physical patrols or interceptions (Italian & Libyan Govern-
ments, 1998a). It would take another decade of Italo-Libyan political negotiations and
deliberations to result in a significant milestone in their migration cooperation. The
later Friendship Treaty was signed into being when Berlusconi traveled to Libya to
meet Gaddafi in Benghazi, on August 30, 2008. The intermingling of issues such as an
apology for colonial crimes and related reparations offered to Libya by Italy, the
continued expansion of Italian companies’ — chiefly ENI’s — presence in the Libyan oil
and gas sector, and Italy’s desire for Libya to take a more active role in policing its
borders and cooperating with an Italian migration management agenda, were the key
characteristics of this treaty (Italian & Libyan Governments, 2008). Regarding migra-
tion, the treaty was also quick to produce effects—between 2008 and 2010, “illegal”
migrant arrivals to Italy decreased from 37,000 to 405 (Lombardi, 2011). This also
helped Libya being welcomed back into the fold after years of international isolation
and ended the long-standing international embargo and sanction regime against the
country (Morone, 2017; Triulzi, 2013). In fact, on September 5, 2008 only a few days
after the treaty was signed, US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice arrived for a
historic visit to Tripoli (Morone, 2013).

This new arrangement would be short-lived, however. The armed opposition to
long-time autocratic ruler Gaddafi in the Arab uprisings of 2010—12 and ensuing
NATO intervention to unseat him and protect the civilian population threw both
regional politics and migration policy cooperation into a tumultuous stage. By 2012



4 Migration Across the Mediterranean: Shaping Italy-Libya Relations Over Time 59

another challenge to Italy and Libya’s cooperation came with the European Court of
Human Rights (ECHR) condemnation in the case of Hirsi Jamaa and others v. Italy.
The judgment came after 24 Eritrean and Somali nationals who had been forcibly
returned to Tripoli after having been intercepted by the Italian coastguard on May
6, 2009, brought their case before the ECHR (Andrade, 2014; ECHR, 2012; Triulzi,
2016). The interception was probably what the 2008 Treaty was meant to facilitate,
but the judgment showed how it in practice was at odds with what European Human
Rights law allowed.

Despite the ECHR ruling, Italy attempted to revive the clauses of the 2008
Friendship Treaty relating to migration management just months after Gaddafi’s
fall in 2011, making new agreements with the National Transitional Council (NTC),
Libya’s interim government. This was not feasible at the time, as the civil war that
erupted after Gaddafi’s demise drew in external actors both from the region and
internationally. These coalesced into two sides facing off each other; Turkey, Qatar,
and Italy supporting Tripoli’s UN-recognized government, versus Russia, Egypt,
UAE, Saudi Arabia, and France giving their support to the self-declared Khalifa
Haftar government. The promise of involvement in Libyan reconstruction and
resource extraction after an eventual end to hostilities was a motivating factor in
their respective involvements.

The disarray and conflict in Libya notwithstanding, the country remained at the
center of Italian and European efforts to externalize the management of migration.
The increased numbers of people crossing over to Italy from 2013 and 2014
onwards, led to what has alternatively been called a “refugee crisis” and a “migration
crisis” (perhaps mostly aptly called a “reception crisis”). The crisis-rhetoric that
followed, mixed with the actual challenges of accommodating the increase in
migrant arrivals and concurrent public anxiety, had far reaching consequences.
This troubled political atmosphere resulted in the EU trying to immediately limit
migrant entries into the union from across the Mediterranean, most (in) famously
with the EU-Turkey Joint Statement signed on March 20, 2016. Meanwhile, in the
Central Mediterranean a new migration-related agreement building on previous
Italian efforts vis-a-vis Libya, was put into place. This was the Valletta Memoran-
dum, signed between the two countries (the deal supported and partially financed by
the EU) on February 2, 2017 (Palm, 2020; Thevenin, 2021). This memorandum
came to be after the then-Italian Interior Minister and veteran of the Italian secret
services Marco Minnitti, first negotiated a deal involving payments to the Awlad
Suleiman, Tubu, and the Tuareg — ethnic groups involved in organizing migrant
treks across Southern Libya towards the Mediterranean — to stop directing migrants
northwards (Larémont et al., 2020). At the same time Rome offered the Libyan
government in Tripoli and local militias in cities like Misrata and Sabratha financial
assistance to secure their endorsement of the initiative (Morone, 2018: Trew &
Kington, 2017). The number of migrants making the crossing across the Central
Mediterranean subsequently tumbled in 2016 and 2017. In August 2017, normally a
peak season for crossings, the media reported an 85% drop in arrivals to Italy,
compared with the previous two years (Walsh & Horowitz, 2017).
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Throughout this period, there were also international attempts at securing a
lasting peace in Libya. This chiefly happened through the Libya-led and
UN-backed Libyan Political Dialogue Forum (itself evolving from prior peace
initiatives) through two conferences held in Berlin in 2020 and 2021. On October
23, 2020, a ceasefire stopped the most recent outbreak of hostilities and with a
tenuous peace in place there were opportunities for a stabilization of the country, and
reconstruction and transition to democracy to begin. These opportunities have
unfortunately so far not materialized. Meanwhile, new and old power brokers like
Muammar Gaddafi’s son Seif al-Islam Gaddafi and Khalifa Haftar, a rivaling
warlord based in Tobruk, as well as a competing government based in the same
city, now challenge the internationally recognized government in Tripoli.

The impermanence of peace in Libya notwithstanding, the Valletta Memorandum
was renewed for an additional three years in February 2020. That year alone, 12,000
migrants were pulled back to Libya by the Libyan Coast Guard, partially equipped
and trained by the EU and European countries like the UK and Italy (Ferstman,
2020; InfoMigrants, 2021; Phillips, 2020). The migrants now “contained” in Libya
are often kept in squalid conditions in an opaque network of camps and detention
centers belonging to a range of different actors, both governmental (keeping in mind
that Libya has for most of the past decade had at least two competing governments)
and non-governmental, meaning run by tribal factions, city-state militias, armed
groups, or NGOs and IGOs from the international community (Larémont et al.,
2020; Phillips, 2020). Additionally, the search and rescue capacity (SAR) of the
Libyan Coast Guard — itself a much-disputed entity with ties to human trafficking
across the Mediterranean and a frequently documented lack of respect for migrants’
rights — has been ramped up, as direct official European involvement in naval patrol
and rescue operations have been scaled back (Tondo, 2019). Finally, NGOs active in
the Mediterranean in the initial years after the 2015 have been curtailed and even
criminalized for their activities (Mainwaring & DeBono, 2021). The result is a
situation in which so-called “irregular” migrants in Libya are essentially prevented
from both leaving Libya and entering the EU, with the renewed 2017 Valletta
Memorandum giving highly debatable migration management externalization
efforts a veneer of legality, where none should exist if the migration governance
processes involved were instead viewed alongside European ideals and stated
adherence to human rights standards.

4.3.2 The 1998 Joint Communiqué

On July 4, 1998, a Joint Communiqué and a verbal process were signed by the two
countries promoting collaboration in the field of petroleum and gas in exchange for
political recognition of Libya, while presenting migration management as a mutual
interest (Coralluzzo, 2008; Labanca, 2015; Lombardi, 2011). The 1998 Communiqué
framed the collaboration as a mutual desire to leave the negative colonial heritage
behind (Italian & Libyan Governments, 1998a, b). Both documents instead look to the
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future, a future that no polemic, disagreement or contention should mar. The implica-
tion is that an acknowledgement of past misdeeds, brutality and imbalance of power
cannot coexist with a new future, and that historical memory stands in the way of
progress. The political rapprochement hinted at in the Italo-Libyan documents of 1998
would take a decade to mature and come to fruition. It is, however, noteworthy that the
number of migrant crossings to Italy from Libya and related drowning deaths the
Mediterranean rose significantly, with more than a quadrupling of registered arrivals,
from 5500 to almost 23,000 between 1998 and 2005. In the same time period 1641
people died at sea while making the journey. Going as far back as the mid-1990s,
Gaddafi had claimed that Libya was simply a transit country for migrants and not itself
a destination country. The increase in crossings strengthened this claim, allowing
Gaddafi to use it as a bargaining chip to support Libyan demands for a lifting of
sanctions and a readmission into the international community. His potential influence
over migratory flows towards Europe through Libya, gave Gaddafi another means of
pressure in dealing with Italy and other European countries, in addition to their
economic interests in Libyan oil and gas, set to grow even further.

As quickly as in August 1999, ENI announced a US$5.5 billion deal with its
Libyan counterpart in the National Oil Company (NOC) to build a cross-
Mediterranean gas pipeline called Greenstream, as well as to expand gas and oil
exploration and exploitation in the country. At this point ENI was responsible for
more than half of Libya’s oil exports, and the two economies became ever more
intertwined, ensuring an increased importance of Italo-Libyan petroleum industry
for their shared migrant policy, as we shall see in the coming subsection.

