
707 EUROMED SURvEy

The European Institute of the Mediterranean (IEMed) has carried out six “Euromed Surveys” so far 
based on a broad sample of policy-makers and experts with the objective of covering the main issues 
on the political agenda of the region and monitoring the progress in Euro-Mediterranean perceptions 
and policies. After dedicating last year’s Survey to reviewing the European Neighbourhood Policy, 
the IEMed decided to dedicate this year’s to the management of human movements and migrations 
in the Mediterranean area. This Survey is part of a determined and consistent effort that the IEMed 
has made over the last few years with the objective of analysing and facilitating the understanding 
of the human movements in the Mediterranean and their impact on Euro-Mediterranean relations 
through a number of activities and publications. While doing so, the IEMed has not only tried 
to decode the policy response of the European Union but has also insisted again and again on 
the human dimension of the crisis, on the fact that it was not the EU but rather some Southern 
Mediterranean countries that were bearing the biggest burden and, finally, that enhanced Euro-
Mediterranean cooperation is absolutely essential to deal with this situation.

The 7th Euromed Survey was conducted among 5,900 experts and actors from the 43 countries that 
are members of the Union for the Mediterranean. We received 807 responses, which constitutes a 
representative sample of this expert community. In addition to the descriptive report of the results 
and the annexes that set out the results in a comprehensive and visual manner, this publication also 
gives some space to more in-depth analyses of a few strategic issues related to the management of 
human movements and migrations. The objective of the “qualitative analysis” written by experts is to 
offer keys to better understand some of the main issues at stake.

The Survey was conducted in summer 2016, after the Mediterranean witnessed the most important 
displacement of people since the Second World War. This situation resulted mainly from the 
outbreak of the war in Syria and the ensuing destabilisation of the region. In Syria, 4.8 million 
people1 left the country and are now refugees, mostly in neighbouring countries. At the same 
time, according to UNHCR data,2 almost 1 million refugees asked for asylum in the EU. In the 
Mediterranean, sea crossings increased to an unprecedented number. After initial solidarity signals 
towards refugees, an intense debate followed on the ability of EU governments to cope with this 
crisis and provide effective protection to refugees, both in destination and transit countries. To 
this situation, the destabilisation of Libya brought about an increase in migratory flows from Sub-
Saharan Africa, which overlapped with refugees fleeing war in African and Middle East countries. 
These flows were mainly concentrated on the Central Mediterranean route. The nature of these 
flows, mixing asylum seekers escaping wars and irregular migrants both following the same routes, 
challenged the existing regional framework of programmes, policies and cooperation mechanisms.

The Euromed Survey was designed to capture all these elements. The questionnaire is structured 
around four main groups of questions. First, it tackles the general perception of the migration and 
refugee situation in the Mediterranean. In a second part, it focuses on the EU’s challenges, policies 
and instruments, before turning to the specific situation of Southern and Southeast Mediterranean 
countries. The last group of questions relates to bilateral, regional and international cooperation 
mechanisms. 

SENéN FLORENSA
Executive President, IEMed

1. UNHCR. Syria Regional Refugee Response. Inter-agency Information Sharing Portal. Retrieved from http://data.unhcr.org/
syrianrefugees/regional.php 

2. UNHCR. Refugees/Migrants Response - Mediterranean. Retrieved from http://data.unhcr.org/mediterranean/regional.php 

http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/regional.php
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/regional.php
http://data.unhcr.org/mediterranean/regional.php
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Overall, results very much illustrate the Euro-Mediterranean common dimension of the “refugee 
crisis” and the inter-dependency of policy responses. The responses do not systematically follow 
Northern vs. Southern Mediterranean patterns and show how countries in both the North and South 
of the Mediterranean may face similar challenges. Results also call for enhanced Euro-Mediterranean 
cooperation on migration as the performance of current mechanisms is assessed as insufficient by 
respondents.  

On the General Migration and Refugee Situation in the Euro-Mediterranean 
Region

The first batch of questions seeks to capture the perception of respondents on the causes and 
consequences of the migration and refugee situation as well as the assessment of the policy 
responses implemented so far. 

In general, destabilisation following conflicts and their regional impact are perceived as the two 
main explicative elements of the present migration and refugee situation. The Western, Central 
and Eastern Mediterranean are differently affected by refugee or migratory flows. The nearer to the 
conflict areas, the more important refugee flows are. Thus, armed conflicts in the region will be the 
most decisive factors shaping patterns along the Eastern route over the next ten years and to some 
extent also the central corridor, according to the respondents. More structural factors such as the 
socioeconomic situation in the source countries will be likely to affect the Western route. Climate 
change and demographic transition do not seem to be among the top concerns of respondents.

Perceptions about how specific countries are affected by different kinds of human movements 
vary depending on their position in the human movement geography. However, there is no clear 
dividing line in terms of response patterns between Northern Mediterranean countries on the one 
hand and Southern/Southeast Mediterranean countries on the other. For instance, responses from 
Italian respondents showed similar patterns as responses from Maghrebian respondents when 
identifying transit migrations to a more significant extent than respondents from Jordan or Lebanon 
as a category of movements affecting them. 

Results also shed some light on the perceptions of policy responses. Overall, there is limited 
enthusiasm among the respondents about the policy response deployed by various stakeholders, 
although respondents tend to be less critical of major destination countries, both North and South 
of the Mediterranean, than with transit countries. When assessing the main drivers conditioning the 
policy responses, respondents tend to identify the government’s capacity and to some extent human 
considerations as the main drivers in the case of the former and short-term political and electoral 
considerations in the case of the latter.3

3. Since the fieldwork of the Survey was carried out during 2016, the electoral cycles of 2017 could alter these results.

introduction
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A rather interesting element that appears in this section is that results also show a growing concern 
with the potential instability that the marginalisation of refugee communities may cause. This is 
linked to some of the weaknesses detected in the international refugee system which, in addition to 
ensuring the effective protection of refugees, should also somehow factor in local communities in 
receiving countries, particularly those in neighbouring areas of the conflict countries.

On Specific challenges in the EU and in Southern and Southeast  
Mediterranean countries

The second and third blocks of the Survey aimed to capture respondents’ assessments of both 
instruments and challenges of the European Union and Southern and Southeast Mediterranean 
countries, respectively. 

As far as the EU is concerned, the evaluation of the management of the refugee and migratory flows 
by the respondents is rather negative. Two main conclusions can be drawn from the results. First, 
the poor management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014 is mainly due to unilateral 
decisions taken by EU member states, rather than by EU institutions. The conditions in which 
Schengen internal controls have been reintroduced and the tendency to externalise the border 
controls to third countries are particularly highlighted. Second, and as a logical consequence of the 
first, it is crucial to improve the coordination between the European Commission and the member 
states. This is clearly illustrated in the case of the Temporary EU Relocation System, whereby 
respondents consider that the EU member states should better share and redistribute the “burden” 
among themselves. Existing instruments designed by the EU to better manage refugees and asylum 
should be better used and prioritised, according to respondents. While doing so, addressing the 
root causes of irregular migration in origin countries and further developing legal migration schemes 
are identified as important priorities. 

As far as the policy agenda of Southern and Southeast Mediterranean countries is concerned, 
the main element to prioritise is the strengthening of the national protection capacities towards 
refugees. The descriptive report also identifies interesting results along geographical lines. For 
example, when asked to share their view about their own country, respondents from Southern 
and Southeast Mediterranean countries seem to be more concerned with challenges related to 
emigration than the Survey mean. In turn, it seems that European respondents are more concerned 
with the socioeconomic integration of refugees in the Southern and Southeast Mediterranean host 
countries than respondents from the Southern and Southeast Mediterranean. Echoing results 
obtained elsewhere in the Survey, Jordanian and Lebanese respondents also believe that the 
support for host community members should be the key priority for their countries. 

Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the euro-Mediterranean region
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Bilateral, Regional and International cooperation

The fourth block of the Survey was aimed at capturing respondents’ views on the bilateral, regional 
and international mechanisms of cooperation on migratory issues in the Mediterranean. In general 
terms, the majority of respondents do not find that the established dialogues and cooperation 
frameworks in the field of migration are effective.  

In relative terms, though, a majority of respondents consider that the European Neighbourhood 
Policy (ENP) is the most useful regional policy framework to address migration-related challenges, 
although the ENP could be better connected to the overall migration architecture of the EU and be 
used as a framework for more effectively addressing the primary causes of migrations.

A number of respondents refer to the need to establish a truly Euro-Mediterranean mechanism 
of cooperation to deal with migration and human movements. The Union for the Mediterranean is 
mentioned in this respect. 

Invited to evaluate the “EU-Turkey deal”, a majority of respondents do not think its underlying 
rationale and its main components are adequate. In particular, the provision about the return of all 
new irregular migrants crossing from Turkey to the Greek islands receives very limited support, in 
particular among the respondents from Southern and Southeast Mediterranean countries. A certain 
degree of scepticism about the EU “Emergency Trust Fund for Africa” also comes to the fore, in 
particular among EU-28 respondents, who are more critical than respondents from Southern and 
Southeast Mediterranean countries. 

introduction
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Introduction

the Euromed survey was undertaken in 2016 and covers a wide range of issues that affect 
policy in the Eu. in this analysis of the data, we look only at the issues related to the Common 
European Asylum system (CEAs). the arrival of over 1 million asylum seekers in 2015 
surprised a number of member states, caused a brief crisis in the schengen area regarding the 
abolition of border controls on persons moving among the states, and resulted in a range of 
proposals from the Commission on adjusting the CEAs to meet perceived new pressures. 
Also from the arrival of substantial numbers of syrians mainly coming from turkey, the Eu 
entered into a controversial deal with turkey designed to reduce arrivals and enhance returns. 

the Euromed survey findings are in line with our own research (Ansems de Vries, Carrera & 
Guild, 2016), which suggests that, more than a crisis of security and border management, 
the problem lies in a lack of legal routes, poor reception conditions and increasingly coercive 
migration management practices throughout the Eu. As indicated by the survey, there is a 
clear need for the convergence of asylum policies among Eu member states but this cannot 
be effectively implemented without consideration of issues such as safe and legal routes, 
humanitarian visas and sufficient reception conditions across the Eu. in addition, we suggest 
the need to take seriously asylum seeker’s agency: people seeking protection are often also 
keen to work and have specific ideas about where they would like to go and stay. A coordinated 
Eu asylum policy cannot be effective unless people’s backgrounds, ideas, skills and family 
connections are taken into account. 

European Agenda on Migration

Question 12 asked respondents to rank a number of proposals according to what they 
considered the highest priority with respect to the Eu Agenda on migration (EAm). Although 
the answers were not specifically asylum-related, in the media and policy realms there has 
been much confusion of issues regarding asylum, border controls, immigration and security to 
such an extent that it remains complicated to extract one from the other. By a fairly substantial 
margin, the respondents considered that new policies on legal migration are the most important 
priority (39%). this is an interesting finding, not least as it appears to recognise the economic 
reality that the Eu will need substantial levels of migration to maintain population levels in an 
Eu where the average fertility rate in 2014 was 1.58 live births per woman, a rate well below 
replacement and which has been fairly constant for the past 20 years. 

in addition, it suggests the importance of the development of safe and legal routes into the 
Eu, as also indicated by the respondents’ answers to other questions: the low popularity of 
strengthening border controls (14%) and the need for humanitarian visas, as further discussed 
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below. part of the problem lies in the impossibility of entering the Eu regularly: “illegality” 
is produced by policies such as increasingly pervasive and forceful border management, a 
strict visa regime and carrier sanctions. thus, the best way to diminish irregular migration is 
to create legal migration routes that meet everyone’s needs: legal options for third country 
nationals seeking to access the Eu territory and labour market. there is thus substantial 
synergy between the priorities of new policies on legal migration and reducing incentives for 
irregular migration: the two cannot be addressed separately. 

Graph 1: Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on migration proposal to be prioritised in %)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 12

A related measure to reduce irregular migration concerns an awareness of people’s agency and 
circumstances, for instance by ensuring that families are able to live together. the Eu’s directive 
on family reunification, adopted in 2003, has thrown up a whole series of questions and issues 
about family reunification policy in the member states. the Court of Justice has by and large 
provided helpful and sensible solutions to ensure that families are not divided. however, the 
increase in subsidiary protection permits to asylum seekers in Germany and elsewhere (where 
the previous year the majority of people from the same countries of origin were recognised as 
refugees) means that family reunification possibilities have been diminished. this is because 
refugees get favourable and immediate family reunification while beneficiaries of international 
protection can be made subject to waiting periods and conditions that diminish the possibility 
of family reunification. When people have close family members living in danger in for instance 
syria, they may well be driven to bringing their family members irregularly to their host member 
states if family reunification cannot be achieved in a regular manner. this is both a humanitarian 
issue and a driver of irregular migration.

Improving Asylum Procedures 

the importance of creating legal routes is also reflected in respondents’ answer to question 
14, which asks what elements of the CEAs would improve asylum procedures in the Eu. 
A large majority (61%) responded that humanitarian visas are the most important element 
(see Graph 2). this is a clear indication that the irregular arrivals in 2015 (often crossing in 
leaky little boats at high risk of death and injury) are considered a blot on the Eu’s reputation 
and need to be addressed rapidly and properly with safe alternatives of access for asylum 
seekers to the Eu. many countries around the world have humanitarian visa systems, often in 
conjunction with the un high Commissioner for Refugees (for instance, Brazil and Argentina). 
the purpose of humanitarian visas is to allow people fleeing persecution and crisis to get visas 
quickly on the basis of humanitarian need so that they can present their asylum applications 
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in the destination country in conditions of dignity. however, humanitarian visas lose their 
effectiveness as a response to irregular flight if they are made subject to long and bureaucratic 
procedures – a tendency clearly present in many Eu member states. humanitarian visas must 
be available quickly and more or less on demand to people who are clearly in need, such as 
syrians fleeing Aleppo or other crisis situations.

Graph 2: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum 
procedures?
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 14

Respondents’ second priority (60%) is permitting asylum seekers to work on arrival. 
this is a very sensible proposal as it enhances immediate integration and enables people 
to become self-sufficient and contribute to the host society and economy rather than 
depending on state resources. this is also valuable for the perception of asylum seekers 
in the host country. more generally, allowing asylum seekers to work would constitute an 
acknowledgement that their precarious situation and need for protection does not take 
away their agency. it thus challenges the strict distinction between migrants and asylum  
seekers/refugees as those who would like to work versus those who need protection. 

Although considered of lower priority by respondents (49%), we think a greater focus on 
reception would be an important step in improving asylum procedures. the Eu adopted a 
legal measure on temporary protection in 2001 but has never used it. the measure permits 
the Council to open a scheme for people in need of international protection on the basis of 
the situation in their country of origin. it does not deal with the issue of first admission/arrival 
into the Eu or a member state but requires states to provide a wide range of facilities to those 
in need. this is something that has been lacking in the current crisis: what the 2015 arrival 
of asylum seekers demonstrated to the Eu – and the world – is that the crisis was one of 
reception, which has yet to be resolved in a number of member states. Availability of reception 
conditions, and willingness of member states to make these facilities available, has been at 
the heart of the issue. the images of asylum seekers including minors living in mud and rain 
on the streets of Eu cities and in makeshift shelters in places such as Calais, with nowhere 
to go and with contact with state authorities mainly limited to coercion and violence including 
teargas, water cannons, rubber bullets and the destruction of living spaces – have been widely 
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disseminated around the world to the Eu’s shame. What is needed is a change in attitudes 
towards reception of asylum seekers and a change in some member states’ attitudes that their 
responsibilities are limited to pushing asylum seekers across their borders into other member 
states, or trying to prevent such intra-Eu movement. this will be a long but necessary process 
to achieve a CEAs which is equitable and fair to asylum seekers, fulfilling member states’ 
obligations under the un Convention relating to the status of Refugees. 

reforming the Common European Asylum System

Question 15 asks respondents to prioritise changes to the CEAs. the highest priority (70%) 
was given to achieving greater convergence in the asylum system (see Graph 3). this is a 
clear indication of just how unsettling the variations among member states of, for instance, 
recognition rates for asylum seekers from the same countries of origin is. the EuRostAt 
data shows that there has been little convergence in recognition rates among the member 
states over the ten years which the CEAs has been in effect. differences in recognition rates 
vary to an order of 70% – meaning that an asylum seeker who makes his or her application 
in one country may have more than a 70% greater chance of being granted protection than if 
he or she makes the application in another country. this is also a factor underlying secondary 
movements (asylum seekers’ movements from their first country of arrival in the Eu to another 
member state in search of better chances of protection) and for the failure of the dublin system. 

indeed, revising the criteria of the dublin Regulation, which allocates member states’ 
responsibility for asylum seekers, is the respondents’ second highest priority in the survey 
(65%). At the moment, the most used criterion is that relating to the first member state through 
which the asylum seeker entered the Eu. Although other criteria such as a first degree family 
member already recognised as a refugee in a member state come higher on the dublin list, 
in fact it is the country of first entry which is the most commonly used. however, this means 
that member states with substantial borders with third states and sea borders are responsible 
for substantially greater numbers than other member states – in practice; this has especially 
affected italy and Greece. Among the problems that make this dublin criterion less than 
effective, and linking back to the issues discussed above, are the lack of reception facilities 
in Greece and italy (which continue notwithstanding intensive investment of Eu funds over 
20 years); the fact that asylum seekers do not want to stay in those states (which might be 
related to the cold shoulder reception they may have received there); and the ineffectiveness 
of various coercive measures to force asylum seekers to stay in their allocated member state. 
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Graph 3: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum 
procedures?
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Whilst there is general agreement that the asylum system needs to be fair to asylum seekers 
and member states, there is little agreement on what such a fair system would look like. A shift 
in thinking is needed to seeing asylum seekers and refugees as subjects with agency – with 
particular histories, skills, experiences and family connections – rather than objects that can 
simply be moved around or kept in place. in practice, this means that more attention must 
be paid to where an asylum seeker wants to go as usually they have good reasons for their 
choices and in the end they will get to the place where they want to be. this links back to the 
issue of secondary movement. As free movement of persons is one of the hallmarks of the 
Eu, it is not surprising that everyone uses this right, including refugees and asylum seekers, 
yet it tends to be regarded as unwelcome by states that seek to lower the numbers of arriving 
asylum seekers. it is indicative that regulating secondary movements was given the lowest 
priority by survey respondents, together with reinforcing the EuRodAC system (both 41%).