4.3.3 The 2008 Treaty on Friendship, Partnership
and Cooperation

The second of the three migration management milestone agreements, the 2008
Friendship Treaty is arguably the most important one. It traded an increase in Libyan
border control and a clampdown on “illegal migration” in return for further Italian
financial aid and investment. It also created the framework for large-scale
refoulement to Libya of migrants en route to Europe intercepted in the Mediterra-
nean. This was done through several major developments: for one, it marked a key
step forward in the externalization of Italy’s migration regime to Libya, by allowing
for joint Italo-Libyan coast guard patrols which quickly led to a much more
organized pushback of migrants seeking to reach Italy than the more scattered efforts
previously seen. Alessandro Triulzi (2013) called it a “systematic refoulement” of all
northbound migrant boats across the Mediterranean. The then serving Italian Min-
ister of Interior Roberto Maroni went as far as praising these harsh tactics as a
“model for the whole of Europe”. This treaty also intimately tied the colonial past to
both economic and migrant policing cooperation through including an apology and
promises of colonial reparation. It is notable that no other former colonial power has
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yet apologized for past wrongdoings or promised reparations as Italy did in that
year’s treaty with Libya. However, the apology can be read in many ways. In
general, Italian and international media at the time accepted it quite uncritically or
reacted in somewhat surprising ways, with Italian newspaper Il Giornale arguing that
Berlusconi had paid too high a price for the deal, while the German daily
Siiddeutsche Zeitung lauded the colonial apology and promise of reparation for
being “not only morally but also financially expedient” (De Cesari, 2012).

Different scholars have taken an interest in these diplomatic gestures and forms of
apology (Ballinger, 2016; Lombardi, 2011), both praising and criticizing it
(De Cesari, 2012; Miranda, 2011; Morone, 2013, 2017: Ronzitti, 2009). De Cesari
has observed that while the treaty/apology on the surface addresses past colonial
misdeeds, it never explicitly points out what they were, nor talks about the damage
done concretely. Instead it calls for final closure and an end to contentiousness and
heated discussions on the matter of the colonial era, discussions and exchanges that
had never taken place. De Cesari mentions the writing of Stoler and her term
“colonial aphasia”. It implies that there is no lack of societal memory or knowledge
on the topic of colonialism, in contrast to the view that there is a reigning colonial
amnesia or silence. Rather, colonial aphasia tells us that there is an inability to truly
comprehend, reflect and learn from the colonial past. Morone posits that the treaty
was quite simply a case of realpolitik. Behind the excuses for Italy’s past behavior,
their shared history served as political capital. It benefited both the Libyan regime in
its desire for international acknowledgement and economic development, and the
Italian government in its search to externalize their border further.

4.3.4 The 2017 Valletta Memorandum of Understanding

As we have seen above, the signing of the Valetta Memorandum in February 2017
was the outcome of a longer process, where Italy sought to revive the clauses of the
2008 Friendship Treaty relating to migration management just months after
Gaddafi’s fall in 2011. This process proceeded unevenly through the handling of
increased migration in 2015-2016 and the yet-to-be solved Dublin Regulation
debacle, which hindered an intra-European accord on migration matters. This new
Valetta Memorandum established “temporary detention centers” and European-paid
patrols against “fuel smuggling” (Italian & Libyan Governments, 2017). Despite the
difficulty of accessing and assessing the state of migrants in these Libyan detention
centers, both media and humanitarian organizations documented the dire conditions
that an increasing number of migrants were experiencing, criticizing both the EU and
Italy for the human cost of their deal making. The NGOs that chose to work in Libya
to better the camp conditions and the lives of those migrants held there, speak of an
impossible choice: they do not want to be seen as legitimizing the initiative to
construct a network of camps in Libya to retain migrants heading towards Europe,
but nonetheless accept funding from Italy and the EU to help improve the situation
for detainees. Along the coastline of Cyrenaica in the East, many of these detention
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centers are located in the same areas that housed internment camps in the 1930s
(Tjgnn & Lemberg-Pedersen, 2022). Drawing a direct comparison between these
colonial internment camps and today’s migrant detention centers may be unfounded,
yet ignoring this history would also be a grave omission. The fact that the Valletta
Memorandum means the EU is now involved in funding the memorandum’s end
goals — thereby tacitly endorsing its means — also raises a series of moral and
humanitarian questions and complications. Aside from EU’s involvement in the
Valletta Memorandum, the Union has also increased its migration management
efforts vis-a-vis Libya in other ways, which we will now turn to in the final section.

4.4 The EU’s Recent Growing Role, with Italy as an
Intermediary

After several incidents in the Mediterranean with large-scale shipwrecks, and many
people drowning, different responses were put in motion. Italy set up the naval-
humanitarian Search and Rescue operation Mare Nostrum, in October 2013, after a
large, overfilled vessel caught fire and went down just outside Lampedusa. The
operation was ended a year later and was replaced by the Frontex-led operation
Triton — after accusations that the Italian-led operation encouraged more migrants to
cross the sea (FRONTEX, 2018). After two large incidents again in April 2015, in a
context of steadily increasing numbers of people crossing the Mediterranean, new
measures were taken. Triton transited to Triton II, a more robust operation. In June,
EUNAVFOR MED was launched as an EU military operation meant to combat
migrant smuggling and trafficking. The mission’s mandate was:

.. .to undertake systematic efforts to identify, capture and dispose of vessels and enabling
assets used or suspected of being used by migrant smugglers or traffickers, in order to
contribute to wider EU efforts to disrupt the business model of human smuggling and
trafficking networks in the Southern Central Mediterranean and prevent the further loss of
life at sea (Operation Sophia, 2019a).

The mission, also called Operation Sophia — after the name of a baby born onboard
one of its ships in August that year (European Commission, 2016) — has later seen its
scope of activities be extended twice: first, in June 2016, to include training of the
Libyan Coast Guard and Navy, and a mandate to contribute to the implementation of
the UN arms embargo off the coast of Libya. In July 2017, the operation was also
tasked with monitoring the efficiency of the training of the Libyan Coastguard and
Navy, and to gather information on illegal trafficking of oil exports from Libya.
Finally, the operation was tasked with enhancing the means of information sharing
between member states law enforcement agencies, FRONTEX and EUROPOL,
especially relating to human trafficking. Later, the FRONTEX-led border manage-
ment operation Triton was replaced by Operation Themis, launched on February
1, 2018.
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The training of the Libyan Coast Guard (LCG) as part of Operation Sophia had
several precedents, including provisions in the 2008 Italo-Libyan Friendship Treaty,
and the EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) border assistance mission, initi-
ated in 2013. The training picked up pace after the Valletta Memorandum of
Understanding between Italy and Libya and the related Malta Declaration of the
European Council, also signed early February 2017 (Cuttitta, 2018, Pianigiani &
Walsh, 2017). Operation Sophia was not without its critics: one of the most
outspoken of these critics was the former Italian Interior Minister Matteo Salvini.
Salvini, according to reports was one of the prime architects behind Operation
Sophia losing all its vessels and maritime assets in March 2019, as he claimed
Operation Sophia and naval operations like it, acted like ‘pull-factors’ for migrants.
It should be noted this is a claim not borne out by research. Salvini also announced
his intention to refuse ships carrying rescued migrants to dock at Italian ports, be
they part of EUs officially sanctioned operations, or run by civilian NGOs, so as to
eliminate another so-called migrant “pull-factor”. Operation Sophia still retained
reconnaissance aircrafts and drones, but implicit in this is was a shift towards taking
a more “back-seat” position focused on monitoring, to maintain a so called maritime
situational awareness and leaving the SAR-work to the LCG (Maccanico, 2019;
Mantini, 2019; Pietz, 2019).

4.4.1 The Libyan Coast Guard

There are also other issues that make the LCG a less than ideal partner for the EU in
the Mediterranean. The Libyan Government of National Accord (GNA), which the
LCG sort under, is the only Libyan government recognized by the international
community. It is however, at the moment only in direct control over Tripoli and
surrounding towns, with a volatile security situation that has only worsened since
Tobruk-based strongman Khalifa Haftar’s latest prolonged assault, beginning in
2019 and only ending with the ceasefire of 2020. Haftar leads a rival Libyan
powerbase in the Libyan National Army (LNA), with recent developments
suggesting the already prolonged conflict only worsening. Underlying these two
larger factions, are a myriad of clans, armed groups and city militias, with shifting
allegiances and plentiful weapons and munitions (Kirkpatrick, 2019). The EU
obviously cannot choose the conditions under which to work, but not much in the
current Libyan situation suggests that the LCG or the country as a whole can be
considered a stable, responsible and accountable migration management partner.
The practices of the LCG have been quite contested, with histories of torture of
migrants upon their return to holding centers in Libya repeatedly surfacing, as well
as examples of supposed coast guard associates doubling as migrant smugglers
(Pietz, 2019; Tondo, 2019). Despite these incidents, Operation Sophia claimed to
have successfully trained 555 Libyan coast guard officers as of October 3, 2019 (out
of a personnel total of approximately 1000), and had its mandate furthered until
March 31, 2020 (Global Security, 2017; Operation Sophia, 2019b). Operation
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Sophia was then closed down with grand declarations about its merits, and a new
Operation Irini was set in place a few months after. The main task of Operation
Irini — to uphold the UN arms embargo put in place after the latest outbreak of
violence in Libya — acts as a tacit admission that migrant rescue in the Central
Mediterranean is now implicitly seen as a part of the LCG’s remit, despite the severe
issues described above.