in short, strengthening the CEAs must involve a number of shifts in both thinking and practice, 
which go beyond the issue of asylum narrowly conceived – it requires a more integrated 
response to the current crisis. Firstly, it requires an understanding of the issue not as a crisis 
of security and border management but one of a lack of legal routes, poor reception conditions 
and increasingly coercive migration management practices. the convergence of asylum 
policies among Eu member states and the development of a fairer asylum system for all cannot 
be effectively implemented without the creation of safe and legal routes to counter the problem 
of irregular and dangerous journeys, humanitarian visas that are available quickly to those in 
need and better reception conditions across the Eu, both for those in official reception facilities 
(including hotspots) and for those who are on the street or in make-shift camps. in addition, it 
requires that we take people’s agency seriously: despite their precarious condition, asylum 
seekers and refugees are subjects with their own histories, ideas, skills, family connections, 
etc. they are often keen to work and should be given the opportunity to do so, and they have 
specific ideas about where they would like to go and stay, which must be taken into account 
for a strengthened common European asylum system to be fair and effective.   
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in the light of thousands of fatalities among migrants trying to cross the mediterranean and the 
ever-increasing number of asylum claims filed in Eu member states, coupled with hopelessly 
overburdened reception systems in some countries of first arrival, the European Commission 
in may 2015 launched the European Agenda on migration (EAm). it marked the baseline for 
different measures aiming at “a coherent and comprehensive approach to reap the benefits and 
address the challenges deriving from migration” (Com[2015] 240 final, p. 2). While the EAm 
appeared rather short and superficial, given the number of challenges identified at different 
ends (sea rescue, border control, human smuggling, resettlement, burden sharing, return, 
partnerships with third countries, addressing root causes, new policies on legal migration, 
completion of the Common European Asylum system – to name just the most eminent ones), 
it turned out to be the mere starting signal for an unprecedented cascade of policy initiatives 
and legislative proposals at Eu level, which continued to unfold throughout 2016. the EAm 
differentiated “immediate actions”, intended to overcome concrete situations of emergency and 
overburdening particularly in the “frontline” member states, structural measures to “manage 
migration better” in the medium term, as well as initial ideas “moving beyond” towards the 
finality of a harmonised European asylum and migration policy. however, much of the activity in 
the months to follow the launch of the EAm prioritised policy responses “driven by security 
(home affairs), diplomatic and military concerns and interests of the Eu and its member states” 
(Carrera et al., 2015, p. 18); they epitomised the common piecemeal approach within a policy 
field that actually calls for a master plan, such as a real Common European Asylum system 
(CEAs) (Chetail, 2016).

relevance of various Policy options 

to what extent are the various policy options enshrined in the EAm relevant to experts, policy-
makers and civil society representatives? the results of the 2016 Euromed survey indicate 
that the current “salad bowl” approach at Eu level, i.e. a mix of policy instruments addressing 
the issue from various ends, is generally apt. in most cases, the overwhelming majority of 
respondents attribute high or very high importance to the respective seven survey items 
brought forward (see Graph 1).1 
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1. one out of these seven survey items was framed negatively, i.e. it was asked whether the Eu and its member states 
should focus less on a reactive and security-based approach. Yet, the overall approval rate (agreement on “high” or “very 
high extent”) stood at 70%, symbolising a rather liberal and sustainability-oriented view on current policies. interestingly, 
the perception of this item varied most between the two groups of mediterranean partner Countries. While 77% of the 
maghreb respondents favoured less reactive and security-oriented policies, the respective rate was ten percentage points 
lower (67%) among respondents from mashreq countries, indicating higher approval of Eu ad hoc measures resulting 
from perceived security threats.
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Graph 1: To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and  
its member states?

9% 

11% 

6% 

3% 

4% 

3% 

10% 

9% 

13% 

4% 

4% 

6% 

4% 

11% 

12% 

14% 

5% 

5% 

10% 

7% 

9% 

20% 

21% 

15% 

23% 

26% 

24% 

22% 

50% 

41% 

70% 

64% 

54% 

61% 

48% 

3% 

5% 

1% 

5% 

4% 

3% 

2% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Improve mechanisms to filter
 out refugees from irregular migrants

Effectively apply
 the EU's return system

Better share and redistribute
 the "burden" among member states

Upgrade and improve
 the implementation of the Common

 European Asylum System (CEAS)

Provide legal alternatives
 to irregular secondary movements

Focus less on a reactive
 and security-based approach

Better integrate internal
and external policies (including

 through strengthening the role of
 EU delegations on migration issues)

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 10

While these policy options are not mutually exclusive, some stand out as pressing, among 
them to upgrade and improve the Common European Asylum system (CEAs), to better share 
and redistribute the “burden” among member states and – much in line with the envisaged 
important role of migration management activities within the European neighbourhood policy 
as evidenced by the 2015 Euromed survey (Aragall, 2016) – to better integrate internal and 
external policies (including through strengthening the role of Eu delegations on migration 
issues). somewhat less approval was attributed to effectively applying the Eu’s return system. 
on the one hand, this may illustrate some scepticism towards an enhanced return policy 
having the potential to be a game-changer. on the other hand, it must be stated that apart from 
the Return directive (2008/115/EC), which has not been defined as a genuine component of 
the CEAs, and an assisting role of Frontex, there is not much of a common system or policy in 
place, as member states or sub-national entities have considerable leeway in their approach to 
fostering or enforcing returns. thus, a number of open comments from the survey call for the 
need to enhance this policy tool: 

Return will not be sustainable if it is only return. there needs to be reintegration, either at the 

individual or community level. 

Respondent from an international organisation

pour le système de retour de l’uE il serait plutôt efficace de travailler en coordination avec 

les associations locales et onG travaillant dans ces pays en relation avec les états. 

Algerian respondent
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Appliquer un système de retour qui doit être accompagné au même degré d’intérêt et 

de flexibilité des accords sur les visas avec les pays concernés. de plus, opter pour des 

négociations ‘gagnant-gagnant’ lors des négociations des accords de réadmission sans 

mettre le fardeau sur les pays de transit.

moroccan respondent

Furthermore, several qualitative answers provided by the survey respondents emphasised 
the need for the Eu to follow a comprehensive approach, prioritising other options rather than 
dealing with the symptoms within the Eu: 

the main option should remain the coherent and sustainable management of the deep roots 

of the refugee crisis in the countries of origin.

Romanian respondent

Creating viable legal access to the Eu is the most important and burning issue to bring 

forward.

Finnish respondent

Intra-Eu relocation as an obstructed and ill-Coordinated Policy Mechanism

in the face of a worsening reception crisis in Greece and italy – and to quite some surprise 
to observers – the Council decided in september 2015 on a temporary derogation from the 
dublin system. up to 160,000 persons in clear need of protection were to be relocated to the 
remaining Eu member states from these two countries within two years, following a binding 
principle. the distribution key had been suggested by the Commission and took into account 
for each member state the size of the population, the gross domestic product as an indicator 
of economic power, the unemployment rate and the intake of protection-seeking individuals 
over the past five years (Com[2015] 286 final). 

the new emergency approach raised hopes of replacing the dublin system, which had 
regularly resulted in an unfair distribution of burdens regarding the reception of asylum seekers 
and associated procedures, with a permanent mechanism of responsibility sharing in the long 
run – although the relocation quota aimed to retain that very dublin system for the moment. 
however, observers raised concerns that the failure of several member states to fully comply 
with their obligations to provide reception conditions according to the respective Eu directive 
would constitute a serious practical impediment for the temporary relocation model to work 
– adding to the failure to envolve asylum seekers themselves in the decision about where 
they want to be relocated (Carrera & Guild, 2015). Furthermore, the Council decision was 
taken under qualified majority rule against explicit opposition by hungary, slovakia, the Czech 
Republic and Romania, with the former two challenging the legality of the decision before the 
European Court of Justice. 

despite slight growth rates throughout 2016, the number of migrants effectively relocated 
since the launch of the scheme in september 2015 up until december 2016 was just above 
8,000 (6,212 from Greece and 1,950 from italy), with a mere total of 18,515 places pledged 
by Eu member states (see Graph 2). the Council decisions of 2015 provided for 160,000 
relocations within two years, i.e. until september 2017. With only few months to go, less than 
12% of this quota has been pledged, and only 5% has been effectively relocated. this still 
being perceived as a drop in the ocean, the Commission has envisaged a massive increase 
in the number of monthly cases, so that “as of April 2017 the number of relocation transfers 
should reach at least 3,000 per month from Greece and at least 1,500 from italy” (Com[2016] 
791 final, p. 16/17).
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Graph 2: State of Play: Relocation of asylum seekers from Greece and Italy in 2016 (cumulated figures).
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one of the main reasons for the scheme’s agony is that most member states are phlegmatic with 
regard to providing openings in line with their binding quota, with some of them boycotting it 
completely. other hurdles encountered over the first months included a high level of scepticism 
among stranded migrants in italy and Greece to apply for the programme in the first place, as 
it also implies some degree of coercion and generally disregards their country preferences. 
Furthermore, all participating actors continue to face operational and logistical problems in 
trying to coordinate very complex allocation, verification and transfer processes, which are 
also linked to the “hotspot” approach. the latter have been malfunctioning in multiple ways, as 
the pooling of capacities from the national asylum administrations, European Asylum support 
office and seconded experts from other member states proved difficult and was numerically 
insufficient; access to the asylum procedure turned out to be hampered rather than fostered 
in some instances; and reception conditions in several centres fell short of the Eu aquis (see 
Ep, 2016; dutch Council for Refugees et al., 2016). 

At the time the Euromed survey was in the field, the odds of the relocation scheme to 
becoming a success story looked even grimmer than stated above. Consequently, the majority 
of respondents called for improving coordination between the European Commission and the 
member states as the most promising remedy (see table 1).2 

one of the main 
reasons for  
the low performance 
of the relocation 
scheme is that most 
member states  
are phlegmatic  
with regard to 
providing openings in 
line with their binding 
quota, with some  
of them boycotting  
it completely.

2. the survey items regarding the relocation scheme were only responded to by individuals, who self-identified as avail-
ing themselves of “advanced knowledge of specific elements of migration policies,” which amounted to a total of 234 
individuals.
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Table 1: Measures to be prioritised regarding the relocation plan.
(1st: most important, 3rd: least important)

1st 2nd 3rd Total

penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation mechanism

64 54 116 234

27% 23% 50% 100%

modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

43 109 82 234

18% 47% 35% 100%

improving coordination between the European  
Commission and the member states

127 71 36 234

54% 30% 15% 100%

source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 11

second place in the total sample, 27% prioritised restrictive measures for non-compliant 
member states. interestingly, however, there is a clear divide in the perception between 
“frontline” and central/northern member states. While in the former group, 35% of respondents 
indicated a priority for penalising member states to fully implement the Common European 
Relocation mechanism, only 20% did so in the latter group. the controversy over how to 
secure compliance with the relocation scheme, both regarding the member states fulfilling 
their quota as well as the relocated refugees, which ought to abstain from irregular secondary 
movements within the Eu, also elicited a significant number of open answers: 

the relocation scheme is based on coercion of member states and also of protection 

seekers, thus it is bound to be problematic in implementation. it could be more effective to 

explore possibilities to move the money around Europe to compensate the countries which 

have a higher burden or financially encourage the member states to accept more refugees.

lithuanian respondent

Each member state should be bound by the system in place, which should be made effective 

through imposition of sanctions if not respected.

Belgian respondent

Relocation can only work on a consensus basis, not on a compulsory basis. Financial 

penalties are irrelevant and counterproductive.

French respondent 

You need to have carrots more than sticks and this will include a comprehensive policy 

focusing on the different needs of the member states. A southern state may have different 

needs than a northern state.

turkish respondent 

What becomes evident is that policy-makers and experts in particular do not want to put all 
their eggs in one basket and rely on relocation as a key policy tool. the great majority thinks 
that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and the magnitude of 
the crisis; just representatives of civil society organisations stand out to some degree as they 
seem to put more trust in the new cumbersome mechanism (see Graph 3). 

The relocation plan  
is in any case not enough 
to face the nature and the 

magnitude of the crisis.
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Graph 3: To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature 
and magnitude of the crisis?
(the graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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despite the fact that participants had been confronted with a broad choice of policy options 
at an earlier stage in the survey (see Graph 1), quite a number came up with additional ideas 
in the open comment section of this item. some were clustered around the issue of whether 
sub-national, i.e. regional or municipal, entities might be more appropriate actors to deal with 
refugee reception and provide openings for relocation, as opposed to national governments: 

there are so many possibilities that the Eu has not even taken into account. For example, 

involving cities and local governments instead of countries. All in all, big cities will be the 

entities that will need to integrate migrants. 

italian respondent 

top-down imposition of a given destination to refugees and of a given quota of refugees to 

destination states cannot work on a significant scale and in a sustainable way. An incentive-

based system directly targeting refugees and receiving communities is […] an alternative 

worth experimenting.  

italian respondent 

most likely, the continued struggle to swiftly implement top-down prescribed policy schemes 
such as the relocation mechanism will foster the experimental implementation of policy 
alternatives of that kind – and there should be no limits to innovative imagination.

Conclusions and outlook

undoubtedly, the Commission since 2015 has diligently worked towards tabling policy 
proposals that could mark a way forward for the common policy on asylum and migration in the 
Eu. however, by taking into account the rather short-sighted goals of the Council and trying 
to comfort member states opposing a more coherent approach, most capacities have been 
geared towards “crisis management”, i.e. reducing migratory pressure by securing borders, 
fighting traffickers and cooperating with third countries to contain irregular migration, such 
as through the Eu-turkey Agreement (see Üstübici, A., “the Eu and turkey Cooperation on 
migration”, p. 54). Without doubt, the relocation scheme for up to 160,000 migrants in need 
of protection in italy and Greece, combined with the establishment of “hotspots” to register 
boat arrivals, was one of the most spectacular and contested instruments launched to tackle 
the crisis of refugee policy from within the European union (Ep, 2016). 
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With regard to structural solutions to overcome the pitfalls of the dublin system and sustainably 
improving the CEAs, the Commission went on a hesitant zigzag course. in its April 2016 
communication “towards a reform of the Common European Asylum system and enhancing 
legal avenues to Europe” (Com[2016] 197 final) it undertook an experimental move. it drafted 
a more or less coherent picture of a harmonised asylum system, including a fundamental 
change of the mechanism applied to determine the member state responsible for an asylum 
claim – suggesting a fixed distribution key reflecting reception capacities – and the long-
term perspective of transferring responsibility for the processing of asylum claims at the Eu 
level (see Guild & Ansems de Vries, “strengthening the Common Asylum policy”, p. 13). 
however, this draft of a post-dublin system was only “option 2”, and it hardly received any 
advance praise by member states. Consequently, “option 1” quickly materialised into a may 
2016 Commission proposal for a recast regulation, leaving the basic “dublin” principle for 
determining responsibility untouched and adding a complex “corrective allocation mechanism” 
in case individual member states are disproportionately burdened by the inflow of asylum 
seekers (Com[2016] 270 final). surging forward, the Commission also tabled proposals for a 
Regulation to transfer the EAso into a more competent “European union Agency for Asylum” 
(Com[2016] 271 final), a recast Eurodac Regulation (Com(2016) Com[2016] 272 final), a 
recast of the Reception Conditions directive (Com[2016] 465 final) and two new Regulations 
replacing the Qualification directive (Com[2016] 466 final) and the Asylum procedures 
directive (Com[2016] 467 final) in order to safeguard more uniformity within the CEAs. What 
lies ahead for 2017, and most likely 2018, is fierce and lengthy debates between the European 
parliament and the Council over the proposed legal acts. the outcome of these negotiations 
is completely uncertain. in the wake of successful populist and eurosceptic movements across 
the Eu, which aggravate the overall crisis of European integration, many member states’ 
governments put strong emphasis on domestic politics and show little appetite for further 
changes or concessions in this sensitive policy area. 

in conclusion, the 2015/16 frenzy of launching various new policy tools and reform proposals at 
Eu level did not imply a departure from the established regime, let alone a new paradigm. Rather, 
they marked superficial changes in order to maintain a policy core that would continuously 
produce sub-optimal outcomes (trauner, 2016). the all but failure of the relocation scheme 
epitomises the dubiousness of these second-order changes. they struggle to be more than 
an embellishment to the restrictive and far-reaching measures taken at the level of most Eu 
member states’ national asylum systems to contain spontaneous migration of asylum seekers, 
either by watering down the standards of reception and protection or by erecting border fences 
to close migration routes. Clearly, there is a plethora of relevant and potentially effective policy 
options brought up at Eu level. however, this toolbox is insufficiently harnessed to produce 
sustainable outcomes, as the relevant actors in the Eu and its member states until now have 
proven unable to pull together and go beyond short-sighted and vote-seeking policies in the 
wake of a perceived “migration crisis”.

Jan Schneider, head of sVR’s Research unit, Expert Council of German Foundations on integration and 
migration.
phd at Giessen university’s institute of political science. Former research positions included the German 
Federal office for migration and Refugees (BAmF), where he worked for the national contact point for the 
European migration network (Emn), and the hamburg institute of international Economics (hWWi). 
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Eu boRdER ManagEMEnt

ElżBiEtA KACA  
Analyst, the polish institute of international Affairs

the strengthening of Eu border management was prioritised in the Eu response to the 
refugee crisis. member states decided to launch the European Border and Coast Guard 
Agency, boosted support for frontline states, launched operations in the mediterranean and 
tried to impose on transit countries the need for better border control. Yet, even though 
migrant waves were scaled down and Eu operations led to saving many lives, efforts in this 
area face numerous constraints. this is illustrated by survey results. in terms of the general 
assessment of the European Agenda on migration (EAm), only 14% of respondents prioritised 
border management: saving lives and securing the external borders (see Graph 1). the open 
answers shed some light: numerous respondents explained that the only solution to manage 
migration is to improve the situation in sending countries through cooperation, development 
aid and opening legal migration channels, while current Eu solutions are short term and have a 
security and control angle. in some cases, the respondents found it perplexing to link the goal 
of saving lives with border management as it belongs to a different category and controlling 
borders might even lead to increased fatalities.

Graph 1: Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised. 
(First European Agenda on migration proposal to be prioritised in %)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 12

in terms of respondents’ assessments of concrete Eu measures in relation to border 
management, the most questioned solution was the reintroduction of temporary border 
controls within schengen. starting in september 2015, Germany, Austria, slovenia, hungary, 
sweden, norway, denmark and Belgium began performing border checks with a duration of 
up to eight months on the so-called Balkan route. in may and november 2016, five countries, 
Germany, Austria, denmark, sweden and norway, obtained European Council approval to 
prolong internal controls on parts of their borders for nine months in total (until February 2017) 
due to exceptional circumstances caused by the failure of Greece to manage the external 
schengen border. 
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Graph 2: Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015: 
do you agree with the following statements?
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First, the respondents questioned the legality of temporary checks. Almost two thirds of 
them (64%) assessed that the “last resort” and “temporary” nature of these checks have not 
been respected, while only slightly more than one third (36%) said it was respected (see  
Graph 2). Regardless of the geographical location and profile of respondents, the majority of 
them (around 60% and more in each group) remained critical (see Graph 3). Astonishingly, the 
exception was the mashreq region (52%). indeed, in reinstating border controls, the countries 
acted in accordance with the provisions of the schengen Borders Code (sBC), based on 
Articles 25-29 (EC, n.d.), but the fulfilment of the criteria posed by sBC is questionable. the 
majority of countries argued that unexpected migratory flow was causing serious threats to 
public order and internal security and it stretched the reception capacities for asylum seekers. 
none of the notifications had satisfied the criterion in Article 26 of the sBC in terms of proving 
proportionality and the need for such decisions and giving relevant evidence and statistics 
(Guild et al., 2016). moreover, prolongation of controls by some countries in may and november 
2016 remained questionable due to a significant decrease of asylum applications (unhCR). 
notably, in the open answers the temporary controls were frequently linked with the risk of 
the end of schengen and the Eu as well as limitation of freedom of movement. however, the 
recent experiences show that such fears are exaggerated as the controls have not hampered 
the freedom of movement of Eu citizens and the integrity of the internal market (Kaca, 2016).

second, the overwhelming majority of respondents (71%) assessed that the reintroduction 
of border controls has not been carried out in a manner consistent with the member states’ 
international obligations to refugees (see Graph 2). irrespective of the profile of respondents, 
a high level of criticism prevailed and ranged between 60% and 76% (see Graph 3). the 
lowest level was in the case of policy-makers (60%), but is still high for this group, which is 
partly responsible for creating such policies. indeed, such opinions are well-founded. the 
decision of member states to close down the Balkan route in January 2016 coupled with the 
controls was one of the factors leading to a decrease of secondary movement of migrants 
(the majority of whom were refugees) and the redirection of their routes through the Central 
mediterranean (Frontex, 2016a), a much more dangerous path. however, during the first 
months of implementation, the controls had not impacted on migrant movements (Frontex, 
2016c; EC, 2015). the other factor, which might have limited refugee rights, was the presence 
of police patrols during controls coupled with border guards (Frontex, 2016a). the risk of 
“militarisation” of controls making refugees feel like criminals was highlighted in the open 
answers. the systemic use of police patrols is questionable in light of the sBC and the 
Refugee Convention (Guild et al., 2016). 

regardless  
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in consequence, bearing in mind the aforementioned deficiencies of temporary border controls, 
around three-quarters of respondents opted for limitation of internal checks (73%) and are 
against their further extension (76%), as illustrated in Graph 2. in spite of the various profiles 
of respondents, the opinions were pretty stable (see Graph 3).

Graph 3: Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015: 
do you agree with the following statements? 
(the “yes” answers by profile of respondents)
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despite concerns among respondents with regards to the reintroduction of temporary border 
controls, the other Eu measures related to border management received more approval. the 
highest level of positive opinions (good and very good answers) was on Eu and member states’ 
sea and rescue missions acting in the mediterranean sea: mare nostrum (70%), triton (61%) 
and EunAVFoR med – operation sophia (56%), as illustrated in Graph 4. 

Graph 4: How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow 
of refugees and migrants?
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Eu measures related 
to external border 
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led operation Mare 
Nostrum.
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indeed, each operation led to the saving of many lives. Bearing in mind the fluctuating pace of 
migration on the Central mediterranean route during the first year of missions, triton rescued 
almost 50% of estimated numbers of migrants passing the route, mare nostrum – 45.5%, and 
operation sophia – 26.5% (unhCR, Frontex 2014). 

Graph 5: How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow 
of refugees and migrants? 
(the % of good and very good answers)
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the assessment of operations varied depending on geographical location and profile of 
respondents (see Graph 5), which may in turn reflect various degrees of knowledge about the 
missions (see Graph 6). the respondents’ recommendations included in the open answers 
suggest increasing funding for rescue operations, improving coordination between various 
missions and completing them by the agreements with third countries.
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Graph 6: EU Operations in the Mediterranean.

Mare Nostrum Triton EUNAFOR Med - Sophia

october 2013 - october 2014 november 2014 June 2015 - 27 July 2017

time and territory the mediterranean sea to the 
coast of libia

italy and malta waters; 
international waters arround 

40 nm off libyan coast; 
territorials waters 

of llibya on its request

international waters

Budget 114 million EuR 38 million EuR (in 2015) 11.82 million EuR
(June 2015 - July 2016)

personnel 900 military 300 - 500 guest officers 1,771

Equipment 32 naval units 
(plus 2 submarines)

15 vessels and several 
helicopters and planes

7 naval units (plus 4 helicopters 
and 3 air assets)

migrants rescued 150,810 155 (in 2015) 65,343 
(october 2015 - october 2016)

smugglers arrested 330
900 

(with operation poseidon 
in 2015)

89 
(october 2015 - october 2016) 

source: own compilation based on EC, Frontex and ministry of defence of italy data (EC 2016c, Frontex 2015b, d, e, f, ministry of defence n.d., tardy 

2015)

in the light of positive opinion on sea and rescue missions, it is somewhat surprising that the 
nAto mission in the Aegean sea, launched in February 2016, got the lowest score (49% 
positive answers and 34% negative ones with no greater differences with regards to 
respondents’ profiles) out of all measures mentioned in question 19, as illustrated in Graphs 4 
and 5. however, this operation has limited scope and is restricted chiefly to conducting 
surveillance of illegal crossings and passing information to turkish and Greek authorities as 
well as Frontex (nAto, 2016). moreover, due to the recent launch of the mission, no results 
have been available publicly. 

the respondents were also invited to assess the hotspots approach, which is different in 
nature as maritime operations. hotspots refer to the points at which most migrants enter 
schengen, and where Eu experts help with the identification, registration and fingerprinting 
of individuals. migrants admitted as refugees should be sent to regional hubs, and irregular 
migrants deported. the hotspots received more positive answers (51%) than negative ones 
(35%), as illustrated in Graph 4. the lowest support of around 40% was recorded in the 
case of respondents from maghreb countries and civil society. the mixed opinions might 
result from numerous practical constraints to the functioning of hotspots, which hamper quick 
prosecution of asylum claims. this was highlighted in the open answers together with the need 
to increase funding for hotspots. indeed, according to EC estimates, their reception capacity 
is not sufficient and the Eu faces problems with the efficient allocation of support personnel to 
problem areas (EC, 2016a, b, e, g). 

Mixed opinions  
on the hotspots 
approach might result 
from numerous 
practical constraints 
to their functioning,  
which hamper 
the quick prosecution  
of asylum claims.
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the survey also included a question related to views about what aspect should be promoted 
in order to improve schengen. A majority of respondents (52%) opted for more support to 
frontline states (Graph 7). the solution obtained the highest score within all groups analysed 
in the survey, with some slight differences in scoring (Graph 8). the relative low support 
among the rest of the Eu participants (31%) and policy-makers (43%) might result from the 
fact that member states had to release financial assistance for such purposes. Even though 
the crisis has been largely contained, the inflow of migrants is still steady and the Eu aid is 
crucial to secure shelter and accommodation, health care for migrants as well as to fund 
hotspots and forced returns. For example, despite the fact that Greece obtained over €352 
million of emergency assistance (on top the €509 million already allocated to Greece for 
migration and border management for 2014-2020) from the EC (EC, 2026f), its reception 
capacities and human resources are still in shortfall, according to Eu estimates (EC, 2016e).
 
Around one fifth of the respondents supported strengthening the role of Frontex and its 
capacity as well as setting up a European Border and Coast Guard Agency, which can be 
treated as similar measures (Graph 7). in fact, the European Border and Coast Guard Agency, 
officially launched in october 2016, is the renamed Frontex agency slightly strengthened in 
terms of capacities, which was not a given at the time the survey was conducted. According 
to the reform, the Agency’s budget and staff will be more than double by 2020, towards €322 
million, and approximately one thousand personnel in addition to the creation of a permanent 
reserve of 1,500 national experts. however, even though Frontex supports frontline member 
states, it is evident that such control-oriented measures will not be sufficient to prevent future 
migration pressures. though its joint maritime operations led to the interception of 217,776 
people in 2014, and 972,422 in 2015 (Frontex 2014, 2015b), it did not prevent the crisis. 

Graph 7: In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the 
Schengen external borders, what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority?
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22% 

52% 

20% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Externalise/outsource border control
 to third countries (such as Turkey)

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard

More support to frontline states

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity

source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 18

the measure involving outsourcing border control to third countries (such as turkey) received 
the least support among respondents (6%)1. irrespective of geographical location and profile 
of the respondents, the assessment remained low (see Graph 8). this might be the 
consequence of a negative perception of the Eu deal concluded with turkey in march 2016, 
according to which turkey was obliged to increase border controls in exchange for €3 billion 
of Eu aid, visa liberalisation and progress in accession negotiations (European Council, 2016; 
EC, 2016d). such an approach was met with criticism in the media as it introduced transactional 
relations in the sphere of migration by making the Eu pay transit countries for better migration 
controls. the deal seemed controversial, especially in light of political developments in turkey 

Even though Frontex 
supports frontline 

member states, 
 it is evident that 

such control-oriented 
measures will not be 
sufficient to prevent 

future migration 
pressures.

outsourcing border 
control introduces 

transactional relations 
in the sphere of 

migration by making 
the Eu pay transit 

countries for better 
migration controls. This 
option was not popular 

among respondents.

The highest priority 
should be the Eu’s 
support of frontline 
states and boosting 
Eu and member 
states’ sea and rescue 
operations.

1. more on border control with turkey in Üstübici, A., “Eu-turkey Cooperation on migration” (p. 54).
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and uncertain conditions for refugees in this country. the consequence of the agreement was 
a massive drop in the number of migrants reaching Greece (according to Frontex even lower 
than before 2008, around 9,000 entries a month), but, at the same time, some migrants shifted 
to the Central mediterranean route (around 51,450 entries between April and June 2016) 
(Frontex, 2016a).

Graph 8: In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the 
Schengen external borders, what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(Answers by profile of respondents)
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in summary, while strengthening border management is not a key solution to Eu migration 
problems, the following recommendations might be formulated to improve border management 
on the basis of the survey results. the highest priority should be the Eu’s support for frontline 
states and boosting Eu and member states’ sea and rescue operations; the Eu should further 
develop its own capacities to control borders via the European Boarder and Coast Guard 
Agency and improved functioning of hotspots. in future actions, however, the Eu should avoid 
the use of longer periods of reintroduction of temporary border controls.

Elżbieta Kaca, Analyst, the polish institute of international Affairs.
Expert at pism researching European neighbourhood policy, the Eastern partnership and Eu external 
relations (i.e. border management, Eu aid, the EEAs, etc). Before that she worked at the institute of public 
Affairs (2008-2012). she studied political sciences at the university of Warsaw and College of Europe. 
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MigRation and REfugEE 
CHallEngEs foR soutHERn 
and soutHEast MEditERRanEan 
CountRiEs: a CoMpaRativE 
analysis of lEbanon, 
JoRdan and Egypt

iBRAhim AWAd
director of the Center for migration and Refugee studies, the American university in Cairo

the survey rightfully addressed in its third block specific challenges of southern and southeast 
mediterranean countries that are often not properly or adequately addressed in the European 
public debate on the migration and refugee situation in these countries and in particular in 
Jordan, Egypt and lebanon, on which this article will primarily focus. the answers to questions 
20 and 211 allow for a number of useful comparisons between these three countries that reveal 
similarities but also clear differences. Analysing the results according to the geographical origin 
of respondents also yields interesting results. the perception of respondents as shown in the 
results of this survey will be analysed against the background of available factual information.

differences in Answers According to Priority Issues

under Q20, respondents were asked to select two priorities that governments should follow 
when dealing with human movements and migrations (see Graph 1). to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees is one of the most recurrent priorities identified by the respondents. 
lebanon and Jordan show similar patterns with 30% of all survey respondents indicating that 
this constituted a priority. this percentage is only exceeded in the case of turkey with 35% of 
respondents considering this issue to be a priority. 22% of respondents consider this to be a 
priority for Egypt. thus, it appears that the variance in replies for these three countries reflects 
the difference in volumes of migrants and refugees that each of these countries hosts.
 
turkey hosts about 2.7 million syrian refugees. in 2016, the unhCR registered 1.1 million 
syrian refugees in lebanon and 660,000 in Jordan. in Egypt, they only amounted to 117,168 
(unhCR, 2016). to the variance in volumes should be added the differences in administrative 
capacities of countries. With a population of over 90 million, Egypt is certainly in a better 
administrative position to handle the refugees it hosts than lebanon and Jordan with populations 
of 4.5 and 8 million, respectively. 
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1. Q20 on the main priority issues of governments – Jordan, lebanon and Egypt – when dealing with human movements 
and migrations and Q21 on to what extent some specific element (see Graph 1) should be enhanced in order to better 
manage the arrival of migrants and refugees.
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Graph 1: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?

35% 31% 7% 12% 15% 8% 

30% 34% 16% 9% 10% 12% 

30% 34% 14% 10% 12% 12% 

22% 31% 22% 11% 13% 14% 
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 20

however, the most recurrent of all priorities identified in Q20 by the respondents is strengthening 
national protection capacities, including through international assistance, with 34% for lebanon 
and Jordan and 31% for Egypt. protection is not confined to non-refoulement and to admission 
in the host country’s territory of refugees fleeing persecution or generalised violence. providing 
for the livelihood needs of the refugees, in terms of shelter, food, education and healthcare, is 
also an important dimension of protection. to reach European destinations, refugees may expose  
themselves to danger by resorting to smuggling rings and crossing the sea in unsafe 
conditions (Rollins, 2014). providing for livelihoods is therefore protecting refugees against 
such threats to their lives. some vulnerable categories of refugees can also be exposed to 
threats for their safety and integrity. Early marriage, child labour and prostitution are among 
such threats (un Women, 2013). the highest priority for protection is therefore justified for 
several reasons. First, lebanon and Jordan are not parties to the 1951 Convention on the 
status of Refugees. Egypt is but with reservations on the rights to education and healthcare. 
this legal situation raises some concerns regarding the capacity of these countries to meet 
the needs of refugees. second, underdevelopment problems in the three countries, where 
infrastructures are sometimes lacking, unemployment and underemployment are widespread 
and poverty is rampant leaves them with few resources to meet the rights of their respective 
nationals, let alone those of refugees. therefore, the formulation of the question with the 
addition of “including through international assistance” is perfectly legitimate. in the economic 
and social circumstances of host states in southern and southeast mediterranean countries 
described above, international assistance is critical. 

interestingly, challenges related to emigration (including brain drain and labour market 
distortions) is the third priority issue for the three countries. the formulation of the issue 
does not allow us to determine precisely whether the concern of the respondents relates to 
emigration in general, or brain drain and labour market distortions more specifically. in any 
case, the analysis of the results regarding Egypt, lebanon and Jordan reveals an inverse 
order in comparison with the previous paragraph, with 30% of the respondents mentioning 
emigration as a key priority for Egyptian authorities when it comes to migration, as opposed to 
only 16% in lebanon and 14% in Jordan. Egypt is the largest Arab country of origin of migrant 
workers, with the main external labour markets situated in the region. Respondents, and in 
particular Egyptian respondents, may have been thinking of all migrant workers in replying to 
the question, not just of those having migrated to the Eu. Egyptian migrants are estimated 
at 6 million, equivalent to some 22% of the labour force. Egyptian migrant workers to the Eu 
account for some 25% of its total migration (Zohry, 2015). italy and Greece are their main 
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destinations. A good part is in irregular situation and employed in the large informal economies 
of the two southern European countries (de Bel-Air, 2016). irregular migration situations and 
informal employment call for protection policy measures. As for Jordanian migration to Europe, 
it is minimal and the lebanese emigrant community is mainly made up of highly-skilled migrants, 
for whom emigration challenges are relatively few. 

differences in Answers According to origin of respondents

the analysis of the answers according to the geographical origin of the respondents leads to 
interesting results (see Graph 2). 