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter we have seen that the evolution of the joint migration management
framework that governs migrant crossings across the Central Mediterranean Route
from Libya to Italy today, has a longer history than often acknowledged. Its main
actors — Italy, Libya and eventually the EU — all had their specific reasons and
rationales for engaging in it. For Italy, it was the need to adhere to the Schengen
agreement’s requirement of ‘harder’ external borders in order to loosen up borders
internally in the Union, combined with an increasing domestic political concern with
migration, as the numbers of migrant arrivals rose. For Libya, the initial desire for
political acknowledgement after a time spent as an international pariah, evolved into
a need for both political and economic engagement by Italy, as the Gaddafi regime
was overturned, and a decade of volatility ensued. The EU, after the political
convulsions caused by the “Long Summer of Migration” in 2015-16, urgently
signed new deals like the 2016 EU-Turkey Statement or signed on to expanded
versions of previous bilateral agreements between Italy and Libya, like the 2017
Valletta Memorandum. This memorandum, and its preceding agreements in the form
of the 1998 Joint Communiqué and the 2008 Friendship Treaty, were the focus of
our third section. As seen in our third and final section, this cross-Mediterranean
relationship has evolved into a new phase in the post-Gaddafi years, with a politi-
cally challenging situation in Libya, and a political climate in Europe bent on ever-
stricter migration control, with the EU taking an ever-increasing role. This has in
particular affected the physical presence at sea, Search and Rescue efforts in
particular, but also the mere presence of border control vessels — with an obligation
to provide rescue, all eventually seen as contributing to bringing migrants over to
Italy. The quite harsh reception offered by Italy towards NGO-led rescue vessels in
recent years is a testimony to this. As the second decade of the twenty-first century
came to a close, the Italian-Libyan relationship had thus evolved into one where
migration management efforts were increasingly pushed over to Libya, facilitated
through funding and training of the Libyan Coast Guard — sanctioned by the EU in
EU-anchored agreements and operations. Libya, still divided among two ruling
factions, only one being internationally recognized, is in need of international
engagement — although the insights brought about how migrants are treated in
Libya is likely to still complicate that for some time.
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5.1 Introduction

At critical junctures, the European integration process has often found a new élan to
invest in renovated cooperation frameworks of either domestic or international kind.
The Arab Uprisings of 2011 were initially regarded as such a critical juncture for
both domestic regime change and Euro-Mediterranean relations. The European
Union (EU) has struggled to link its external migration governance with policies
aimed at democratic governance promotion, assuming the mobility-democracy
nexus as a crucial dimension of its relations with the Southern neighbour countries
(SNCs). Yet, 10 years later, what prevails in the Southern neighbourhood is author-
itarian resilience rather than political change or democratic transition. This chapter
explores the links between EU efforts to support democracy in the Southern
neighbourhood and EU external migration policy, focusing on mobility partnerships
(MPs). MPs belong to what the EU has conceived as a ‘new’ democracy promotion
approach epitomised in its Communication on a partnership for democracy and
shared prosperity in the Southern Mediterranean (European Commission, 2011a).
The underlying logic of this approach is to leverage the building and consolidation of
democracy and rule of law through the EU’s conditional support for Mediterranean
partners in terms of ‘markets, money and mobility.’
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More recently, to address the current challenges that the Southern neighbourhood
faces in the post-COVIDI19 era, namely governance, socio-economic, climate,
environmental and security challenges resulting from global trends, the EU has
proposed ‘a new, ambitious and innovative Agenda for the Mediterranean, drawing
for the first time on the full EU toolbox and the ground-breaking opportunities of the
twin green and digital transitions, in order to relaunch our cooperation and realise the
untapped potential of our shared region’ (European Commission, 2021: 2). With the
new Agenda for the Mediterranean, the EU seeks to adopt, within the framework of
the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), ‘a common and people-centred
agenda’. Irregular migration across the Mediterranean Sea stays high on the EU’s
political agenda and avoiding that ‘[tJoo many people risk their lives by attempting
to enter the EU irregularly, fuelling a smuggling industry that is ruthless, criminal
and destabilising to local communities’ represents a burning issue for the EU and
Euro-Mediterranean cooperation (ibidem). Migration and mobility are key issues of
current Euro-Mediterranean relations, since enhancing cooperation on migration
through comprehensive partnerships remains the preferred EU strategy, addressing
the root causes of irregular migration and forced displacement. The EU invests in
legal migration and mobility in line with the new Pact on Migration and Asylum
(European Commission, 2020). Once more, the EU envisages a comprehensive
cooperation framework, including ‘[a] renewed commitment to the rule of law,
human and fundamental rights, equality, democracy and good governance as the
bedrock for stable fair, inclusive and prosperous societies, with respect for diversity
and tolerance’ (European Commission, 2021: 4), relying on an increased allocation
of funding and the mobilisation of private and public investments. ‘In line with the
“EU Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy for 2020-2024”, the EU will step
up its engagement with partners to promote the respect for human rights, the rule of
law and democratic values.” (European Commission, 2021: 7). The new declared
‘people-centred’ approach of the Agenda mentions the promotion of human rights,
the rule of law, democracy and good governance, gender equality and equal oppor-
tunities for all and support to civil society as specific action points.

However, when it comes to a trade-off between cooperation with authoritarian
governments to ensure stability and democracy promotion, the EU tends to prioritise
the former. Since international cooperation is a process of ‘strategic interaction’ (van
Hiillen, 2015), it is reasonable to assume that the EU’s neighbours are not passive
receivers of democracy promotion and migration policies: partner countries do have
‘agency’ in negotiating with the EU. Indeed, they leverage their strategic role as
guarantors of stability in the Union’s neighbourhood in order to obtain more
‘markets, money and mobility’ (Reslow, 2012). Looking at the implementation of
the MPs with Tunisia, Morocco and Jordan, we aim to critically explore the
interactions between mobility cooperation and democracy promotion from this
reversed perspective. This allows us to advance some considerations on the extent
to which MPs are constrained into a stability-democracy dilemma, that challenges
the mobility-democracy nexus portrayed by the EU.
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5.2 What to Look at? Main Assumptions
and Selected Cases

When looking at the EU’s external action in the field of migration governance, it is
striking to note that most of the countries with which the EU is cooperating fall short
of the standards of democracy and human rights that the Union itself predicates as a
‘normative power’ (Manners, 2002). This chapter departs from the stability-
democracy dilemma, focusing on what Cassarino (2007) defined as ‘reversed con-
ditionality’, and explores the mobility-democracy nexus portrayed by the EU, to
assess whether the EU is consistently investing in mutually beneficial partnerships to
ensure regular migration. Since the aim is to reconnect mobility and democracy
promotion in the broad framework of the ENP, the chapter analyses the potential
impact of MPs on SNCs’ democratisation processes. It shows that the mobility-
democracy nexus can also be constrained by authoritarian governments and partner
countries’ elites, since SNCs have agency in negotiating with the EU. Initially, MPs
were not framed as tools associated with democracy promotion. The concept of MPs
was established by the European Commission in 2007. The first pilot agreements
were concluded with Moldova and Capo Verde and did not target the Mediterranean
area. MPs were structured as ‘soft international agreements’ (Wessel, 2021) aimed at
improving the effectiveness of migration management. The EU proposed to invest in
improved opportunities in terms of legal migration, visa facilitation and migration
management assistance, in exchange for third countries’ commitment to step up
cooperation on combating irregular migration and readmission (European Commis-
sion, 2007).

In the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings, the EU was compelled to deal with the
failure of its approach to democracy promotion in the Southern neighbourhood. This
approach has proved to be inadequate to live up to the ideals of the Barcelona
Process, which was initiated in 1995 with the adoption of the Barcelona Declaration.
At the same time, political instability in SNCs resulted in a steep increase of the
number of migrants and refugees at the EU borders (see Fig. 5.1). Also in reaction to
these developments, in November 2011 the European Commission launched the
Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM), conceived as a revision of
the Global Approach to Migration (GAM) of 2005, with the aims of going beyond
the fight against irregular migration and establishing a ‘coherent and comprehensive
migration policy for the EU’ (European Commission, 2011b). In this context, the
role and objectives of the MPs changed, since these were integrated in the broader
framework of the revised ENP.