Graph 2: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(please choose two options)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 20

Egyptian, Jordanian and lebanese respondents all identified the challenges related to 
emigration for their respective countries to a greater extent than other respondents. the graph 
shows that this issue was considered as a priority for lebanon by 16% of all respondents and 
24% of lebanese participants, for Jordan by 14% of all respondents and 30% of Jordanian 
participants and for Egypt by 22% of all respondents and 33% of Egyptian participants. in 
other words, the differences are to the magnitude of 50% in the cases of lebanon and Egypt 
and 114% for Jordan. these national concerns about emigration should be taken into account 
in migration policies of the said countries and not hidden as a shameful issue.

For each of the three countries, the higher priority accorded to emigration by national 
participants is at the expense of all other issues except one. Even better managing the arrival 
of migrants and refugees and strengthening national protection capacities loses ground in the 
answers of national participants in comparison with all respondents. For Egypt, the exception 
is addressing secondary movements, which may be explained by the fact that Egypt is a transit 
country. migrants and refugees, mainly from sudan, south sudan and the horn of Africa, travel 
to Egypt with the objective of proceeding further to, or of being resettled in, industrialised 
countries. often this secondary migration does not happen, with refugees and migrants 
remaining in Egypt. the intention of secondary migration, even if it does not materialise, is 
therefore important for Egypt and for Egyptian participants in the survey. 
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Better Hosting of Migrants and refugees

While Q20 incorporated all southern and southeast mediterranean countries, Q21 was crafted 
to understand specifically how to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees in Jordan, 
turkey and lebanon. An analysis of answers for lebanon and Jordan by all respondents and 
by participants from the two countries again reveals both similarities and differences (see 
Graph 3). Enhancing humanitarian assistance to the most vulnerable segments of the refugee 
populations is identified as a top priority and almost to the same extent by all respondents and 
by national participants for the two countries.

Graph 3: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees in the following countries? 
(please choose three options for each country)
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But when it comes to the socioeconomic integration of refugees residing under temporary 
protection, especially for those out of camps, a difference between Jordan and lebanon comes 
to the fore. 15% and 16% of all respondents consider that the socioeconomic integration of 
refugees should be enhanced in Jordan and lebanon respectively. in turn, Jordanian respondents 
go further, since 20% of them deem the enhancement of integration a priority. this contrasts 
with lebanese participants. only 5% of them considered that the socioeconomic integration 
of refugees should be enhanced. this difference may originate partly in the fragmented political 
system and fragile demographic balance between communities in lebanon (Awad, 2014) that 
further socioeconomic integration of refugees could jeopardise.

Enhancing the health, education and sanitation service systems at local and national levels is 
a very slightly higher priority for Jordanian and lebanese participants than for all respondents. 
But it is particularly worth observing that for Jordanian and lebanese respondents commenting 
on their own countries, support schemes to host community members is a much stronger 
preoccupation than the survey average, which gives further evidence of the perception 
gap between the local respondents and other respondents regarding the importance of the 
challenges in southern mediterranean host countries. For lebanon, this is a priority for 10% 
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of all respondents and for 21% of lebanese participants. For Jordan, the difference is even 
greater: it is a priority for 9% of all respondents and for 24% of Jordanian participants (see 
Graph 3).
 
the challenge of societal integration and differences between Jordan and lebanon transpire 
from answers on a specific approach for refugees arriving at existing palestinian camps. 
Whereas for lebanon 10% of all respondents and of lebanese participants equally consider it 
a priority, for Jordan the corresponding percentages are 9% and 0%, which could partly reflect 
the obstacles to the entry in Jordan of palestinians from syria (Fritzsche, 2014). 

Conclusions

the results of Q20 and Q21 are particularly insightful and could be taken into account by 
policy makers from both southern mediterranean and European countries.

Answers from the respondents originating from southern mediterranean countries regarding 
the challenges in their own countries are particularly useful as they balance a public debate 
where the concerns and priorities of host countries have too often been underestimated. 
Effectiveness of policies requires that the interests of all concerned parties are addressed. 
Refugees and migrants will be the main beneficiaries of such effectiveness.      
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Graduate of the Faculty of Economics and political science, Cairo university, phd in political science from 
the Graduate institute of international and development studies, university of Geneva, switzerland.
At present, professor of global affairs and practice in public policy at the American university in Cairo (AuC), 
school of Global Affairs and public policy. he held positions in the league of Arab states, the united 
nations and the international labour organization, including most recently: director, international migration 
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Irregular Migration, Its Motivations and Its Corollaries  

irregular migration has become one of the main characteristics of movements of people in the 
mediterranean basin, resulting in human tragedies. 

it is quite a complex notion whose terminology varies according to country and situation. it is 
alternatively called “clandestine migration”, “illegal migration” or “undocumented migration”. it 
could be defined, in general terms, as any unauthorised and unpermitted international migration 
that does not benefit from a legal status in a transit or host country. From the point of view of 
destination countries, people who migrate irregularly would be those who try to enter, succeed 
in entering or live in a country where they are not citizens, violating thereby national immigration 
regulations (Atak, 2010).

irregular migration is increasingly used as a synonym for illegal migration, although all irregular 
migration is not necessarily illegal, given that certain irregular migrants (notably asylum seekers) 
are authorised to irregularly move provided they regularise their situation in the asylum country 
(Elmadmad, 2008). 

it is driven by several incentives, results from a large number of situations and poses problems 
both for migrants living without rights who often turn to smugglers greedy for profit to migrate 
and for host countries, which see it as a challenge to their sovereignty and a threat to their 
society and seek to reduce the incentives.

Questions 12 and 13 of the 7th Euromed survey questionnaire on the management of 
movements of people and migrations in the Euro-mediterranean region deal with irregular 
migration and how it can be limited. 

reducing Incentives for Irregular Migration: Why and How? 

the current context of migration and the situation of asylum seekers and refugees in the 
mediterranean region are unprecedented. despite important state controls, several movements 
of people take place irregularly. some of these migrations turn towards European countries, 
which seek to reduce them in several ways, notably by adopting restrictive migration policies 
and establishing partnerships with third countries. however, these methods have had little 
impact. the mediterranean is increasingly becoming a “maritime graveyard” for migrants 
determined to reach Europe (iom, 2016).  

the reduction of irregular migration and its incentives is becoming imperative to save human 
lives in the sea, guarantee migrants a dignified life and ensure stability in the region. it needs 
specific actions and cooperation between all states and peoples concerned. the European 
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programme on migration includes a strategy to fight against incentives for irregular immigration 
(Karamanli, 2015). however, this strategy seems to have failed (siegfried, 2016) and therefore 
the methods used by Europe to reduce incentives for migration must be re-examined.

Q12 addresses the importance that should be attached to the four pillars of the European 
Agenda on migration (EAm):

1. Reducing the incentives for irregular migration;

2. Ensuring a management of Eu borders aimed at saving lives and securing external 
borders;

3. strengthening the common asylum policy;

4. developing a new policy on legal migration.

the results of Q12 show that reducing the incentives for irregular migration is assessed as 
a second priority, above all by maghreb and mashreq respondents (see Graph 1). this result 
is due to the fact that, for southern mediterranean people, to solve the problem of irregular 
migration it is first necessary to act at the level of source countries by guaranteeing their 
populations the conditions for a dignified life in which their security is not threatened and there 
are job opportunities. 

the results of Q12 also show that developing a new policy on legal migration is globally 
assessed as a first priority. however, policy-makers and, to a lesser extent, mediterranean 
European countries rank it at a lower level, undoubtedly in relation to the terrorist threat and 
increased xenophobic reactions within public opinion. in any case, the demographic evolutions 
on both shores of the mediterranean have complementarities that call for better framed and 
less restrictive migration policies.

Graph 1: Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on migration proposal to be prioritised in %)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 12

however, the EAm, which is the Eu action plan to manage migration, deals in practice with 
irregular migration and its reduction from a security rather than humanitarian perspective to 
the detriment of legal channels. the scope of the “legal migration channels” proposed in the 
EAm is very limited, Frontex seems strengthened and the use of relocation quotas for asylum 
seekers in member states to lighten the burden of Eu neighbouring states is inequitable and 
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puts emphasis on the internationalisation of European borders (AEdh, 2015). it should be 
redesigned, in light of the results of the present survey and give priority to policies that would 
favour legal migration channels and guarantee the rights of migrants.

reducing the Incentives for Irregular Migration: With What objective and What 
Consequences? 

European policies aimed at reducing irregular migration do not seem to have been successful. 
the images on television showing boats disembarking migrants on the Greek and italian coasts 
or crossing the Balkans are proof that the migrant crisis (and particularly for syrian refugees) 
always exists despite the hardening of border controls and the agreements made with third 
countries and more particularly the relatively controversial agreement concluded with turkey 
(toute l’Europe, 2016). these agreements are often made without transparency and without 
citizen consultation and focus on the return and readmission of migrants (Romdhani, 2016).
 
Restricting legal migration channels can only strengthen and intensify smuggling of migrants 
and trafficking in human beings and worsen the lack of protection of migrants. the main 
objective of reducing incentives for irregular migration should involve ensuring the stability of 
the whole region and be based on respect for international obligations related to human rights, 
as well as cooperation between all European countries (whether they are mediterranean or 
not) and all the remaining world countries (whether they are concerned or not by the effects of 
migration) and within a spirit of international burden sharing with the common aim of tackling 
the causes that drive people to move irregularly.

Graph 2: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for 
irregular migration  in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
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the results of Q13 show that it is necessary to focus as a priority on the root causes of 
irregular migration (see Graph 2). this would involve acting effectively in order to solve 
the movements of populations caused by armed conflicts, socioeconomic turmoil, alarming 
political situations, climate change and demographic transitions in some Asian and African 
countries.
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however, these results also show the need for broadening labour migration opportunities, 
which means that the states must, among other things, ratify and apply the international 
instruments for the protection of the rights of migrants, particularly the international 
Convention on the protection of the Rights of All migrant Workers and members of their 
Families adopted on 18 december 1990, considered the “Charter of all migrants”.

in accordance with the right to migrate, states have the right to freely regulate border crossing 
and organise movements of populations in their territories. however, their sovereignty is 
determined by respect for international commitments and the principles of international law 
in terms of protection of the rights of migrants (Elmadmad, 2005). international cooperation, 
aimed at halting the movements of irregular migrants, also has a dimension based both 
on respect for the human rights of migrants and a repressive component. nevertheless, 
the policies on migration flows have experienced an increased shift of protection towards 
repression. Any examination of the situation of a migrant must take into consideration the 
causes and reasons for their migration as well as their needs in terms of protection and 
should not focus only on repression of the irregularity of their migration. Repressive policies 
also have no efficacy in relation to individuals determined to cross borders at any price.

the low support for effectively applying the Eu’s return system clearly illustrates that the 
reduction of incentives for irregular migration should not be unilaterally led by Europe and 
should not ignore the causes of this migration and the protection of rights that are applicable 
to migrants depending on their category and age. minors, women, the elderly, victims of 
smuggling and trafficking in human beings, as well as asylum seekers and refugees, need a 
specific legal protection.

migrants fall into different categories. Forced migration law and more particularly refugee 
law, as contained in the 1951 international Geneva Convention relating to the status of 
the Refugees in particular, recommends not penalising asylum seekers crossing borders 
without documents, allowing them to submit their asylum request in the country of their 
choice, ensuring the unity of the members of their family and granting specific protection to 
vulnerable people: minors, women and the elderly. the same law calls for freely consented 
repatriation of refugees and contains the international principle of non-refoulement of asylum 
seekers to the country where they fear a threat to life or freedom. however, certain current 
practices towards refugees and asylum seekers create confusion among the different 
migrants and the diverse laws applicable to them and do not take into consideration the 
vulnerability of some of them. 

the impediments to the right to seek asylum in the country of their choice and the obligation 
to submit the asylum application in the destination country have made several asylum 
seekers restrain from requesting asylum in the first country where they have arrived and live 
as irregular migrants waiting to be able to apply in the country of their choice. meanwhile, 
they live without rights and are often easy prey for traffickers. the national human rights 
institutions, both governmental and non-governmental, must be responsible for investigating 
the situation of migrants in terms of human rights and strengthening respect for their rights.
 
solutions to the migration problem in Europe are possible, they only need to be organised 
(de Gruyter, 2016). in order to reduce irregular migration, certain dimensions should be 
a priority, such as the implementation of legal alternatives to clandestine migration, with 
a real mobility policy that has become paramount for a Europe lacking a labour force due 
to its demographic decline. development should be regarded as a good way of building 
a prosperous and equitable world. military action, construction of “border walls” and 
militarisation of borders should not be the main responses to the human movements in the 
world and more especially the mediterranean region. 
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now that strict border control by the states is becoming increasingly difficult, would it not be 
more opportune, in order to reduce unauthorised migration, to facilitate the free circulation of 
people while informing them about their rights and obligations? migration has always existed 
in all human societies and has favoured the economic development, social enrichment and 
rapprochement of cultures. it could continue to do so today if the states manage to better 
regulate and protect “the right to migrate” (pécoud & Guchteneire, 2009). 
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opEning nEw lEgal MigRation 
avEnuEs 

AYmAn ZohRY
the Egyptian society for migration studies (EGYmiG)

The European Agenda on Migration  

the European Agenda on migration (EAm) 2015 responds to the need for immediate and 
determined action in response to the human tragedy in the mediterranean. it includes four 
pillars to better manage migration: (1) Reducing the incentives for irregular migration, (2) 
saving lives and securing the external borders, (3) A strong asylum policy, and (4) A new 
policy on legal migration.1 survey results offer useful insights on the issue of legal migration. in 
particular, two questions in the survey questionnaire are directly related to the development of 
a new policy on legal migration: questions 12 and 16.2

From a Euromed regional point of view, the responses to these two questions indicate once 
again that there is a demand for broader and effective mobility schemes in the region, including 
in the context of visa facilitation schemes and programmes aimed at enhancing the mobility 
of students, researchers and business persons. it is often argued that further expanding legal 
schemes would result in curbing unauthorised crossings of the mediterranean.

the results indicate that, among the four pillars, developing a new policy on legal migration is 
identified as the first priority by 39% of respondents, followed by reducing the incentives for 
irregular migration and strengthening the common asylum policy, both identified as the main 
priorities by 24% of respondents. Border management was ranked as the main priority of the 
EAm by only 14% of the respondents (see table 1). 

the results point to different patterns of answers between respondents from northern 
mediterranean countries on the one hand and southern and southeast mediterranean 
countries on the other (see table 1). despite the fact that the two groups of respondents 
ranked developing a new policy for legal migration as the first priority, there is some variation 
in the weighting of this priority. mpC respondents rated this priority higher that Eu-28 
respondents (46% and 37%, respectively). this reflects different prevailing concerns in origin 
and destination countries. 

Contrasted priorities: 
while the concern in 

origin countries relates 
mainly to facilitating 
legal migration, the 

main concern in 
destination countries 

is on strengthening the 
common asylum policy.

The more legal ways 
to move, the less 

room for unauthorised 
crossings of the 
Mediterranean.

1, European Commission (2015). Communication from the Commission to the European parliament, the Council, the Eu-
ropean Economic and social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: A European Agenda on migration. Brussels, 
13.5.2015 Com(2015) 240 final. 

2. For the exact wording of the two questions and the context of the questions within the questionnaire see appendix iii.



5107 EuroMEd SurvEyManagement of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region

Table 1: Respondents’ ranking of the European Agenda on Migration by respondents’ affiliation.
(Eu-28 versus mpCs)

source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 12

moreover, the ranking of other priorities differs between the two groups. As for Eu-28 
respondents, the second priority was strengthening the common asylum policy (29%), followed 
by reducing the incentives for irregular migration (22%) and then comes the last priority, which 
is border management (13% of respondents). these results do not mirror the reality of the 
policy focus over the last years; Eu member states have indeed been giving priority to border 
control, while progress on the asylum front has been more limited. one can assume that these 
results partly reflect the perceived failure of border management to stop/reduce the flow of 
border crossing over the last few years. 
 
As for mpC respondents, the second priority was reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration (26%) followed by border management (15%), and then comes the last priority, 
which is strengthening the common asylum policy (14%). these results reflect, among other 
things, the concerns related to transit migrants on their way to Europe and the effects of their 
concentration in big cities or border areas. 

Legal Migration Channels to Be Promoted to Enhance Human Mobility in the 
Euro-Mediterranean region

in question 16, participants were invited to specify the legal migration channels to be promoted 
to enhance human mobility in the Euro-mediterranean region (see Graph 2). Respondents 
identify promoting the mobility of students, researchers and business persons as the main 
priority. 