MPs should thus be situated at a crossroad between the revised GAMM and the
new approach to democracy promotion, being at the same time a framework to
reorganise external migration policies and an instrument for positive conditionality
in the EU toolbox. Based on such an understanding of MPs, this chapter focuses on
three crucial cases to analyse how cooperation on migration and mobility, rather than
representing a tool to leverage democratic change, can hamper the Union’s capacity
to reinforce or support democratisation processes in partner countries. The choice to
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Fig. 5.1 Detections of irregular border-crossing at the EU borders

look in particular at the Southern neighbourhood is related to the long-standing EU
commitment to democracy promotion in the region, dating back to the 1990s, to the
ambitious Barcelona Declaration. Since the aim of this research is to explore the role
of MPs in relation to the broader framework of ENP and the EU’s democracy
promotion efforts, the analysis focuses on the three SNCs that have signed MPs,
namely Morocco (2013), Tunisia (2014) and Jordan (2014), and are currently
implementing the agreements. A similar agreement was offered to Egypt, but the
Egyptian government refused to enter negotiations at the time; the 2017 revision of
the EU-Egypt partnership priorities in the framework of the Euro-Mediterranean
Association Agreements (EMAAs) did not mention MPs, confirming the low interest
in considering further negotiations. In 2014, a Dialogue on Mobility, Migration and
Security has been launched with Lebanon, with a prospect for the signing of an MP,
but no substantial progress has been achieved to date.

In addition, the strategic position along the Mediterranean migratory routes of the
selected countries, Morocco for the Western route, Tunisia for the central route, and
Jordan for the Eastern one, makes them ideal cases to assess how security concerns
about migration management both condition and constrain the EU’s democracy
promotion efforts.

5.3 The EU Approach: The Mobility-Democracy Nexus

Following the Arab Uprisings in 2011 popular demands for more freedoms and
social justice, the EU was compelled to revise its democracy promotion strategy. The
EU’s Mediterranean policy in general, and the democracy approach in particular, can
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be conceived of as an adaptive policy, which is shaped more by external systemic
events rather than by EU values and principles (Panebianco, 2012: 161). After 2011,
the EU has reframed its policy instruments in order to face the most urgent economic
and social needs, and support popular democratic requests. Despite the political
rhetoric concerning democracy promotion and assistance in the Mediterranean, for
several years the EU had been de facto cooperating with powerful authoritarian
leaders to achieve political stability and avoid insecurity. This was in line with EU’s
democracy promotion strategy, which had traditionally relied on three different
methods: a) positive political engagement with authoritarian regimes; b) the promo-
tion of economic reforms; c) the strengthening of civil society activism (Pace et al.,
2010: 3). Against this backdrop, in 2011 the EU placed the ‘more for more’ principle
at the basis of its renovated approach.

This approach was taking stock of the ENP reform, which was agreed on in the
same year. Since the early 2000s, EU relations with the Southern neighbourhood
were framed under the ENP, launched in 2004. The original aim of the ENP was to
safeguard stability in the border regions of the Union ‘by transforming the border-
lands in line with European values, improving governance, modernising economies
and instilling the rule of law and respect for human rights’ (Teti et al., 2020: 5). Such
a transformation has been pursued through different ‘policy-tools’, targeting also
migration and mobility governance. It is significant for our argument that the two
major revisions of the ENP in 2011, in the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings, and in
2015, during the migration and refugee crisis, correspond to two critical increases of
irregular migration towards the EU.

Studies of the revised ENP, indeed, point at a shift towards more short-term
stability objectives, de-prioritization of democracy promotion and focus on prag-
matic issue-specific cooperation. The underlying logic of this approach is that the
more countries are committed to reforms, the greater and broader EU support they
achieve. The proposed incentives are extra funding, visa facilitation and liberaliza-
tion, greater access to EU markets, etc. To leverage the building and consolidation of
democracy and rule of law through ‘conditional’ EU support to Mediterranean
partners would imply more money, mobility and markets — the so-called 3Ms
(European Commission, 2011c). After the Uprisings, thus, the EU has been
endeavouring to establish a nexus between mobility and democracy: for Brussels
the facilitation of regular migration through MPs could be a relevant incentive ‘to be
made available, on the basis of mutual accountability, to those partner countries most
advanced in the consolidation of reforms’ (European Commission, 201 1c¢).

In this regard, Lavenex and Schimmelfennig (2011) argue that the EU has
developed three distinct mechanisms to promote democracy in its neighbourhood,
which they label ‘linkage’, ‘leverage’, and ‘governance’. Drawing on such a frame-
work, the ENP can be considered as situated in-between the two ideal types of
‘leverage’ and ‘governance’. On the one hand, it is based on some forms of ‘positive
conditionality’ through tailor-made incentives and realistic rewards to the Southern
neighbours. On the other, it relies on sectoral horizontal cooperation to promote
democratic governance and foster the gradual approximation of legal and adminis-
trative standards to that of the EU acquis (Freyburg et al., 2009).
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External migration governance is one of the sectors in which the EU combined
both approaches. On the one hand, there is leverage based on ‘positive conditional-
ity’, since mobility is one of the 3Ms mentioned above as an element of the ‘more for
more’ approach; on the other, a more fine-grained type of promotion of ‘democratic
governance’ through horizontal cooperation and gradual approximation to EU
standards of ‘transparency, accountability, and participation’ is envisaged (Freyburg
etal., 2011). As a result, it is possible to consider MPs within the broader framework
of the revised ENP and new approach to democracy promotion. For EU external
action to be effective, some conditions have to be satisfied, both at the EU level and
at the level of partner countries. For instance, when looking at MPs as a tool for
leverage it is useful to assess to what extent the incentives offered by the EU in terms
of mobility are ‘credible’ for SNCs, and whether such incentives meet favourable
adoption costs in partner countries to allow democracy promotion to be effective. At
the same time, if we consider MPs as a tool to promote democratic governance, in
Lavenex and Schimmelfennig’s terms, functional cooperation on mobility, through
embedding democratic principles in transnational governance rules and practices,
can be expected to promote partner countries’ socialisation to such principles
(Lavenex & Schimmelfennig, 2011: 895).

Based on such an understanding of MPs in the broader framework of the ENP and
EU democracy promotion, we suggest exploring the mobility-democracy nexus
within the discursive economy and practices of the EU’s external action. Since the
launch of the Barcelona Process, (lack of) democracy in the Southern neighbourhood
has been identified as a critical factor in making sense of migration towards Europe.
In the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings, it is possible to identify ‘at least a perception
that the EU should be cautious when supporting [processes of democratisation],
since it [might] have the undesirable effect of producing more instability, and,
consequently, more migration’ (Faustini-Torres, 2020). This ‘counternarrative’, as
defined by Faustini-Torres, sheds light on an inherent contradiction in the EU
approach to democracy promotion in the Southern neighbourhood. The following
sections will try to reconstruct EU-SNCs relations along the three dimensions of
‘markets’, ‘money’, and ‘mobility’, situating MPs in the broader context of the ENP
and seeking to assess whether these policy instruments are effective in the Southern
neighbourhood.

5.3.1 Markets: When Free Trade Is Unappealing

The ‘M’ of ‘markets’ was the first to be included in the EU toolbox of democracy
promotion. The idea of market liberalisation has been at the core of EU-SNCs
relations since the early 1970s, when the European Commission launched the Global
Mediterranean Policy (GMP) as a framework for bilateral preferential trade agree-
ments (PTAs). However, it was only in the mid-1990s that EU democracy promotion
and trade agendas were explicitly tied, in the context of the so-called Barcelona
Process. As part of the Barcelona Process, the EU signed a new generation of
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cooperation agreements with Tunisia (which entered into force in 1998), Morocco
(2000), Jordan (2002) and other SNCs. The EMAAs introduced a new generation of
EU-level PTAs, liberalising trade in goods, and established a renewed overarching
framework for political cooperation. This can be considered as the first step of a
convergence process between the long-standing goal of market liberalisation and the
promotion of democracy and rule of law in the EU neighbourhood. Such a conver-
gence of aims is effectively captured by the definition of the EU as a ‘conflicted trade
power’ (Meunier and Nicolaidis, 2006), which uses market access to leverage
changes in partner countries’ policies and promote its own norms and standards.
In doing so, the EU is caught between economic and security interests and values,
which have been at the core of debates on the ‘normative power’ of the EU
(Manners, 2002). The ENP Review, with its renewed focus on the neighbourhood,
marked a step further with the introduction of the Deep and Comprehensive Free
Trade Agreements (DCFTAs), aiming at turning a shallow cooperation on the free
trade of goods into a ‘deeper’ one, including liberalisation of trade in services as well
as harmonisation of partner countries’ trade-related legislation (Hoekman, 2016).
The negotiating mandate for DCFTAs with the first four SNCs — Egypt, Tunisia,
Morocco and Jordan — was formulated in the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings, when
the Union’s concerns about stability and security in the neighbourhood were at their
highest. Since then, negotiations with Morocco were suspended in 2014, talks with
Tunisia have been stalling and, in the case of Jordan, have not even started. In this
regard, Langan and Price (2020) contend that the asymmetry of EU proposals for
‘deeper’ trade cooperation has been affecting the whole negotiation process, since
these are based on leveraging increases in export quotas to European markets in
return for fast-paced liberalization of key sectors in partner countries.

Mobility is part of the deal. Although negotiations over DCFTAs are not directly
related to EU migration policy, the gradual liberalisation of trade in services has been
a rather sensitive issue during the negotiation because it involves the movements of
people. Hence, enhanced movement of suppliers is an integral part of this
liberalisation of services (Hoekman & Ozden, 2010). In this regard, the DCFTAs
would allow cross-border movements of workers to provide services in the partner
country, but the EU’s drafts so far lack specific sectorial proposals. Such labour
migration would require EU-level harmonisation of visa and work permit arrange-
ments, which fall under EU member states’ competence, thus inevitably exceeding
the framework of the DCFTA. This is the inherent link between the EU’s external
migration policy and DCFTA: for the EU to present liberalisation of services and
related cross-border movements as a credible incentive, negotiation on free trade
cannot be decoupled from the revision of Member States’ legislation on regular
labour migration.

The question of mobility of service suppliers was at the core of the fourth round of
negotiations with Tunisia, held in 2019, where Tunis demanded the suppression of
visa and work permits, along with cooperation on the mutual recognition of profes-
sional qualifications. These demands clashed with the Union’s will to keep the
matters apart, reaffirming the separation between DCFTA and negotiations on visa
facilitation agreements (VFAs) (DG Trade, 2019).
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In the case of Jordan, despite the fact that negotiations on DCFTA have not yet
started, the issue-linkage between mobility and trade has been pursued through a
different policy tool, which makes the nexus even more explicit. Indeed, the
so-called EU-Jordan compact, signed in 2016 in the aftermath of the Syrian refugee
crisis, has been marketed as an alleged EU ‘value-based trade policy’. In practice, it
offers conditional trade liberalisation and the issuance of work permits to Jordanians
in exchange for policies aimed at employment and integration for refugees in Jordan
(Panizzon, 2019). This issue-linkage between trade liberalisation — with the opening
of negotiation for the DCFTA being part of the deal — and migration, inevitably
compromises the EU’s ability to leverage ‘markets’ as a tool for the promotion of
democracy and rule of law. In other words, the compact shifts the focus of
EU-Jordan relations, prioritising support in relation to Jordan’s critical role as a
‘gatekeeper’ for migration flows over the Union’s normative commitments and,
thus, de facto leaving democratic reforms on the backburner.

5.3.2 Money: Opening the Chinese Boxes of EU External
Cooperation Funds

EU foreign policy funding consists of different instruments falling within different
policy areas (Table 5.1). EU cooperation on migration and mobility is at the
crossroads between different areas of cooperation: from development to humanitar-
ian aid. In the mid-1990s, the EU stepped up its support to the Mediterranean
neighbourhood countries. To fund such an increased commitment in the area, the
EU was compelled to rethink its funding instruments and develop new ones,
targeting different — and yet often overlapping — objectives. These projects and
programmes rely on some crucial funding instruments, often based on two or more
‘financial envelopes.” A first pivotal instrument, concerned specifically with the EU
neighbourhood, was the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument'
(ENPI), until 2013, subsequently replaced by the European Neighbourhood Instru-
ment (ENI).

Given the cumulative nature of EU funds and the plurality of objectives targeted
by each funding instrument, the projects implemented in a single policy area are
often grounded on different financial envelopes, hence resulting in an overlap of
legal and institutional frameworks and actor constellations. In the MENA area six
main ‘financial envelopes’ coexist (Table 5.2).

"The ENPI has replaced existing regional cooperation programmes on external borders. In the
Mediterranean area, the most notable one was the MEDA programme, established in 1996 and
involving twelve partners (Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco,
Palestine, Syria, Tunisia and Turkey), with the aim to support economic transition, sustainable
socio-economic development and enhance cross-border cooperation.
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Table 5.1 The landscape of EU foreign policy funding

Lead

DG Policy Area 2007-2013 2014-2020

DG Neighbourhood | European Neighbourhood and European Neighbourhood

NEAR? Partnership Instrument (ENPI) Instrument (ENI)

DG Development Development Cooperation Instru- | Development Cooperation

DEVCO ment (DCI I) Instrument (DCI II)

DG Enlargement Instrument for Pre-Accession Instrument for Pre-accession

NEAR Assistance (IPA ) Assistance II (IPA II)

FPI Trade and Instrument for Cooperation with Partnership Instrument for

Innovation Industrialised Countries (ICI) cooperation with third coun-

tries (PI)

FPI Security Instrument for Stability (IfS) Instrument contributing to
Stability and Peace (IcSP)

DG Democracy and | European Instrument for Democ- | European Instrument for

DEVCO | human rights racy and Human Rights (EIDHR I) | Democracy and Human
Rights (EIDHR 1II)

DG Asylum and General Programme ‘Solidarity Asylum and Migration Fund

HOME | migration and Management of Migration (AMIF)

Flows’ (SOLID)

“While the ENPI was created under DG DEVCO, from 2014 onwards DG NEAR is in charge of

managing the funds

Table 5.2 Funding instruments involving SNCs in the period 2007-2020 (EUR, million)

Funding Instrument(s) Pledges® for 2007-2013 Pledges® for 2014-2020
ENPI/ENI 11,181 15,433

DCI 16,897 19,661.64

ICI/PI 172 954.80

IfS/IcSP 2062 2338.72

EIDHR 1104 1332.75
SOLID®/AMIF 3949 3137

“The pledges are based on the financial envelope for the implementation of the legislation
establishing each instrument

"Under the SOLID General Programme the EU created four instruments: the European Border Fund
(EBF, EUR) with 1,820 mln; the European Return Fund (ER) with EUR 676 mln; the European
Refugee Fund (ERF) with EUR 628 mln; and the European Fund for Integration of third-country
nationals (EIF) with EUR 825 min

Although close cooperation between the EU and SNCs has been in place since the
very beginning of the European integration process, the emergence of mobility as a
critical element of such a cooperation is rather recent. Indeed, the first thematic
programme established on the issue was AENEAS, which aimed to provide financial
and technical assistance to third countries in the areas of migration and asylum with
EUR 250 mln allocated for the period 2004—2006 (European Parliament and Council
of the EU, 2004).
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Soon after, AENEAS was replaced by the thematic programme for migration and
asylum (TPMA) for the period 2007—-2013. This latter had its legal basis in Article
16 of the DCI Regulation, and was hence framed in the broader pattern of EU
development cooperation. Its general objective was to support non-EU countries in
ensuring better management of the different dimensions of migration. At the same
time, migration was becoming prominent in other areas of EU-SNCs cooperation.
Since the inception of the ENP, specific cooperation on migration was developed
within this broader framework, thus including mobility as a critical dimension of
external EU policies.

In the last decade, EU foreign aid and funding has been rising considerably, in
particular in the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings and, more recently, in conjunction
with the so-called refugee crisis in 2015 (see Fig. 5.2). This event has been extremely
relevant for the Mediterranean area, since it triggered a rather new form of funding,
specifically addressed to emergency relief and thematic support in the domain of EU
external action. Indeed, since 2013, the Financial Regulation allows the European
Commission to create and administer EU Trust Funds in the field of external action.
Since they are conceived outside the framework of multiannual programming as
multi-donor ad hoc initiatives, the EU Trust Funds allow for faster decision-making
and easier coordination. As far as this analysis is concerned, a first Regional Trust
Fund was established in 2014 to respond to the Syrian refugee crisis (MADAD). A
second one, the EU Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF), was launched in November 2015
to address the ‘root causes’ of instability, irregular migration and forced displace-
ment in the region.

Regarding the MADAD, Jordan has been the third major recipient country, after
Lebanon and Turkey, benefitting from EUR 187,3 mIn of EU aid over a total
disbursement of EUR 1,5 bn in the years 2015-2020. On the other hand, since the
establishment of the EUTF, Morocco has become one of the main beneficiaries,
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Source: Our own elaboration of the EU Aid Explorer database, based on the data reported by the European
Commission and other EU donors to OECD.