All survey EU-28 Mediterranean Partner Countries

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

24% 17% 20% 40% 100% 22% 14% 22% 43% 100% 26% 22% 16% 36% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

14% 21% 37% 29% 100% 13% 18% 42% 28% 100% 15% 27% 28% 30% 100%

strengthening the common asylum 
policy

24% 35% 27% 14% 100% 29% 38% 21% 13% 100% 14% 31% 38% 18% 100%

developing a new policy on legal 
migration

39% 27% 16% 18% 100% 37% 31% 15% 17% 100% 46% 20% 18% 16% 100%
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Graph 2: To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human 
mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 16

the results indicate that respondents put more emphasis on enhancing the mobility of students, 
researchers and business persons (76%), followed by opening labour market access to 
asylum seekers and refugees (64%). Creating bilateral labour market information systems as 
a stepping stone of a future regional (Eu-med) labour market information system ranked third 
(59%), while promoting and concluding effective mobility partnerships ranked fourth (58%) 
(see Graph 2).

Respondents from Eu-28 and the southern and southeast mediterranean countries agree that 
enhancing the mobility of students, researchers and business persons should be promoted as 
a matter of priority (73% and 81% for Eu-28 and mpCs, respectively). Although it affects a 
limited segment of populations, this result shows a clear consensus on the need to effectively 
enhance the mobility and employability of students and researchers which, at the same time, is 
seen as an element with positive impacts on the economic development of the region.

the second priority for the Eu-28 was opening labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees (64%) while the mpCs put more emphasis on creating bilateral labour market 
information systems (74% of mpC respondents compared to 53% of the Eu-28 respondents).

promoting and concluding effective mobility partnerships was established as the third legal 
migration channel to be promoted in the region by both mpC and Eu-28 respondents, but the 
percentage for mpCs respondents was higher than their Eu-28 counterparts (72% for mpCs 
and 53% for Eu-28 respondents). this is an interesting result given that the Eu concluded 
mobility partnerships only with morocco in 2013 and tunisia in 2014. 

Breaking down the respondents into sub-regional groups shows that respondents from 
maghreb countries put more emphasis on enhancing the mobility of students, researchers 
and business persons (85%) followed by visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays (74%), while mashreq respondents put more emphasis on creating bilateral labour 
market information systems as a stepping stone of a future regional (Eu-med) labour market 
information system (83%), followed by enhancing the mobility of students, researchers and 
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business persons (79%). this may be attributed, in part, to the fact that the maghreb countries 
have more established and longer labour migration relations with the Eu as well as more 
established diaspora communities in Europe than mashreq Countries.

Ayman Zohry, phd from the university of sussex, he is an expert on migration studies based in Cairo, 
Egypt. he is the founder and president of the Egyptian society for migration studies (EGYmiG). he served 
as a Visiting professor at the American university of Beirut (AuB), the American university in Cairo (AuC), 
and the danish institute for international studies (diis). dr Zohry has also provided consultancy services/
technical advice to the international organization for migration (iom), the World Bank, the Arab league, un-
EsCWA, Eu, Academy for Educational development (AEd), usAid, and many other national, regional and 
international organisations and nGos.
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Eu-tuRkEy CoopERation 
on MigRation

AYşEn ÜstÜBiCi
Assistant professor, Koç university

Introduction: Externalisation of Eu Border and Migration Policies

the 7th Euromed survey conducted by the iEmed aims to capture the main trends and 
opinions on the management of human movements and migrations in the Euro-mediterranean 
Region. this article will focus on turkey and more precisely on how the respondents have 
assessed the issues and measures that the turkish authorities should prioritise to manage 
human mobility and how the respondents have evaluated the cooperation between turkey and 
the Eu on migration. 

the Eu-turkey Joint Action plan (november 2015) and Eu-turkey joint statement on additional 
action points (march 2016) have been an outcome of the Eu governments’ panic due to an 
increasing number of migrants and refugees arriving in Europe during summer 2015. the 
measures envisaged in the context of the Eu-turkey joint statement are to be understood as a 
continuation of the externalisation of Eu migration and border polices. Restrictions towards 
migration and asylum have characterised the Eu common policies since at least the mid-
1980s. As border policy and visa policy domains have developed within the Eu, cooperation 
with transit countries has been one of the primary policy tools to prevent irregular border 
crossings into the Eu. this has led to increasing Eu investment in the border infrastructure not 
only in member states but also in third countries at the Eu periphery where ‘transit migrants’, 
who have left their country with the aim of arriving in Europe, remain. Another priority area for 
Eu migration management has been to invest in the legal infrastructure of third countries to 
ensure that these countries embrace an adequate legal framework to provide protection for 
migrants and refugees. in this context, concepts such as “first country of asylum”, “irregular 
secondary movement”, “transit migrants” or “stranded migrants” have gained currency in 
proposed policy measures. Academics within and outside the Eu have been critical of this 
approach to migration management for a long time, arguing that these measures fall short in 
preventing irregular migration into the Eu and in addressing protection needs of migrants and 
refugees (Collyer, 2007; Collyer, 2010; Brigden & mainwaring, 2016). 

in light of this, we can see the turkey-Eu joint statement of march 2016 as a continuation of 
this trend towards externalising Eu border and migration policies. moreover, we should not 
neglect that turkey’s long-standing candidate status and its commitment to adopt the Eu 
acquis have been major anchors for turkey’s cooperation with the Eu on the issue of migration 
and asylum. in this respect, the statement can also be analysed as a continuation of migration 
diplomacy between turkey and the Eu (İçduygu & Üstübici, 2014). 

Turkey-Eu Joint Statement of March 2016 and Survey Questions at a Glance 

the turkey-Eu joint statement of march 2016 had three important components. the first 
involves the return of all new irregular migrants crossing from turkey into the Greek islands 
as from 20 march 2016. second, the statement declared the resettlement of one syrian from 
turkey to the Eu for every syrian being returned to turkey from the Greek islands. third, 
financial aid will be channelled to turkey to improve living conditions of refugees in turkey. in 

The Eu-Turkey joint 
statement can  

be analysed as 
the continuation 

of a trend towards 
externalising Eu border 
and migration policies.

As the Eu invested  
in legal infrastructure 

in third countries, 
concepts such as “first 

country of asylum”, 
“irregular secondary 

movement”, 
“transit migrants” or 
“stranded migrants” 

gained currency in 
proposed policy 

measures.
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addition to these measures assessed by the 7th Euromed survey, visa liberalisation for turkish 
nationals’ travel to the Eu was again on the agenda, as was the case when turkey signed 
the Readmission Agreement with the Eu in december 2013 (İçduygu & Aksel, 2014). the 
Eu promised to accelerate the visa liberalisation roadmap to lift visa requirements for turkish 
nationals if turkey met all benchmarks required for visa liberalisation. 

From an optimistic perspective, as an immediate outcome of the turkey-Eu deal, the number of 
irregular entries into the Greek islands has significantly dropped since march 2016. however, 
returns from the Greek islands and the number of refugees resettled have remained modest. 
there is no evidence that the statement can provide a basis for a long-term solution to the 
issue of refugee protection beyond appeasing the Eu panic on the arrival of migrants and 
refugees. Accordingly, the results of the survey reflect an already existing discontent with 
ongoing measures of externalisation. in light of this, the analysis first looks at the results of the 
7th Euromed survey on priority issues for governments when dealing with human movements 
and migrations (Q20) and on policy elements to be enhanced to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees (Q21). For both questions only data on turkey is analysed here 
and some comparisons are also provided when needed. then, the analysis will turn to the 
measures set out in the Eu-turkey Joint Action plan and Eu-turkey agreement that were the 
subject of Q24.

Priority Issues and Management of Arrivals 

Q20 assesses priority issues for governments of southern and southeast mediterranean 
countries when dealing with human movements and migrations. the need to strengthen 
national protection capacities is a common concern of survey participants across the board. 

Graph 1: Assessing the main priority issues when dealing with human movements and migrations.
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 20
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strengthening national protection capacity has a particular importance for turkey, lebanon 
and Jordan, which are amongst the countries with highest number of refugees in the world 
because of the conflict in syria. 39% of respondents from turkey indicates strengthening the 
protection capacity of turkey in dealing with human migration as a priority area, whereas 31% 
of all respondents who have completed the questionnaire share this opinion (see Graph 2). 

Graph 2: Assessing the main priority issues when dealing with human movements and migrations.
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 20

there may be several reasons why respondents from turkey place more emphasis on 
measures for international protection in turkey than their respondents outside turkey. First, 
asylum seekers who are fleeing from conflict and arrive in turkey to seek asylum do not receive 
refugee status in turkey due to the fact that turkey retains the geographical limitation of the 
1951 Geneva Convention on the status of Refugees. in other words, only asylum seekers 
from Europe can acquire refugee status in turkey. Asylum seekers from syria were initially 
called “guests”. they were granted “temporary protection status” (tps) once the government 
realised that the conflict was not likely to be resolved soon. the Regulation on temporary 
protection, introduced in 2014, provided a legal basis for syrians’ access to basic health 
services and education. since January 2016, the Regulation on Work permit of Refugees 
under temporary protection has enabled easier access to work permit procedures for syrians 
with tps. however, even for syrian asylum seekers whose protection needs are prioritised in 
comparison to other groups of asylum seekers, there are problems in implementation despite 
government efforts. in short, the protection policies and implementation in turkey fall short of 
providing a durable solution for syrian and other groups of asylum seekers and migrants as 
already indicated by several sources (see, for instance, Amnesty international, 2016).  

survey participants from turkey have given less priority to addressing secondary movements 
from turkey (5%) when compared to all survey participants (12%). this may be because 
secondary movements are rather seen as a result of conditions in countries of origin and lack 
of protection and durable solutions in the first country of asylum, rather than a priority area in 
itself.    

The protection policies 
and implementation in 

Turkey fall short 
of providing a durable 

solution for Syrian and 
other groups of asylum 
seekers and migrants.
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Graph 3: Measures for the better management of the arrival of migrants and refugees.
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Question 21 of the survey asks about the elements to be enhanced in order to better manage 
the arrival of migrants and refugees in Jordan, lebanon and turkey. Accordingly, protection 
from violence, trafficking, smuggling and other human rights violations is a priority area to be 
enhanced in turkey to a much greater extent than is the case for Jordan and lebanon (see 
Graph 3). in a similar way, legal alternatives to irregular onward movements are seen as part of 
the solution for migration management to a greater extent in turkey when compared with other 
frontline countries. Because of the strict border controls along the turkey-Eu border, migrants 
and refugees, struggling to reach the Eu, face violence and violations of their rights in the 
hands of smugglers and traffickers. this result resonates with the general concerns on the 
externalisation of Eu migration and border management on the prevention of irregular migration. 

Assessing the Eu-Turkey Joint Statement

Q24 reveals the views on the three measures set out in the Eu-turkey joint statement on 
additional action points (march 2016). these are return of all irregular migrants from the Greek 
islands to turkey, 1-to-1 deal for resettlement and Eu financial support. Accordingly, Eu 
financial support to be channelled for the integration of refugees is seen as the least problematic 
aspect of the statement, whereas the return of migrants from the Greek islands is the most 
problematic aspect. For the latter, the rate of approval is even lower among respondents 
from mediterranean partner Countries (mpC) (see Graph 4). Even for Eu financial support, 
the most approved measure in the statement, the rate of people who consider this measure 
as highly or very highly adequate is below 50%. We can conclude that at least half of the 
respondents of the survey have been sceptical about the adequacy of any measures in the 
statement. Furthermore, there is a considerable difference between the views of policy-makers 
and representatives of civil society. the latter, not surprisingly, have far more negative views.

due to strict border 
controls along 
the Turkey-Eu border, 
migrants and refugees 
struggling to reach  
the Eu may face 
violence and violations 
of their rights in the 
hands of smugglers 
and even traffickers.
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Graph 4: Adequacy of measures set out in EU-Turkey joint statement.
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Graph 5: Adequacy of measures set out in EU-Turkey joint statement.
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Albeit short, over sixty open-ended answers by the respondents of the survey provide a rich 
ground to further analyse the assessment of the Eu-turkey joint statement. Respondents 
who replied to the open-ended question expressed concerns with the adequacy of the 



5907 EuroMEd SurvEyManagement of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region

measures envisaged in the statement, from both ethical and empirical perspectives. several 
respondents question the ethical responsibility of the Eu in managing migration and highlight 
the contradiction between ongoing rights violations and the Eu emphasis on human rights 
as a fundamental value. there is also some anxiety expressed over the Eu’s preference for 
managing human mobility as a diplomatic tool where the lives of refugees are exchanged with 
promises of visa-free travel for turkish nationals. last, the fact that the statement envisages 
putting the responsibility for protection on a country where syrians and other refugee groups 
lack protection has given rise to widespread criticism. 

these ethical concerns are coupled with empirical concerns with both the short-term viability 
of this cooperation as well as with its potential to bring about long-term solutions to the 
challenge ahead. short-term concerns relate to the content of the text. the 1-to-1 resettlement 
scheme in the agreement conceptualises the resettlement, as one of the durable solutions of 
displacement, in a problematic way. the possible resettlement of syrian refugees is linked to the 
forced return of others who had risked their lives to reach Europe. the planned resettlement of 
syrian refugees is very low. there are also concerns about how financial aid will be distributed 
and used. one respondent remarks: “the special aid to turkey is unfair given the needs of 
Jordan and lebanon who have both supported a much larger percentage of refugees to total 
local population than turkey.”

one short-term outcome of this agreement has been a decreasing number of human beings 
crossing to the Aegean islands. however, as stated by respondents, the securitisation of the 
borders at the Aegean led to increasing numbers of refugees and migrants using the Central 
mediterranean route, known as a riskier, more securitised and criminalised migration route. As 
reported by the danish Refugee Council, the level of irregular migration originating from African 
countries to the Eu using the Central mediterranean route increased in 2016. however, they 
did not necessarily observe an increase in the number of syrian refugees using the Central 
mediterranean smuggling route because of the closure in the Aegean. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

the analysis of the results of the survey on the policy priorities and adequacy of existing 
measures in turkey shows that a majority of respondents are concerned with the adequacy 
of existing refugee protection and migration management measures in turkey as well as in 
other frontline countries. As is clear from answers to Q21, turkey and the Eu should put 
more effort into preventing violations of the rights of migrants and refugees. As implied in 
the open-ended answers and results of the survey, one way to achieve this aim would be to 
acknowledge the protracted nature of the refugee situation in the region and to engage in 
large-scale resettlement schemes with sustainable integration components. the other would 
be to contribute towards conflict resolution and re-structuring for the establishment of self-
sufficient, independent, democratic regimes in the region which can provide for the security 
and welfare of their citizens.

Ayşen Üstübici, Assistant professor, Koç university.
she holds BA degrees in sociology and political science from Boğaziçi university and an msc degree in 
Gender, development and Globalisation from the london school of Economics. she received her phd at 
Koç university and at the university of Amsterdam in 2015 on “the Governance of international migration in 
turkey and morocco: irregular migrants’ Access to Right to stay”. since 2009, she has been involved with 
different research projects at the migration Research Center at Koc university (miReKoc).
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tHE REfugEE CRisis…  
tHE REsponsibility  
of tHE ManagEMEnt 

ElEnA sánChEZ-montiJAno
senior Research Fellow, Barcelona Centre for international Affairs (CidoB)

the overlapping of irregular migration with refugee flows to the European union (Eu) requires 
an in-depth analysis of the current situation and a complex response from the different actors 
involved. Although the so-called refugee crisis appeared in 2011 with the Arab uprising 
(especially with the syrian war), it was not until the end of August 2015 when it became central 
in the political agenda of the Eu (Fargues, 2015). the heterogeneous political responses 
(particularly in border control, reception and the implementation of the European common 
asylum system) from the Eu and its member states to the arrivals of refugees from the middle 
East and Africa, the lack of understanding between Eu countries in the implementation of 
relocation and resettlement agreements, or the absence of support for first countries of arrival 
and transit are some of the drivers that explain the ineffective domestic and external policies 
implemented (Carrera et al., 2015; Guild & Carrera, 2016; mouzourakis, 2016). 

By analysing the results that emerged from the 7th Euromed survey, this short contribution 
focuses on examining perceptions of experts and stakeholders involved about the actions carried 
out by the main actors dealing with migration and refugee issues from the mediterranean. to do 
so, the text looks, firstly, at the political responses by the main actors to the current situation. 
secondly, it analyses the drivers shaping these political responses. thirdly, it examines the 
potential source of domestic and regional instability. Fourthly, it focuses on the role of the Eu 
in dealing with the phenomenon. the document will conclude with some final remarks.

Political responses by Countries: From Bad to Worse

there is a general concern about how the different countries have responded to the current 
situation of mobility in the last few years. the experts agree that the political response from 
countries with an important role in the management of migration and refugee issues is in 
general terms bad or quite bad. An interviewee explains the situation as follows:

Germany reacted with delay; italy and Greece are overwhelmed; Eu transit countries and 

Western Balkan countries tried to get rid of the problem at the expense of others; turkey, 

Jordan and lebanon as receiving countries responded humanely, but inefficiently.

Greek respondent

nonetheless, most of them concur that there are some differences depending on countries. For 
example, the efforts of the main destination countries are recognised by all respondents, albeit 
with many criticisms of their policies. on the one hand, experts appreciate the accommodation 
and integration policies of some Eu countries such as Austria, Germany, the netherlands or 
sweden. 54% of respondents report that the policy response of these countries has been good 
or very good. moreover, 50% of respondents also assess positively the effort to accommodate 
millions of refugees by countries such as Jordan, lebanon or turkey. in the same vein, the 
two most important Eu first countries of arrival (Greece and italy) are assessed positively by 
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their role in the management of the phenomenon. Experts, civil society and policy-makers 
recognise the important role played by countries that are on the frontline and dealing with the 
biggest pressure with regard to the management of immigration and refugees, despite the 
adverse circumstances (see Graph 1). in contrast, more than 80% of respondents assess the 
policy of Eastern Eu countries and Western Balkan countries as bad or very bad.

Graph 1: How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(the graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 4

 

domestic Affairs in Migrant Management

Whatever the outcomes, it seems clear that, on the one hand, the policies implemented by 
most of the countries involved in the management of this phenomenon have been related to 
internal particularities. public opinion, upcoming elections, the presence of far right parties or 
the strategic political use of the management of the situation are some of the drivers that have 
significantly affected the policies implemented. on the other, external factors, such as the 
total number of new arrivals or the support (or lack of it) from Eu or international institutions 
for those countries most in need, have had a major impact. therefore, the drivers conditioning 
policy responses have changed over time according to the context and there have been 
differences depending on the country. 

in any case, some patterns can be found by group of countries depending on their role in the 
management of the migratory issue. in this respect, respondents state that the scope of the 
actions of all those countries that have to deal firstly with immigrants and refugees – mainly 
Eu countries of arrival (Greece and italy) and southern mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, lebanon and turkey) – is closely related to the capacities (or the lack of them) of 
the governments to cope with the inflows. in other words, these countries have done what 
they could, taking into account the number of people resettled, the internal resources and 
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the external support received. Furthermore, most respondents note that for these countries 
humanitarian considerations underpin their political response to the critical conditions of the 
migrants. in contrast, when Eastern countries are assessed, although they have limited internal 
resources to cope with the inflow of migrants, internal factors reinforce their implemented 
policies (such as internal political discourses, electoral considerations or the concern to 
support favourable policies that may serve as additional pull factors for new arrivals).  

Walking a Tightrope: In the Shadow of Instability

the complexity of managing the phenomenon creates a situation of instability for most of the 
countries. drivers affecting every country vary depending on the political and socioeconomic 
context. Certainly, a transit country in the south of the mediterranean does not face the same 
issues as Greece or italy. the situation is not the same in host countries such as Germany and 
sweden as in countries such as Jordan, lebanon or turkey in terms of the number of refugees, 
the welfare state or political stability. in any case, the majority of the respondents point out 
some common factors of instability among countries:

1. the marginalisation of refugee communities. 77% of respondents note that 
marginalisation of refugees in host countries could be a factor of instability to a high or 
very high extent. As an interviewee notes, “if refugees are well integrated in the society, 
the chances of other instabilities will decrease.” this integration should be understood 
in terms of migrants’ opportunities to participate in society in socioeconomic, political 
and cultural dimensions.

2. tensions between the local and refugee population. in a similar pattern to the previous 
one, 66% of experts mentioned tensions between local and refugee populations as a 
driver of instability. it seems that support is needed for social awareness campaigns 
and to combat racism and hate speech, which are increasing among the European 
population. Reducing potential instabilities extends to opposing the untrue equation 
that links migrants with danger, even terrorism.

3. impact on the political stability of host countries. the rise of the extreme right parties 
or the anti-immigrant/refugee discourse across the Eu leads 65% of respondents to 
see migrants and refugees as a fundamental factor of instability. migration is already a 
top issue in many electoral campaigns and it will be even more so in future campaigns. 
As mentioned by one respondent, “in almost all the countries affected by the migratory 
phenomenon, political instrumentalisation remains the most threatening element.”

4. impact on the socioeconomic stability of host countries. 62% of respondents also add 
the effect of migrants on the socioeconomic situation of the transit and host countries 
to the previous drivers. this means that great efforts should be made in order to avoid 
socioeconomic gaps between newcomers and local communities or any competition 
for public resources or a restricted labour market. in the words of one expert, “the main 
source of instability is the struggle for limited welfare resources between refugees and 
the poor of the host countries.”

Eu Management of the Migration and refugee Situation 

in this framework of shared responsibilities in migrant and refugee management, the 
prominent role of the European union deserves a special mention. As far as the member 
states are concerned, the union has played an important and inefficient role in the definition 
and implementation of policies. only 20% of respondents assess the role played by the 
union as positive or very positive. indeed, most respondents (close to 60%) assess the 
Eu’s management of immigration and refugees negatively or very negatively. As one of the 
respondents pointed out, “the refugee crisis is a notorious Eu management inefficiency crisis.” 

Eu countries of 
arrival (Greece and 
Italy) and Southern 

Mediterranean 
receiving countries 

(Jordan, Lebanon and 
Turkey) have done 

what they could, 
taking into account 

the number of people 
resettled, the internal 

resources and the 
external support 

received.

The unilateral 
decisions by Eu 

countries are identified 
as the biggest factor 

responsible for the 
negative management 

of the migration and 
refugee situation.



6507 EuroMEd SurvEyManagement of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region

it is interesting to note that respondents from Eu countries have a more negative opinion of Eu 
management than those from mediterranean partner Countries (see Graph 2). this is directly 
related to the general perception of many European experts (de Bruycker, 2017; Chetail, 2016, 
among others), who maintain that it is a policy crisis rather than one of numbers. 

Graph 2: How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation 
since 2014?
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 8

several interesting conclusions regarding the role played by the different actors within the 
Eu1 can be drawn from the results that emerged from the 7th Euromed survey (see Graph 3) 
Firstly, the unilateral decisions by Eu countries are identified as the biggest factor responsible 
for the negative management of the migration and refugee situation. secondly, in a similar 
pattern, the decisions taken by the European Council (by member states) are more negatively 
assessed than those by the European Commission. thirdly, the development of ad hoc 
country groups inside the Eu (mainly the Visegrad Group) has also undermined the common 
response of the union. Fourthly, there is an agreement that the main country on the frontline 
of the phenomenon, Greece, is viewed as a victim of rather than responsible for the negative 
management of the situation (only 30% of respondents believe that Greece is responsible to 
a high or very high extent).

1. Q9 on the role played by the different actors within the Eu was only answered by those who responded to Q8 from 0 
to 5; that is, those who negatively assessed the Eu’s management of the migration and refugee situation. 
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Graph 3: To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative 
management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?
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there are some issues that attract negative analyses of the role of the Eu institutions and 
the segmentation of policy positions and initiatives: 1) the absence of an efficient asylum and 
migration policy implemented commonly by Eu member countries; 2) the lack of a mechanism 
to impose Eu policies and agreements, such as the quota system to redistribute refugees 
among countries; and 3) the absence of a quick reaction mechanism to respond to new 
situations, such as the arrival of millions of people from the mediterranean. in any case, as 
some of the respondents point out, this specific situation is part of the general weakness of the 
union. A respondent referred to the “institutional weakness of the Eu vs. national prerogatives 
or lack of vision and long-term strategies” as the main issues related to the Eu’s inability to 
deal with the mobility phenomenon. 

Final remarks: Some Policy orientations

the increasing concern about immigrants and refugees in the mediterranean is, first, closely 
related to their unstable and vulnerable situation in the region (from the origin to host 
countries); second, the ineffective management of the situation by the different actors; and, 
third, how the phenomenon is putting to the test some of the most fundamental values in the 
Eu framework. in this regard, following the data from the 7th Euromed survey, some issues 
should be particularly addressed, especially by the main actors responsible for managing the 
phenomenon: 

• the vulnerable situation of migrants and refugees. Active policies of reception and 
integration of migrants and refugees that can address their situation: mainly, access to 
the labour market and education. 

• Anti-immigrant/refugee discourses. Social awareness and mobilisation of civil society 
against xenophobia and islamophobia discourse must be encouraged. 
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• The lack of cooperation between EU and Mediterranean Partner Countries. A 
harmonised policy to deal with the immigration issue is needed between transit and 
destination countries. 

• A more united EU. It is also necessary to enforce a common EU response to the 
crisis. Eu institutions with a leading role in this issue should work closely together 
with member states. similarly, a policy coherence framework is needed to coordinate 
migration (integration and flow issues), security and external policies. 

Elena Sanchez-Montijano holds a phd in political and social science from the universitat pompeu Fabra 
(upF) and master in international Cooperation and development from the Granada university. she is senior 
Research Fellow and Coordinator of the migration programme at CidoB. her main areas of interest are 
immigrant integration policies in Europe and the transnational relations of foreigners with their countries 
of origin. she is also an expert in methodology. Currently, she is the scientific Coordinator of the sAhWA 
project (Researching Arab mediterranean Youth: towards a new social Contract) funded by the seventh 
Framework programme of the European Commission and researcher at mEnARA project and FEutuRE 
project, both funded by horizon2020 programme of the European Commission. Also she is co-director of 
the project migrant integration policy index (mipEX 2015) funded by the European Commission through 
public call.
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XAViER ARAGAll
Euro-mediterranean policies technical Advisor, iEmed

in this contribution, our first aim is to analyse the survey participants’ perceptions of the migration 
and refugee situation in the mediterranean, looking at common elements and discrepancies. 
therefore, we will situate these insights in the broader framework of the mobility context. our 
goal is to understand which elements seem to have a deeper influence on participants and 
which seem to be overlooked.

At first glance, there is a need to differentiate between structural elements – associated 
with long or mid-term paths of mobility, political and economic relations and demographic 
imbalances in the region – and temporary elements – linked to recent evolutions in this area 
(Arab spring, conflict in syria, destabilisation of libya, etc.) – and beyond (post-war instability 
in iraq and Afghanistan, the situation in somalia, Eritrea and sudan, among others). only 
by disentangling these two different elements conditioning the perceptions is it possible to 
identify and define possible solutions.

the combination of the results of the first three questions1 shows at least three important 
elements concerning respondents’ perceptions of mobility in the mediterranean. First, 
structural migratory flows persist beyond the refugee crisis; second, perceptions of migration 
and refugee flows are significantly conditioned by the country of residence; and, third, refugee, 
migratory and transit flows are increasingly overlapped.

Structural Migratory Flows Persist Beyond the refugee Crisis

the main elements explaining the present situation are mainly linked to the existing war in 
syria. however, beyond the refugee crisis, there is an important migratory system in the 
mediterranean, which follows a deeply rooted historical path and has specific structural 
causes. henceforth, this migratory system constitutes a structural feature of human mobility 
landscape in the region.

the fact that many respondents emphasise the importance of the lack of sustainable livelihoods 
in origin countries as a cause of flows confirms the need to take these root causes effectively 
into account (see Graph 1).
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1. Questions were focused on perceptions, namely on the causes explaining the present situation (Q1), on the mid- to 
long-term drivers of migratory and refugee movements (Q2) and the perception of how respondent’s own country has 
been affected (Q3).
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Graph 1: The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. 
To what extent do the following elements explain this situation? Respondents by group of countries.
(the graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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in this respect, the Emergency trust Fund2 launched in november 2015 at the Valletta summit 
on migration indicates that the Eu would be taking root causes more into consideration. 
however, official statements and effective projects so far selected for funding seem discordant 
if we look at their objectives. Eu projects are more often focused on control of flows and 
borders than on fostering societal development and promoting deeper democratic governance 
(Gabrielli, 2016). A similar remark can be made about the case of the Eu migration partnership 
frameworks with nigeria, niger, senegal, mali and Ethiopia, among others. moreover, a long-
term or mid-term approach should be at the core of the action on root causes of migration, 
through development instruments, and not short-term oriented measures on buffering migrants. 

The main elements 
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2. Emergency trust Fund for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa. 
this Fund, launched by the European Commission, is made up of €1.8 billion from the Eu budget and European develop-
ment Fund, combined with contributions from Eu member states and other donors. the trust Fund targets a wide range 
of countries across Africa, encompassing the main African migration routes to Europe, and “aims to help foster stability in 
the regions (...) and to contribute to better migration management.” more specifically, it aims to “address the root causes 
of destabilisation, forced displacement and irregular migration, by promoting economic and equal opportunities, security 
and development.” see http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/regions/africa/eu-emergency-trust-fund-africa_en.
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Furthermore, respondents’ perceptions about the importance of the destabilisation of 
libya as a key cause of the actual situation (see Graph 1) are also indirectly related to 
structural causes of migration. in recent decades, libya has had a specific role, first 
as an important destination of immigrant workers from sub-saharan countries and, 
secondly, as a transit country and thus as a partner of Europe in controlling mobility.3 

in the case of libya, similar to other north African countries, the European externalisation of 
mobility control toward third countries has transformed the neighbours into key pieces of the 
buffering systems of mobility (Gabrielli, 2016). When a regime change occurs, as in the case 
of tunisia after the Jasmine revolution, instability increases in these countries, the existing 
cooperation framework collapses, mobility controls relax or disappear and suddenly flows 
reappear. moreover, according to a report of the united nations support mission in libya and 
the office of the un high Commissioner for human Rights (unsml & ohChR, 2016), the 
present situation of refugees and migrants in the country constitutes a “human rights crisis”, 
where human rights violation, arbitrary detention, abuses, torture, sexual exploitation, unlawful 
killings and other ill-treatment are commonplace.

in these contexts, the idea of supplying libya through funding, equipment and training, 
introduced during the informal Eu Council meeting held on 3 February 2017 in malta, can 
be seen as an important threat to the rights and physical integrity of migrants and refugees 
in the country, as it is known that “migrants are held arbitrarily in detention centres run 
mostly by the department for Combating illegal migration (dCim)” (unsml & ohChR, 
2016).

it is important to consider the issue of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries in relation with 
the existing external dimension of European migration policies. democracy, respect for human 
and civil rights, as well as of national minorities and foreigners in these countries, has to be 
considered as a key element of sustainable livelihoods. however, cooperation on migration 
control and readmission with illiberal or “not-so liberal” regimes in the region is characterised 
by an increasingly extensive use of “migratory conditionality”, namely a subordination of 
development aid concessions to cooperation on migration issues (Gabrielli, 2016). these 
practices can then be questioned firstly in normative and ethical terms, as they entail a serious 
degradation of human security (Zapata-Barrero & Gabrielli, 2017). secondly, these practices 
can also be questioned in terms of worsening conditions of sustainable livelihoods, both for 
nationals and foreigners (Carrera et al., 2016; hRW, 2014) and then acting perversely as a 
driver of mobility. 

At the same time, the fact that many respondents emphasise the role of conflict in the current 
situation of mobility in the mediterranean underlines once more that the Eu also has to develop 
a stronger and more unitary conflict prevention strategy in the mediterranean as the main tool 
to prevent forced movements in the region. therefore, it could be positive to include this in the 
“integrated approach to conflicts” when implementing the Global strategy for the European 
union’s Foreign and security policy.4 

The destabilisation of 
Libya is also indirectly 

related to structural 
causes of migration.  
In the last decades, 

Libya has had a specific 
role as destination  

and transit country,  
and as a partner of 

Europe in controlling 
mobility.

It is important 
to consider the issue  

of sustainable 
livelihoods in origin 
countries in relation 

with the existing 
external dimension  

of European  
migration policies.

3. in 2013, the Eu established the integrated Border Assistance mission in libya (EuBAm libya). the official idea behind 
EuBAm, working closely together with the Eu’s Frontex agency, is to motivate libya toward regional and international 
cooperation, but it also indirectly expresses the European strategic interest in controlling the migration phenomenon 
(seeberg, 2014).

4. Within the five Eu External Action priorities of the European union Global strategy there is the will to expand the scope 
of the “comprehensive approach”. thus “the Eu will act at all stages of the conflict cycle, acting promptly on prevention, 
responding responsibly and decisively to crises, investing in stabilisation, and avoiding premature disengagement when a 
new crisis erupts” (EuGs, EEAs 2016).
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other causes of the current situation in the mediterranean related to the international refugee 
protection system and European migration policy appear as less relevant to respondents. 
however, spijkerboer (2016), among other scholars, signals that the serious underfunding for 
hosting refugees in the region – depending on both international donors and the Eu –, the 
minimal resettlement of refugees, and the “ripple effect” of visa requirements for syrians have 
played a major role in this situation. 

Another element that shows signs of the importance of the structural dimension can be seen 
when the survey specifically asks about migration drivers for the next ten years on the different 
mediterranean routes (see Graph 2). these results link to the need for differentiated policy 
responses (Eastern, Central and Western mediterranean), and to develop them according to 
the main drivers affecting human movements and the mid-term estimates. 