Fig. 5.2 EU28 foreign aid directed to Jordan, Morocco and Tunisia compared to the broader trend
of EU foreign aid in 2007-2020 (EUR, billion)
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Fig. 5.3 Funding for projects under the EU Trust Funds (EUR, million)

receiving about EUR 71,9 mln of the EUR 1,2 bn disbursed in the period
2016-2020. Comparatively, financial support to Tunisia has been less significant,
despite amounting to EUR 13.3 mln in the same period (Fig. 5.3). These figures are
even more relevant when considering regional level projects, which account for a
large part of the funding under EU Trust Funds.

The MPs with SNCs should thus be situated in this broader framework. Since
their establishment, MPs have been funded through some of the financial envelopes
mentioned, such as the DCI, the ENI, and — from 2014 onwards — the AMIF (den
Hertog, 2016). The catalogue of funded projects is provided in the Annex to the
political declaration signed between the EU and the concerned partner, which is
however intended as a ‘work-in-progress’ document. Hence, the actual projects
implemented are not limited to those listed in the Annex, but are re-negotiated on
a regular basis and monitored through a specific ‘scoreboard’, prepared by the
European Commission to track activities associated with the implementation of the
partnerships (Tittel-Mosser, 2018). More recently, the EU has been striving to foster
coherence of its funding and activities associated with the MPs. The launch of the
Mobility Partnership Facility in 2016, later renamed as the Migration Partnership
Facility (MPF) responded to the perceived need to reduce fragmentation and cen-
tralise project management. Indeed, the projects implemented under this funding
initiative are implemented by the International Centre for Migration Policy Devel-
opment (ICMPD) mainly through three DG HOME’s financial instruments: the
AMIF, the Internal Security Fund for Borders and Visa (ISF-Borders) and the
Internal Security Fund for Police Cooperation (ISF-Police). The MPF, which is
now in its third phase of implementation, is partially replacing the increasingly
‘obsolete’ scoreboards, and marks a new phase of EU-SNCs cooperation under
the MPs.



82 S. Panebianco and G. Cannata
5.3.3 Mobility: What Has Changed?

Mobility has been the third and most recent tool for the EU to promote democracy in
the Southern neighbourhood. The focus on mobility is rather recent in the framework
of the ENP. While migration from (and through) SNCs has been a longstanding
concern for the EU until the mid-2000s, cooperation has been focused on control of
irregular movements rather than regular mobility, which has long been a competence
of EU Member States. This circumstance results in a certain fragmentation in terms
of domestic rules of immigration policies, despite Brussels’ efforts to harmonize
national legislation, which often resulted in the overlap of EU-level and national
agreements on visas as well as readmissions. In this regard, the MPs have been
presented as a flexible country-specific framework for the global management of
migration and mobility, adopting a positive-conditionality approach in response to
the pitfalls of EU external migration policy. Through such a flexible soft-law
instrument, the EU was able to tie cooperation on the management of regular and
irregular migration within an overarching framework, offering visa facilitation
schemes, labour migration projects in exchange for concrete achievements in
terms of readmission, return and border controls (Seeberg & Zardo, 2022). Until
the launch of the MPs in the Southern neighbourhood, the negotiation on EU
readmission agreements (EURA) with SNCs had indeed been stalling.

When it comes to actual projects implemented under the MPs, there are some
notable differences. While the EU-Morocco MP includes a detailed Annex, in the
case of Tunisia and Jordan the projects to be implemented in the framework of the
MPs were still under negotiation at the moment of signature, due to enduring debate
on the balance between the security-oriented projects and those falling under the
three other pillars of the GAMM (i.e., actions promoting legal mobility, international
protection, and the developmental impact of migrations). As a result, in contrast to
other MPs, those with Tunisia and Jordan, both signed in 2014, did not include a
public Annex. As a consequence of this ‘work-in-progress character’, MPs can be
better understood as a comprehensive framework for cooperation on specific issues
(e.g., EURAs, VFAs) and projects, so that the implementation of the partnership is
the object of continuous negotiation. It is emblematic, in this sense, that talks on
EURAs, which had been one of the main goals of the MPs, have been repeatedly
interrupted. For instance, Morocco suspended high-level dialogue with the EU —
including negotiations on EURA — between 2015 and 2019. Likewise, negotiations
with Tunisia, which were smoother for what concerns technical aspects, stalled when
the most contentious issues were at stake. Even in the case of Jordan, which was
expected to be a rather unproblematic partner due to the relatively small volume of
migratory movements, negotiations were suspended soon after their inception, in
2016. Concerning day-to-day cooperation, outside formal agreements, none of the
countries experienced noticeable benefits in terms of increased opportunities for
legal migration. For instance, if we look at first permits issued to third-country
nationals by the EU, their number has been rather stable over time, except in the
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Fig. 5.4 First permits issued in the EU28 in 2008—2020 by citizenship (total EU28 figures refer to
the scale on the right)

case of Morocco, where it went through a steep decrease in the aftermath of the Arab
Uprisings (Fig. 5.4).

When looking at the trends of these three countries, it is evident that there has
been a rather modest increase in terms of permit issuance in contrast to the bright
expectations related to the MPs. Even when looking at short-term visas, which in the
context of MPs were one of the crucial tools for leverage identified by the EU, no
substantial progress has been made. According to the Schengen Visa Code,” short-
term visas (STVs) allow their holders to enter and stay in the Schengen area on the
basis of family, tourism or business reasons for up to 90 days. The importance of
short-term visa for circular migration and even for irregular immigration, in the case
of ‘overstaying’, makes them a crucial element of EU migration and mobility policy.
While no agreement has been reached to date on VFAs with the three countries
analysed, the MPs should have served as a framework to improve cooperation on
this issue. In the framework of the ENP, visa facilitation is expected to be an
incentive granted as a consequence of progress on democratic reforms (European
Commission, 2011a). However, when looking at data at EU level (Fig. 5.5), the
gradual but continuous increase of visa application rejections, in relation to total
applications presented each year, indicates a trend towards even more restrictive
access after the signing of the MPs. Given this trend, the EU commitment to visa
facilitation under the MPs can hardly be credible for SNCs.

In the framework of the MPs, the counterbalance for the EU’s stepping-up of
commitments on visa and regular immigration is increased cooperation on returns.
When looking more in detail at returns, which were a crucial issue in the economy of
MPs, the results achieved by the EU are far from positive. As Fig. 5.6 shows, the gap

2See the Regulation (EC) No 810/2009 establishing the EU’s Visa Code.
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between the ‘orders to leave’ issued by Member States and the ‘effective returns’
remains significant, when not widening. Even in the case of Jordan, where the low
numbers of the last decade allowed for a higher rate of enforcement, the percentage
of third country nationals effectively returned is significantly decreasing. In other
words, while the signing of EURA and, more broadly, cooperation on returns was at
the top of the EU’s agenda during MP’s negotiations, the data depict a decrease in
the effectiveness of returns, measured as the gap between orders to leave issued by
Member States and implemented returns of third-country nationals.

In brief, despite the stepping-up of EU commitments through the MPs, collected
data clash with the objectives identified by external cooperation on migration and
mobility. No substantial improvements in terms of either legal mobility, visa facil-
itation or returns have been achieved to date, so that it would be rather more
appropriate to speak of MPs in terms of (im-)mobility. Indeed, since MPs have
been signed, the EU’s offer for ‘more mobility’ in return for ‘more reforms’ has been
flawed. Not only VFAs and other initiatives offering further mobility opportunities
for SNCs’ citizens have failed, but even in terms of existing policies, our data
support the claim that the EU has embraced a more restrictive approach, promoting
de facto (im-)mobility — i.e., discouraging or preventing people in SNCs to move
across the Mediterranean.

5.4 Conclusions

In the aftermath of the Arab Uprisings, the EU’s ‘more for more’ approach was
presented as an attempt to offer more credible incentives to SNCs, in order to
capitalise on the revolutionary moment to stir up democratisation processes. Yet,
most regimes in the Southern neighbourhood made rather modest progress in terms
of democratic reform. More concerned with control of irregular migration than
democracy promotion, the EU’s ambitions to steer the ‘democratic moment’
prompted by the Arab Uprisings led to a dysfunctional interconnection of the three
elements of its ‘more for more’ approach. Neither liberalisation of trade, nor offers
for facilitated mobility have been credible incentives for leveraging democratic
change, as foreseen in the 2011 review of the ENP. Even in the case of Tunisia —
regarded as the enfant prodige of the Arab Uprisings until the autocratic turn of the
current regime, improvements on democratic reforms have been limited in compar-
ison to other priorities on the agenda, such as security and migration (Dandashly,
2018), and EU norms are highly contested (Weilandt, 2022). In this context, the lack
of credible incentives and the asymmetries between EU commitments and their
implementation are crucial to make sense of the ineffectiveness of the EU’s ‘more
for more’ strategy. Southern neighbours were offered incentives disconnected from
their needs, which were at times deemed to be more advantageous for the EU than
for its partners.