Graph 2: Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro- 
Mediterranean region. 
(Answers as most important element in % by corridor)
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source: Compiled by the iEmed based on the results of the 7th Euromed survey/Question 2

the European tailor-made approach is already set up through the model of Eu “migration 
partnership frameworks” with selected third countries. nevertheless, there are at least two 
main limitations to the existing differentiated policy framework on mobility in the mediterranean. 
First, there is a lack of a real peer relationship with partners, in the sense that priorities of non-
Eu countries are not effectively taken into account, beyond the rhetorical level (limam & del 
sarto, 2015). secondly, this unilateralism in agenda setting generally results in short-term and 
security-inspired measures addressed at containing flows that finally produce a differentiation 
of negotiation tool but not a differentiation in measures. 

the need for differentiated policy responses can also be seen when survey participants are 
asked to assess their own country situation. the results for maghreb countries on transit 
migration, which is more important than the inflow of refugees (see Graph 3), reinforces the 
need for a differentiated geographical approach when analysing present migratory and refugee 
movements in the region, and can also be seen as an indicator of the persistence of structural 
migratory flows in the mediterranean simultaneously to the refugee crisis.
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Graph 3: To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(mean 0 – very low to 10 – very high)
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Perceptions of Migration and refugee Flows are Significantly Conditioned by 
the Country of residence

the survey shows how perceptions about the present situation vary depending on the 
country’s position in the human movement geography of the mediterranean region. this has 
already had an impact on policy-making, as the Eu has been unable to implement the already 
limited quotas of the relocation process. moreover, each country follows its own timing and 
political agenda and some countries even refuse to implement it, as can be seen in the “flexible 
solidarity” concept after the Bratislava declaration and Roadmap, by which member states 
can decide on the form of contribution to the distribution mechanism. this voluntary non-
mandatory character contradicts the relocation decision of 2015 made by a qualified majority 
in the European Council against the opposition of hungary, slovakia, Romania and the Czech 
Republic. 

these national biases concerning perceptions are surely related to the diverse mobility situations 
of the countries around the mediterranean, but they are probably also linked to the different 
frameworks established by political discourses and debates in each country, as well as by media 
coverage and approach. indeed, the present debate is making a very confused and confusing 
use of terminology: migrants and refugees are often used as synonyms, migrant stocks and 
migrant flows are frequently mixed up, and the management of culturally diverse societies is 
increasingly confused with the policy needed to effectively manage the arrival of refugees.

In implementing  
the relocation process, 

each country follows 
its own timing and 

political agenda and 
some countries even 

refuse to implement it, 
as can be seen in the 

“flexible solidarity” 
that came out of the 
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Furthermore, there is also a growing risk of losing a regional perspective, where member states 
make it difficult for the Eu to develop a common regional approach, and in their turn southern 
and southeast mediterranean countries prefer to use bilateral instruments in order to regulate 
migration and refugee movements. this can lead to ineffective policies since action is needed in 
all countries given that today the mediterranean shares areas of origin, reception and transit of 
human movements.  

this can be contrasted with the results for Q25 on the role of the Enp, which show that there 
is room (particularly for the southern neighbourhood) for a regional perspective and a broad 
format of collaboration with all countries. Results show (see Graph 4) that the southern and 
southeast mediterranean does not rely on the Enp on the same terms as the Eu countries. 
the most preferred option for both north and south is the one that sees the Enp enhancing 
a broader collaboration of Eu and Enp countries with Enp neighbours (that is, neighbours of 
neighbours) as well as relevant international organisations.

Graph 4: One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular 
and irregular migration. Do you agree with the following statements? Respondents by group of countries.
(the graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers)
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refugee, Migratory and Transit Flows Increasingly overlap 

the growing overlapping in the mediterranean of different typologies of mobility, such as 
refugees and migratory flows, is a phenomenon reflected in the survey responses. this fact, 
also underlined by scholars, reinforces the need to take it into account at the political level, and 
particularly to tackle the phenomenon in a differentiated way. today, international and regional 
structures have been unable to develop a really comprehensive and coherent response to 
manage this.
 
in Europe, the prevalence of externalisation tendencies toward southern mediterranean 
countries has produced an indiscriminate impact on all the different flows, considering the 
impossibility of defining who is effectively a “transit migrant” ex ante; that is, before that migrant 
has last attempted to leave the transit countries (Collyer, duvell & de haas, 2012). this has 
serious consequences for refugee’s access to asylum and more broadly on human rights of 
people on the move (Amnesty international, 2014; hRW, 2014 and 2009; unhCR, 2015) and, 
at the same time, Eu countries and institutions have serious responsibility for it (mcnamara, 
2013).

moreover, non-Eu mediterranean countries need to prove to European partners their willingness 
and engagement in effectively controlling mobility and accepting readmission. on certain 
occasions, this can result in a “number policy” (politique du chiffre) pushing states to operate 
indiscriminate expulsions of foreigners, generally from sub-saharan Africa, regardless of their 
condition as unChR-based refugees, as long-term immigrants or students in the country, or 
as supposedly “transit migrants” (Gabrielli, 2011). the most recent example of this is Algeria, 
which at the end of 2016 organised indiscriminate expulsions of black Africans5 (REF).

With more specific reference to the issue of refugees, these practices underline the primacy 
of border control and state-oriented security strategies over human security and asylum seeker 
protection (Zapata-Barrero & Gabrielli, 2017). this should be taken into the account, and 
particularly at a time when Eu policies to manage migration (European Agenda on migration) 
and refugees (Common European Asylum system – dublin iV) are under construction or 
reform. First drafts unfortunately seem to reinforce the current trends.  

Conclusion. Towards a Necessary Ground-Breaking New Agenda for the Future 
of the Mediterranean
 
Firstly, a strong need for a political turnaround in approaching mobility in the mediterranean 
emerges both from the survey results and from existing literature on the topic. nevertheless, 
this ground-breaking turnaround in mobility policies must go beyond rhetoric and discursive 
formulations and reach the measures implemented in order to solve the various existing issues 
related to human security of peoples on the move, as well as human and asylum rights.

this new agenda has to take in account “innovative” solutions to the current situation, such 
as the establishment of humanitarian corridors for refugees and formal channels of labour 
mobility, both low- and high-skilled. these measures will be beneficial in order to drastically 
reduce the number of people who died in the attempt to enter the Eu and find asylum, but 
will also be very effective tools to fight against smugglers and traffickers by restricting their 
markets (heaven et al., 2016: 65-ff).
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5. see Jeune Afrique, “Algérie: une « chasse à l’homme noir » qui fait scandale”, 7th december 2016, http://www.jeuneaf-
rique.com/381265/politique/algerie-chasse-a-lhomme-noir-scandale/ [last visited: 10th February 2016].
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secondly, there is also a need for a genuinely balanced political framework in the region taking 
into account the needs and proposals of non-Eu mediterranean countries, not only in the 
agenda but also in political agreements. moreover, there is also a need to seriously consider the 
sustainability of developed patterns in the region – both at general and environmental level – in 
order to prevent more sources of displacements in the mid-term.

thirdly, coherence between the different European policies aimed at the mediterranean is 
needed. if mobility is really a key priority for European countries, this has to be considered as 
the main element on which to build the coherence of other foreign policy dimensions (heaven 
et al., 2016; Cosgrave et al., 2016).

to summarise, it is necessary to consider mobility in the mediterranean beyond the framework 
of crisis, bearing in mind that crisis related to mobility has become a structural feature of the 
mediterranean (Gabrielli, 2015). on the one hand, there is a need for a deep and pragmatic 
rethinking of the policy framework to consider mobility, and particularly irregular migration in 
the region, as a structural feature of the mediterranean and to apply more pragmatic policies. 
therefore, the need emerges to finally open some formal channels of mobility, an immigration 
policy tool that has been practically abandoned in Europe since the oil crisis of the mid-1970s, 
with the partial exception of the not very successful experiment of the “blue card”. on the other 
hand, all crisis-related and unexpected flows of refugees and migrants have to be addressed 
through a rights-based framework.
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General perception

This block aims to evaluate the perceptions of respondents of the migration and refugee 
situation in the Euro-Mediterranean region. Questions seek to capture the perception of its 
causes, its consequences and of the policy responses implemented so far. There are also 
questions elaborated to provide some prospective insights on human movements as well as 
their impact on the regional stability.

Main findings

• Destabilisation following the war in Libya and Syria and its regional impact are perceived as 
the two main elements explaining the present migration and refugee situation.
• Results obtained on the lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries could indicate that 
structural elements are also important and would continue to shape the migration dynamics in 
the Mediterranean beyond the refugee crisis.
• Perceptions on how countries are affected by different kinds of human movements vary 
depending on the position of the respondents in the human movement geography.
• In the mid-term, the Syrian war and the subsequent destabilisation of the region are considered 
as the main element affecting the Eastern route and, to a lesser extent, also the Central one. 
More structural features, such as the socioeconomic situation in the origin countries, would be 
of higher importance in the Western route.
• Overall, there is limited enthusiasm among the respondents with the policy response to the 
migration and refugee situation. Only those countries under the label “Main EU countries 
of destination” (Germany, Sweden, the Netherlands and Austria) receive more than 50% of 
answers assessing their policy response as good or very good.
• The first EU countries of arrival obtain an heterogeneous assessment, while transit countries 
in Europe receive rather a negative one. 
• In almost all cases, the capacity of governments is seen as the main driver conditioning 
policy responses, except in the main transit countries in the EU where short-term political 
and electoral considerations, and even the concern to create a “pull factor” effect for further 
migrants, are more salient. 
• Marginalisation of refugee communities is seen as the main source of potential instability 
followed by potential tensions between the local and refugee population. 
• Concerning the international refugee system, together with the effective protection of 
refugees, respondents believe it should also somehow support communities providing shelter, 
particularly those in neighbouring areas of the conflict countries.

The first question aimed at assessing respondents’ analysis regarding the causes of the 
present migration and refugee situation in the region. Overall, it appears that destabilisation 
in Libya and the war in Syria and its regional impact are identified as the two main explicative 
elements. 

Yet, all enumerated causes in the question obtained relatively high percentages with only 
limited differences among them (see Graph 1). In turn, some differences between answers 
from Northern and Southern countries of the Mediterranean, and according to professional 
affiliation of respondents introduce some nuances.

As a general trend, EU-28 respondents gave higher percentages to the importance of elements 
related to regional conflicts and more generally to the situation in origin countries, while there 
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is more convergence when it comes to those elements related to the management of human 
movements (international refugee system and EU policies).

Graph 1: The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. 
To what extent do the following elements explain this situation? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 

Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 1

“Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries” ranked in third position and could point 
to the perception that structural elements are important and will persist beyond the present 
situation. Here are some examples of complementary comments respondents came up with: 

The war in Syria has definitely affected the migration and refugee situation. However, the 

situation of migrants was also very bad before the war and a lot of policies has affected this 

either from the EU side or from countries of origin. Lack of democracy and poor economic 

conditions have pushed people to move out from their countries.

Lebanese respondent

Continuing high rates of demographic growth in Sub-Saharian Africa, failures of development 

aid, corresponding governance failures of African countries, poor education, loss of 

traditional know-how, depletion of natural resources, globalisation pushing for opening 

borders and free movement of people, unclear signals sent by EU migration policy.

French respondent

Le phénomène migratoire a pour origine l’absence de démocratie dans les pays d’origine 

qui profite aux riches et appauvrissent les nantis. Les conflits ont contribué davantage au 

chômage de la population qui cherche à échapper au joug de la pauvreté. Cette situation 

est favorisée par la politique migratoire de l’UE qui pour des raisons humanitaires accueille 

des migrants.

Moroccan respondent
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In fourth place, and with scarcely no differences among respondents by geographical origin, 
there is the lack of an efficient international refugee protection system. Some open-answers 
complement this result pointing to a complex situation with multiple elements interacting 
between each other.

Lack of an efficient international refugee protection system is critical in the neighbouring 

countries to conflict situations, where most of refugees are hosted (e.g. Jordan, Lebanon, 

Turkey, etc.): due to deterioration of situations in refugee camps, persons are forced to flee 

onwards. In addition, I believe one of the reasons is increased smuggling efforts.

Lithuanian respondent

Yes, EU’s refuge policies and the lack of an efficient protection system affect the movement of 

people toward EU. And yes, destabilization in the region(s) is also a critical factor. However, 

even though these two factors could be minimized, the refugee problem would not end, due 

mainly to two factors: poverty in the countries sending refugees, and the attractiveness of 

EU for these people.

Turkish respondent

Hard to separate the elements from each other. War in Syria and destabilisation of Libya are 

factors with huge impact in the short term. Conflicts in Africa and Central Asia are more like 

constant factors more or less constantly in the background, pushing people towards Europe. 

EU policies and the lack of international refugee system are making things worse.

Swedish respondent

There are different categories of (aspiring/ potential) migrants, whose motivation is related 

to either conflict (now in particular Syria) or (prolonged) lack of sustainable livelihood in the 

countries of origin – or both. This is though no real “news”, their situation should have been 

considered on a much earlier stage; proper assistance then could have prevented to an 

extent the present crisis.

Jordan respondent 

EU migration and refugee policies still lack coherence and capacity to deal humanely with 

the current situation. That said, the international refugee system as a whole has been unable 

to address the political challenges that underpin the current situation nor has it been able to 

provide sustainable humanitarian assistance to those in need at the scale required.

United Kingdom respondent

Conflicts in African and in South and Central Asian countries are in fifth position, but 
here discrepancy between North and South is important, since the proportion of EU-28 
respondents considering it a relevant element is 10 percentage points higher than that of 
MPC countries. It is important to note that this distinctive perception can also be found in 
one of the top explicative elements, “destabilisation in Libya” (see Graph 1).

Differences in results according to the professional affiliation of respondents deserve also 
some attention. While expert answers1 show rather similar patterns as the overall survey 
results, answers from policy-makers and civil society present some – limited – degree of 
diversity. Policy-makers tend to give less importance to management-related elements, while 
for civil society respondents, conflict-related elements are somehow less significant.

1. In this sense, experts are to be understood as academic or think-tank members which account for 54% of all respondents. This 
category is not to be confused with experts in migration issues. These are participants that declared to have an advanced knowledge 
on migration management. In blocks 2 and 4 some specific questions are addressed only to these migration experts. 
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In the same line, it is also worth noting the perception on the lack of an efficient international 
refugee protection system. In this case, 80% of civil society respondents consider it to a 
high or very high extent, while the percentage of policy-makers answering this way stays 
below 60% (see Graph 2).

Graph 2: The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. 
To what extent do the following elements explain this situation? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 1

When the focus turns to how specific countries are affected by different kinds of human 
movements, perceptions of respondents vary depending on their situation in the human 
movements’ geography. Inflow of refugees is the main answer in countries surrounding the 
Syrian war (Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey) where there is also a significant perception of mixed 
flows of migrants and refugees. Respondents from Germany and Sweden (two EU countries 
receiving 80% of arrivals in the UE continent) perceive also the inflow of refugees as the 
category of human movement affecting most those countries to high and very high extent while 
inflow of migrants is still of relevant significance. For these latter countries, mixed flows are 
seldom mentioned (see Graph 3).
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Graph 3: To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 3

Open-ended answers from respondents illustrate how concerned Syria’s direct neighbouring 
countries are with the constant arrival of mixed flows.2

Lebanon is the first country in the world receiving such a high percentage of refugees and 

this is having a lot of negative impact on both populations (refugees and local communities). 

In addition to refugees, we have a very big number of migrants coming from Asia or Africa and 

instead of decreasing with the influx of refugees, the number of migrants is still increasing.

Lebanese respondent 

Approximately 3 million people have sought refuge in Turkey running away from war in Syria. 

Some of them live in refugee camps but a bigger number live and work in cities on their 

own resources. It is unknown whether they will return back to Syria after the war ends as 

the situation continues for a longer time. About 60 thousand of them have received Turkish 

citizenship.

Turkish respondent

In first EU countries of arrival such as Italy and Greece, results indicate a more complex 
situation where mixed, transit migration and refugee flows are equally mentioned. Results in 
Greece show a bit less of concern about inflow of migrants while in Italy transit migrations are 
considered to have a bigger impact than the inflow of refugees (see Graph 4).

2. These comments connect with question 6 on potential instability, first option among all respondents is the risk of marginalization of 
refugee communities (see p. 94 of the report).
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Graph 4: To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers) 
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 3

Finally, transit countries such as Austria and Hungary further illustrate the complexity of the 
present situation and how it is perceived. Austria’s results reflect its double condition of transit 
and destination country for refugees. In Hungary transit migrations are perceived as most 
important.

Maghreb countries perceive the situation in other terms. As Graph 5 shows, there is more 
concern with transit migrations and inflow of migrants than with refugee arrival. In the case 
of Morocco and Tunisia, even the outflow of migrants is more important than refugee inflow. 
However, answers from Mauritania suggest that refugee inflow is important, showing the 
persistence of refugees other than those related to the Syrian war.
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Graph 5: To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers) 
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La Mauritanie est directement concernée par le phénomène migratoire car elle accueille 

depuis quelques années plus de 60 000 réfugiés maliens sur son sol. Elle est devenue un 

pays de destination et aussi un pays de transit pour des milliers de candidats à la migration 

venant des pays africains et du moyen orient.

Mauritanian respondent

Le nord algérien est très attractif pour les migrants et réfugiés sub-sahariens, ils s’y installent 

et regardent peu l’outre-mer. Cette situation devient un fardeau pour le pays qui souffre déjà 

d’une crise économique relative à la chute du prix du pétrole.

Algerian respondent

To the question on the drivers of migrations over the next 10 years, respondents were required 
to answer according to the different migration Corridors in the Mediterranean.3

Graph 6 shows a rather clear picture of how the Syrian war and the destabilization of the region 
are affecting the Eastern route, and to a lower extent also the Central route. A more structural 
element such as the socioeconomic situation in the origin countries is most important when it 
comes to the Western route. Yet, it remains a decisive element throughout the Mediterranean, 
followed by the socio-political situation. Climate change and demographic transition are still 
considered to have limited impact on human movements in the region. 

3. Migration Corridors or routes, identify those spaces along the Mediterranean where sea crossing of migratory flows concentrate. 
It follows the model of the Map on Mixed Migration Routes, produced in the framework of the Dialogue on Mediterranean Transit 
Migration (MTM). The map is a model, showing key mixed migration routes, key migration hubs and known points of irregular border 
crossing, including land, sea, and airport borders, as well as risk zones along these routes.
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Graph 6: Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the euro- 
mediterranean region. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)  
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Overall, this mid-term assessment is shared by respondents from both north and south/south east 
Mediterranean countries, although with some nuances when ranking possible drivers of migration. 
For instance, armed conflicts tend to be less decisive for EU-28 respondents than socioeconomic 
and socio-political situation when it comes to the western Corridor (see Graph 6).