The main aim of this chapter was to assess whether in the last ten years the
so-called 3Ms approach to democracy promotion through markets, money and



86 S. Panebianco and G. Cannata

mobility adopted in the aftermath of Arab Uprisings, has been implemented by the
EU in the Southern neighbourhood. In particular, the EU’s assumption that democ-
racy promotion can rely upon more mobility, thus regular flows, is not confirmed by
data. Much of the literature on the topic has explored the implications of the EU’s
‘normative role’ in the neighbourhood and the limits of specific forms of support
within the ENP. Such a holistic approach allowed us to assess to what extent the EU
has been willing to live up to its own commitments in terms of offering more
‘markets, money and mobility’ to its Southern partners, with a specific focus on
migration management cooperation. Considering the cases of Tunisia, Morocco and
Jordan, the chapter has highlighted how cooperation on mobility has been inconsis-
tently implemented by the EU, entrapped between security concerns, such as control
of irregular migration, and normative aspirations. A decade after the ‘democratic
moment’ of the Arab Uprisings, the EU has not been able to effectively combine the
‘3Ms’ into a coherent tool to support democracy promotion in the neighbourhood.
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Chapter 6 )
The Migration Initiatives encouraged by e
the Local and Regional Networks and their
effects in the Euromed Cooperation

Gemma Aubarell Solduga

6.1 The Euro-Mediterranean context of the Migration
Networking

Migration policies in the Mediterranean region were confronted with major crises
that substantially and simultaneously affect all dimensions of migration strategies. A
fundamental change was brought about by the migration crisis of 2015 with the
increasing number of refugees caused due to conflicts in the Mediterranean region.
From that point on, mobility management required new parameters of response
following the request by citizens. Public opinion demanded different solutions to a
human drama of the first magnitude. The crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic
has made the extreme situation even more relevant for those on the frontline of
migration movements.

As a response to this situation, which transcends national management bound-
aries, the multilateral context provides global answers and instruments for regional
consensus that could facilitate legal migration. The Global Compact for Safe,
Orderly, and Regular Migration (GCM) launched in September 2018 sent a powerful
political message: migration and refugee matters have become key issues squarely
on the international agenda with a proposed framework to advance the recognition
and guarantee of migrants’ rights." The commitment of all governments opens the
door to a greater involvement of the regional and local institutions in the governance
of migration. Local authorities, among other stakeholders, were included and

"UN. 2018. Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM) A/RES/73/195.
https://www.ohchr.org/en/migration/global-compact-safe-orderly-and-regular-migration-gcm
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actively contributed to the global migration agenda.> Some of these local entities are
the United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG), Metropolis, Eurocities,
Intercultural Cities, the UNESCO International Coalition of Inclusive and Sustain-
able Cities (ICCAR), and the UN-Habitat.

When it comes to a regional level, the refugee and migration crisis highlights the
shortcomings of the EU’s own capacity to provide an effective and coordinated
response to migration in terms of asylum management. The New Pact for Migration
and Asylum launched by the EU in September 2020 puts forward its vision related to
this complex policy area.’ The priorities of the external dimension actions, outlined
by this New Pact, expressed the importance of building economic opportunities and
addressing the root causes of irregular migration. It also takes into account tackling
migratory issues from an inclusive and social dimension standpoint, and not from a
securitization perspective.* At the same time, local and regional bodies started to
highlight the inefficiency of the measures adopted by the EU linked to migration.
Specifically, the fact that further joint instruments were absent at the European level,
including an appropriate distribution mechanism to relocate migrants.”

Twenty-five years after the Barcelona Process, policies in the North and South of
the Mediterranean basin have deployed similar strategies when confronted with the
reality that mobility is a trend. The EU has strengthened its cooperation with MENA
states on migration, security, and development and has drawn on its external
migration policy as a method of ‘region-building’ set to reconfigure a broader EU
Mediterranean Neighbourhood (Fakhoury, 2021).°

Nowadays, in European relations with the Mediterranean, the balance of a
partnership for mobility is non-existent. The governmental approach has not pro-
vided an effective answer, and migrations continue to present an unresolved issue.
The Renewed Partnership with the Southern Neighbourhood (a New Agenda for the
Mediterranean) proposed by the European Commission in 2021,” underlined the

20ECD. 2020. A gateway to existing ideas, resources and capacities for cities across the world.
Local inclusion of migrants and refugees. https://www.oecd.org/regional/Local-inclusion-
Migrants-and-Refugees.pdf

3European Commission. 2020. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament,
The Council, The European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on
a New Pact on Migration and Asylum COM/2020/609 final. https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/
priorities-2019-2024/promoting-our-european-way-life/new-pact-migration-and-asylum_en
4European Commission (2020).

5The European Committee of the Regions (CoR). 2021. Opinion on the New Pact on Migration and
Asylum CIVEX-VII/005. https://cor.europa.eu/en/news/Pages/european-committee-of-the-regions-
critical-of-new-pact-on-migration-and-asylum-european-parliament-hearing.aspx

SFakhoury, T. 2021. The external dimension of EU migration policy as region-building? Refugee
cooperation as contentious politics, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies. https://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1369183X.2021.1972568

"European Commission. 2021. Renewed partnership with the Southern Neighbourhood. A new
Agenda for the Mediterranean. SWD (2021) 23 final. https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/joint_
communication_renewed_partnership_southern_neighbourhood.pdf
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challenges of forced displacement and irregular migration and the need to facilitate
safe and legal pathways for migration and mobility. However, this basic approach of
easing restrictions on legal migration seeks to improve control through more effec-
tive return and readmission arrangements (Moran, 2021).8

Nevertheless, this new agenda recognizes the need for a more coordinated and
enhanced policy where all stakeholders are involved, including the private sector,
civil society, the city, and other local entities.” Regional authorities have welcomed
the migration and mobility component of the new Agenda for the Mediterranean and
call for greater involvement of local and regional authorities.'® These authorities
express a clear demand for EU cooperation on migration with third countries, in
particular its Southern neighbours, against the instrumentalization of the EU’s
external development funds for migration control. At the same time, they express
their readiness to facilitate dialogue and cooperation with local and regional author-
ities in migrants’ countries of origin and transit countries."'

The deployment of these policies has led many public and civil society actors to
feel increasingly more legitimized to contribute to this, until now, state-handled field
of action. Before 2020, regions and cities held the main responsibility for arrival and
integration. This is reflected in the border regions in the South of the EU, which are
under greater pressure from migratory flows in the Mediterranean. The lack of an
effective and equitable response by states to the crisis meant that regional and local
authorities faced the need to innovate in the management of migratory flows that
directly affected them.'?

The traditional focus on nation-state migration management has shifted to an
interest in the empowerment of non-state actors as policymakers. Local actors, such
as cities, have drawn growing attention from international organizations who are in
search of transnational partners beyond European borders (Lacroix & Desille,
2018).]3 To be more effective, the action of regional and local authorities has been
coordinated with other actors, which in turn created sub-actors of governance: the
networks of regions and cities (LRN). In the frame of the Mediterranean migration,

8Moran, J. 2021. How new is the EU’s new agenda for the Mediterranean? CEPS article 03/3/21.
https://www.ceps.eu/how-new-is-the-eus-new-agenda-for-the-mediterranean/

°IEMed-ICMPD (2022) “Survey of migration experts in the EU Southern neigbourhood “EMM5-
EuroMeSCo Euromed Survey. https://www.icmpd.org/file/download/57378/ile/20220407_
EMMS5_Euromesco_survey_Online%2520EMMS5%2520version.pdf

'® ARLEM. 2022. Euro-Mediterranean Regional and Local Assembly. Recommendations for 2022.
https://cor.europa.eu/en/our-work/Documents/ARLEM/Recommendations/Recommendations %20
for%202022/ARLEM %?20Recommendations%202022_EN%20(cor-2022-00335-00-01-tcd-tra-
en).pdf

llEuropean Committe of the Regions. 2021. Renewed partnership with the Southern
Neighbourhood — A new Agenda for the Mediterranean. JOIN/2021/2 final.

12Chmielewska, A., Dragouni, O., Dicuonzo, V., et al. 2021. Territorial impact of migration on
frontline regions and cities on the EU shores of the Mediterranean. European Committee of the
Regions. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2863/627667

3 Lacroix, T and Desille, A. ed. 2018. International Migrations and Local Governance: A global
perspective. Palgrave Macmillan.
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regional and local actors have become part of the agenda of existing networks that
embrace the issue of migration. The emergence of these networks is evidence of their
ability to confront the migration challenge and bring the opportunity to the EU
instruments to include them as relevant actors for the external dimension of the EU
migration agenda.

6.2 Migration Network Typology Frame and Euromed
Cooperation

There is a collective understanding among researchers who state how, in the last two
decades, territorial Networks have emerged as key actors in the governance of
globalization, linking local actors across nation-states as well as with supranational
governance institutions (Lacroix & Desille, 2018)."* Despite the lack of systematic
studies into the scope and impact of governance networks, those have become a
common and increasingly important governance mechanism at the local, regional,
and transnational levels. In fact, they provide a new paradigm for understanding the
emerging forms of multilateral action and pluricentric governance (Torfing &
Sgrensen, 2014)."> This networking trend is linked to the process of globalization
and the consolidation of external actions of LRAs, which in this context we can
define as territorial diplomacy, including diverse formulations (para-diplomacy,
local and regional diplomacy, and decentralized diplomacy among others)
(Wassenberg, 2020).' This cooperation to bring together regions from different
countries to build a shared vision has been encouraged by the EU through the cross-
border, transnational, and interregional cooperation of its regional policies.'”

The partnership between Europe and its neighbours in the Southern and Eastern
part of the Mediterranean region during the last twenty years facilitates the imple-
mentation of large-scale international projects involving territorial actors. A great
number of local and regional initiatives have been contributing to creating a consol-
idated network for the deployment of territorial cooperation (cross-border, transna-
tional, and lately macro-regional cooperation). This dense network of LRAs in
cooperation with public administrations is firmly engaged in strengthening joint

“Lacroix, T and Desille, A. ed. (2018).

15 Torfing, J. and Sgrensen, E. 2014. The European debate on governance networks: Towards a new
and viable paradigm?, Policy and Society, 33:4, 329-344. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polsoc.2014.10.
003

1Birte Wassenberg.2020. Territorial Diplomacy. Encyclopédie d’histoire numérique de 1’Europe
[online], ISSN 26776588, published on 22/06/20, consulted on 18/05/2022. https://ehne.fr/en/
node/12259

' European Union.2009. European Regional Policy, an inspiration for Countries outside the EU?
https://doi.org/10.2776/11830 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/inter
national/external_en.pdf
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cross-border and transnational activities in many policy areas (sustainable use of
water and agricultural resources, climate change, strategic urban planning, local
economic development, tourism, education, and culture) (Noferini, 2021).18
Macro-regionalization processes and multi-level governance in the region offer a
joint framework that fosters synergies and complementarities among already
existing initiatives, programs, and governance structures.'’ Such “relational net-
working” is constructing functional spaces of action that do not need to be locally
connected: the networking can be built around a challenge or a physical border. In
this context, LRAs are asked to participate in collaborative transnational models
characterized by the presence of supranational, national, regional, and other local
actors (Noferini, 2021).%°

We know little about how these territorial networks participate to migration
governance and how these alliances are operating in terms of Mediterranean coop-
eration (Zapata-Barrero, 2020a, b).>' To contribute to this analysis, this work pre-
sents a policy framework, based on six outstanding migration initiatives led by a
selected LRN. These initiatives are relevant because they transnationally address
different aspects of the Euro-Mediterranean agenda previously described.

* United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG)

* MedCites

» Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR)

» Assembly of European Regions (AER) Intercultural Regions Network
+ EUROCITIES. Solidarity Cities

+ Cities and Regions for Integration of Migrants

The frame analysis methodology* helps us to better identify the policy problems
and solutions proposed. Therefore, these migration networks are at the very begin-
ning of their policy-making process in terms of external dimension, and they face a
dynamic and interactive process that can be integrated into the frame analysis.>* Our

"¥Noferini, A. 2021. Going Macro-regional? Territorial cooperation, governance and regional and
local authorities in the Mediterranean” Government of Catalonia and IEMed, Barcelona 2021.
https://exteriors.gencat.cat/ca/ambits-dactuacio/afers_exteriors/mediterrania/estrategia-medcat-
2030/

¥ Government of Catalonia and IEMed. 2021. Mediterranean +25. Priorities and recommendations.
Contribution to the renewed Mediterranean Agenda. https://exteriors.gencat.cat/web/.content/
saeue/afers_exteriors_cooperacio/04_arees_actuacio/Mediterrania/actualitat/prioritats-
recomanacions-en.pdf

2ONoferini (2021).

21Zapata-Barrero, R. 2020. Rescaling Mediterranean Migration Governance: Setting a Research
Agenda that Establishes the Centrality of Cities for Region-Making.” EuroMedMig Working Paper
Series, no. 3 (June): http://hdl.handle.net/10230/44978

22Rein, M., Schon, D. 1996 Frame-critical policy analysis and frame-reflective policy practice.
Knowledge and Policy 9, 85-104. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02832235

ZHulst, M. J., & Yanow, D. 2016. From Policy “Frames” to “Framing™: Theorizing a More
Dynamic, Political Approach. The American Review of Public Administration, 46(1), 92—-112.
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Table 6.1 Frame analyses approach

Interaction factors Mediterranean policies
Networking Actors involved Topic approach | Policy actions
Project-oriented Bilateral Sectorial Exchange
Network oriented North-South Policy Advocacy
Stakeholders Alternative policies
Functional orientation | Multilevel Approach | Multi sectorial | Euromed agenda

Source: Self-made by the author

interest is not to establish a typology, but to identify their political agenda,
and in a similar fashion, the progressive establishment of common strategic
representations.**

Following previous research (Caponio, 2019),25 we are taking into account the
relevance of the interaction factors in the elaboration of their collaborative strategies.
In our approach, this has been done through a functional (networking) and multilevel
(vertical and horizontal) perspective. On the other hand, the analyses of the Medi-
terranean agenda (policy actions) and the fields of action (multisector) allow us to
identify tendencies in the policy interest of this research, the euromediterranean
context (Table 6.1).

6.2.1 Interaction Factors: Multilevel Approach
and Functional Orientation

One of the preliminary elements to take into consideration is how the migratory field
is present in the network’s constituency (Table 6.2). When it comes to orientation,
the network of Solidarity Cities is the only one that has been promoted exclusively to
focus on migration work, and therefore, its ultimate purpose is to change current
migratory policies. The second type of network is the one that promotes specific
initiatives or platforms devoted to influencing migratory European policies. This is
the case of the Cities and Regions for Integration of Migrants (an institutional
initiative gathering networks and territorial organizations) and the European
Intercultural Regional network promoted by ARE. The rest of the networks are
developing their migratory initiatives mainly by searching for opportunities within
European projects. This “functional orientation” of the LRN becomes a challenge to
assuring the long-term sustainability of their initiatives; all the while, the generation

**Tarkosky, A. 2018. https:/shared-digital.eu/from-policy-frames-to-framing-what-can-we-learn-
from-an-academic-perspective-on-policy-frames/ https://shared-digital.eu/author/alek/

23 Caponio, T. 2019. City Networks and the Multilevel governance of migration. Policy discourses
and actions RSCAS 2019/08 Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies Migration Policy
Centre.
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Table 6.2 Interaction factors

Networking Actors involved
Functional orientation Multilateral approach

CGLU Global Local and Regional Global networks mobilizing north-
Network south 22 med cities and regions.

MC2CM EU founded project | The project is involving Euromed cities
Inclusion of civil society and

stakeholders
MedCites Euro-Mediterranean city Euro-Med network of cities. Project
Network. involving bilateral partners (Tangiers,
Tanger Accueil EU-funded Barcelona) with links to other cities and
project the Intercultural Moroccan Cities net-

work. Including public and private
actors. Synergies with MCSCM project.

CPMR European Network of European Regions with Southern Med-
Regions iterranean associated members.
Taskforce on migrations Southern members associated with the
Regions for Migrants and EU project. Synergies with Intercultural

Refugees integration. (AMIF) Regions Network
EU-funded project

AER- Intercultural Intercultural Regions European Networks of Regions

Regions Network | Network Institutional partnership with Council of
EU Belong. EU-funded Europe. Synergies with Regin EU

project AMIF project

EUROCITIES- European refugee cities European Cities

Solidarity Cities network

Cities and Regions Cities and Regions integration | Platform engaging European LRN and

for Integration of | Initiative stakeholders and private networks

Migrants

Source: Self-made by the author

of new network platforms devoted to migration can be considered the main instru-
ment when it comes to consolidating current territorial synergies.

From a multilevel governance perspective, this incidence in policymaking must
be understood in both a horizontal dimension (involving local governance and other
public, private, and social actors) and a vertical dimension (with other levels of
government) (Zapata-Barrero, 2017).%° In analysed networks, the policy-making
impact is limited due to the lack of a consistent multilevel frame of their governance
structure (Table 6.2). The relations between the networks are established through
horizontal communities of regional and local authorities, which are not benefiting
from 