Here again, open-ended answers offer additional and useful points of view that complete this 
data, and introduce some qualitative elements:

The relation between the Corridors and mentioned factors behind the movement of persons 

will also depend very much on controls imposed on each route.

Polish respondent

Les pays non démocratiques posent le problème de la surnatalité qui se résorbe par 

l’émigration. La démographie est un problème majeur : il faut une pause de la natalité dans 

les pays d’où viennent les migrants.

Moroccan respondent

Apart from these reasons, one should mention the deterioration of living conditions in 

neighbouring countries to conflict and lack of durable solutions in those countries, which 

would put more pressure of Central and Eastern Corridor.

Lithuanian respondent
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The water conflicts in the Euphrates-Tigris rivers basin have created political and 

Socioeconomic havoc, mainly in the downstream territories in Syria and Iraq. Three sequential 

severe droughts in the Sahara and the Sub-Sahara territories have caused political tension 

and massive human migration.

Israeli respondent 

The importance of the Eastern Corridor in the general situation of refugee is overestimated 

by many western government, by the media in general and even by some international 

organizations. The complex situation in the Middle East, although very important, is not the 

main driver of the migration movements toward the EU.

Italian respondent 

There are clear linkages between elements: the consequences of demographic transition 

are seen in the socioeconomic situation and not separately.

Egyptian respondent

 

Questions 4 and 5 were designed with the objective to assess the policy response to the 
current situation from a double perspective: firstly a personal and general assessment of the 
policy responses and second, the evaluation of what was conditioning these policy responses.

The proportion of respondents from South and South East Mediterranean countries indicating 
that the policy response was good in “main EU countries of destination” is higher than those 
from the EU. In second place and very close to 50% come the “Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries” (Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey). An interesting trend is that responses 
from EU countries tend to give the same evaluation to these two groups of countries, while 
respondents from South and South East Mediterranean countries tend to more positively 
assess the “Main EU countries of destination”. The Graph 7 also indicates that respondents 
from EU Mediterranean countries give the same assessment also to three groups of countries, 
the former ones plus “First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)”.

First EU countries of arrival obtain a remarkable heterogeneous assessment, while in turn, 
transit countries in Europe receive a quite negative assessment.
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Graph 7: How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)
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The open-ended answer part of Q4 shows the complexity to elaborate a standardised answer 
to assess the policy response according to the proposed typology of sub-regional grouping.

Italy and Greece systems are undeniably under pressure (Italy is about to reach its welcoming 

capacities in the South of 150,000 places for the present year). The German policy response, 

as well as for France and the UK, have been completely uncertain, unstable and based on 

emergency purpose instead of long term strategy and short-mid term integration. Overall, 

lack of leadership from the EU.

Belgian respondent

Turkey has not been one of the transit countries. Those who have aimed to reach the EU 

countries are those who have stayed in Turkey too long and loosing hope to return back to 

their own countries have aimed at better living conditions in Europe.

Turkish respondent 

Italy and Greece have been acting quite differently and Italy has more long term and structured 

facilities for migration. This does not change the fact that both responses have been affected 

by the lack of a concrete EU relocation plan. Countries like Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey have 

been hosting many people, but at a high cost for the migrants’ rights and livelihoods.

Italian respondent

It is difficult to answer as the questionnaire groups together receiving countries with very 

different policies.

Lebanese respondent
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Ces associations de pays rendent les réponses difficiles voire contre-productives. La 

réponse politique de l’Italie n’est pas celle de la Grèce. Celle du Maroc n’est pas du tout 

celle de la Tunisie ou de l’Algérie. Par ailleurs, la réponse politique des pays européens a 

grandement varié en un laps de temps court. La réponse de l’Allemagne est-elle comparable 

à celle des Pays-Bas?

French respondent

Q5 was geared towards the main drivers conditioning these policy responses. Respondents 
evaluated that the capacity of governments to cope with the inflow of people was the most 
significant element driving the policy response by “Main South Mediterranean receiving 
countries” (Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey). This element is not as prevalent for “main EU 
destination countries” (Germany, Sweden, the Netherlands and Austria) (see Graph 8).

Graph 8: Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries.
(Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)  
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A similar trend as for southern receiving countries can be found in the case of first EU receiving 
countries. According to the respondents, the political response in Greece and Italy is conditioned 
mostly by the capacity of their governments to cope with refugees and migrants (Graph 9).

The picture is a bit different when it comes to main transit countries in the EU. Respondents 
assess that short-term political and electoral considerations as well the concern to create a “pull 
factor” effect for further migrants have been prevailing drivers shaping the policy response of 
those countries (see Graph 8). Echoing the results of the Q4, respondents assessed here that 
the policy response by the main European transit countries had been conditioned by humanitarian 
considerations only to a very limited extent (Q5). 
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Graph 9: Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)  
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Again, open-ended answers inform about the difficulties that appear when trying to obtain a 
picture of policy responses in such a dynamic, diverse and changing landscape.

All these country cases are very different. Italy and Greece have two very different perceptions 

of migrants. In Greece, most of the population is prejudiced towards migrants. Again, Austria 

cannot be compared to Bulgaria or Hungary. The main driving factors in Turkey, Algeria and 

Morocco are not the capacity of government but the type of government.

United Kingdom respondent

Les réactions des pays d’accueil et de transit ne sont pas immuables, sauf pour les pays 

voisins des zones de conflit; les pays d’accueil et de transit de l’Europe du Nord varient selon 

les considérations locales à court terme... sauf pour ceux qui ont une politique d’accueil bien 

claire: l’Allemagne et la Suède.

Algerian respondent 

I understand the need to keep the questionnaire reasonably short, but the grouping of 

countries is seriously problematic since some groups involve important contrasts. Also, 

government policy has changed a lot in a short period of time, e.g. in Germany.

United Kingdom respondent

Question 6 asked about the consequences of this unprecedented migration and refugee 
situation. The focus of the question was on instability at both domestic and regional level. 

Marginalisation of refugee communities is seen as the biggest potential source of instability, 
followed by tensions between local and refugee populations. However, it is to be noted that seen 
from Southern Mediterranean countries, the second element with more instability potential is the 
impact on the socioeconomic stability of host countries (see Graph 10).

A lack of robust policies for short- and longer-term integration of these refugee communities 

would create a fertile ground for extremism and tensions to arise within and intra communities.

Greek respondent 

Il faut distinguer les pays européens des pays voisins. Dans le cas des pays européens, le 

risque le plus immédiat est le développement de mouvements xénophobes et populistes 

et la criminalisation de l’étranger. Dans les pays limitrophes (Jordanie, Liban, Turquie) c’est 

l’impact socio-économique sur le marché du travail, la pression sur les ressources hydriques, 

sanitaires et financières.

Palestinian repondent
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Graph 10: To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and  
regional instability?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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Seen from the point of view of each country, the answers reveal a quite remarkable heterogeneity. 
In the three Syria’s neighbouring countries, “socioeconomic and political stability” is seen as 
a more problematic issue than “possible tensions between local and refugee population”. This 
perception is reversed in the case of first countries of arrival such as Italy and Greece, while 
countries of destination in Europe show a more diverse assessment (see Graph 11)

The reply to this question depends on countries: the solidity of their political systems, the 

volume of their economies, the standard of living of their populations, the volume of refugees 

it hosts. However, regional stability is affected by lack of adaptation in the inter-regional 

Euro-Mediterranean system.

Egyptian respondent
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Graph 11: To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and  
regional instability?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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This first block of questions ends with a question on one important yet underestimated 
dimension of the international refugee system, which is how to support the efforts deployed 
by host societies that receive refugee flows. The aim of the question is to determine if the 
international refugee system, together with the improvement of the effective protection of 
refugees, should also enhance this other dimension of host societies particularly critical for 
those neighbouring areas of the conflict countries.

Results point indeed to the need to integrate help to host communities providing protection to 
refugees: the option “very high extent” receive the highest percentages, above 50%, and even 
above 60% in the cases of Mashreq countries or respondents from the civil society.  
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In countries such as Jordan involving host communities is extremely important because they 

are often not in a better position than refugee groups and have limited access to alternative 

sources of aid or services. To ensure that tension does not ferment between communities 

this must be taken into consideration.

Jordanian respondent 

It undoubtedly should. In host developing countries, local populations are as deserving of 

protection and livelihoods as refugees. Neglecting them will only result in conflict of resources 

and affect the protection of refugees. But the protection system should also be more explicit 

and elaborate about international cooperation in sharing the burden of refugees.

Egyptian respondent

The concerns of the host populations (even if exaggerated or even unfounded) need to 

be addressed, through awareness-raising and the provision of reliable information on the 

refugee situation and the international/european/national policy responses.

Greek respondent

If it would, then the EU should take on many more migrants as the EU is supposed to have 

more capabilities. However, it does not seem that the EU is willing to host more migrants. 

Instead, it is offering aid to Third Countries in exchange of hardening border policies, which 

is highly concerning considering the kind of violence that refugees and migrants could 

experience in countries like Libya.

United Kingdom respondent 

Graph 12: To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate 
the dimension of the host communities providing protection?
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eU cHallenGes 
anD instrUMents

GENErAL 

The second block of the Survey aimed to capture respondents’ assessments on both EU 
instruments and challenges. Three questions relate to the role of the EU and its member states. 
Questions 11 to 16 were directed specifically to those respondents with an advanced knowledge 
of the EU policy framework on migration and refugee management. 234 respondents answered 
these questions that focus on policy initiatives or frameworks such as the EU Relocation 
System and the European Agenda on Migrations.

Main findings

• Overall, a majority of the Survey’s respondents consider that the management of the migration 
and refugee situation since 2014 by the European Union has been very negative or negative. 
Respondents from the EU-28 countries are more critical of the EU response than respondents 
from Southern and Southeast Mediterranean countries. 
• More specifically, respondents, and in particular respondents from Southern and Southeast 
Mediterranean countries, consider that the poor management of the migration and refugee 
situation since 2014 is mainly due to unilateral decisions taken by EU member states, rather 
than by EU institutions.
• Respondents consider that EU member states should better share and redistribute the 
“burden” among themselves.
 • Improving coordination between the European Commission and the member states is pivotal 
for the success of the European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation 
System).
• The highest priority of the European Agenda on Migration should be to develop a new policy 
on legal migration. The results of the Survey reveal consistent support for better exploiting 
legal migration opportunities, in particular enhancing the mobility of students, researchers and 
businesspeople. The border management pillar of the European Agenda on Migration comes 
last in the priority scale of respondents.
• Addressing the root causes of irregular migration in origin countries is considered as the most 
adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration in the Euro-Mediterranean 
region.
• Better implementing the EU Visa Code to include humanitarian visas enabling third-country 
nationals to apply in situ for entry to EU territory on humanitarian grounds, activating and further 
developing the EU Temporary Protection Directive from 2001, establishing an “exceptional 
scheme to offer refugees immediate protection” are identified – in this order – as the main 
elements to improve asylum procedures.
• Respondents consider that achieving greater convergence among member states in the 
EU asylum system is the most important line of action among the strands proposed by the 
European Commission to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS). More 
Southern and Southeast Mediterranean respondents than EU-28 respondents considered 
that reinforcing the mandate of the European Asylum Support Office was a priority.
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The first question of this block aimed to capture respondents’ assessment on the management 
of the migration and refugee situation since 2014 by the European Union.

In general terms, most of the Survey’s respondents consider that the management of the 
migration and refugee situation since 2014 by the European Union has been very negative 
or negative. Less than a fourth of the respondents consider that EU management has been 
positive or very positive (see Graph 13). Respondents from EU-28 countries are more critical of 
EU management than respondents from MPC countries. Experts have the most critical view on 
EU management while policy-makers are the least critical in relative terms (see also Graph 13).

Graph 13: How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation 
since 2014?
(The graph below compares the % of negative and very negative answers with % of positive and very  
positive answers)
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Looking in more detail at geographical distribution, one observes that respondents from non-
Mediterranean EU countries are the most critical, followed by those from Mediterranean EU 
countries, while those from Maghreb and particularly Mashreq are less critical (see Graph 14).

Graph 14: How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation 
since 2014?
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Looking at the country of origin of European respondents, it appears that Greek respondents 
are the least critical, while a majority of respondents from other EU countries (and in particular 
from Spain) have a negative and very negative perception (see Graph Q8 in Set of Results 
at www.iemed.org/euromedsurvey). Answers from MPC respondents show that Turkish and 
Syrian participants have the worst perception of EU management, while Jordanian participants 
to the Survey have a rather positive perception of it (see Graph Q8 in Set of Results at www.
iemed.org/euromedsurvey).

When asked to elaborate on their negative perception of EU management of the migration and 
refugee situation since 2014, participants relate this assessment mainly to unilateral decisions 
by EU countries. Participants see Greece as the most exposed frontline state. Looking for 
geographical differentiation of perception between EU-28 and MPC respondents, one can 
observe that the former are more critical of the Visegrad Group while the latter attribute the 
poor management mostly to unilateral decisions by EU countries and the European Council 
(see also Graph 15).
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Graph 15: Responsibilty of EU actors on the negative management of the migration and refugee situation 
since 2014. Respondents by country group.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high responsibility)
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If one reads the results taking into account the professional affiliation of the respondents, 
it appears that the main difference concerns the assessment of the Visegrad Group’s 
responsibility for the negative management: policy-makers are less critical than experts and 
civil society (see Graph 16). Civil society is also slightly more critical about the European 
Commission than other categories of respondents, while experts are more critical than others 
towards EU countries along the Balkan route.
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Graph 16: Responsibilty of EU actors on the negative management of the migration and refugee situation 
since 2014. Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high responsibility)
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Open-ended answers from participants allow further understanding of how respondents see 
the issue of the responsibility of different actors within the EU. A large consensus emerges 
among respondents about the need for a coordinated and unified strategy, as well as about 
the problematic character of unilateral responses by those actors.

I would consider the tension between the Commission preparing a fairly comprehensive 

policy mix, though this came too late, the Council and, most importantly, the various member 

states (I would not single out the Visegrad Group as the UK, Denmark or Austria were 

equally objecting to Commission proposals) as cause for the insufficient EU policy response.

United Kingdom respondent

Les décisions unilatérales ne font qu’aggraver la situation. C’est une question à résoudre 

dans la concertation.

Tunisian respondent
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The lack of an actual European response organised by the European Commission NOT 

the member states alone is the main problem. This is of course due to the fact that some 

countries have decided to take unilateral decisions and that most countries have failed to 

respond to the refugee crisis in a humanitarian way...the Visegrad countries are the best 

example of this.

German respondent

Unilateral decisions were often taken under the pressure of events. The main problem was, 

apart from Greece’s weakness, the refusal of the Visegrad countries to cooperate in a 

meaningful EU-led system of migration management.

Greek respondent

L’absence de politique migratoire européenne (contrôle des frontières extérieures 

notamment) et de coopération entre les Etats-membres a été à l’origine d’une très mauvaise 

gestion de la situation au niveau européen.

French respondent

The Commission tried but belatedly and was also timid in its proposals given the scale of 

the crisis. The Council could only move at the speed of the most hostile to refugees among 

member states. The Visegrad Group is largely responsible, even if it is not alone, for that. 

Greece cannot be responsible for the poor response: its geographical situation exposes it 

and it is a victim of the Dublin Regulation.

Egyptian respondent

There has to be leadership from the top in this area, and there has not been. Without that, 

countries will inevitably do what is in their personal interests, and the results will be a mess. 

The Heads of State carry the greatest burden of responsibility, for if they have signed up 

to protect refugees, they should work to achieve that goal. Greece needs assistance, not 

blame.

United Kingdom respondent

Some respondents underline the lack of a strategic vision about migration issues at European 
level, while others relate the migration challenges to the broader foreign policy agenda of some 
states:

Institutional weakness of the EU vs. national prerogatives, despite Schengen framework, 

lack of vision and long-term strategy (migration was clearly identified decades ago as a 

major coming challenge for the EU but little has been done in the meantime), inadequate 

integration policies and/or means of support.

French respondent

Aujourd’hui, on assiste à un déni de la sécurité humaine pour un intérêt politique pour la 

sécurité nationale tout en prêchant de manière paradoxale l’intervention pour préserver 

et défendre les droits de l’Homme de la démocratie sans se soucier des impacts de ces 

interventions sur le devenir des pays cibles (Libye et Syrie, à titre d’exemple).

Moroccan respondent 
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The following question was more solutions-oriented and aimed to capture the assessment of 
respondents regarding what the EU and its member states should pursue. Better sharing and 
redistributing the “burden” among member states ranks first among the proposed options. 
The following identified options are respectively: better integrate internal and external policies 
(including through strengthening the role of EU delegations on migration issues); upgrade and 
improve the implementation of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS); provide legal 
alternatives to irregular secondary movements; focus less on a reactive and security-based 
approach; improve mechanisms to filter out refugees from irregular migrants; and, finally, 
effectively apply the EU’s return system. 

Looking at differences according to the origin of respondents, one can observe that Southern 
and Southeast Mediterranean respondents are keener on the option of better sharing and 
redistributing the “burden” among member states. Meanwhile, respondents from EU-28 
countries tend to think that the following two options should be pursued as a matter of priority: 
improve mechanisms to filter out refugees from irregular migrants, and effectively apply the 
EU’s return system (see Graph 17).

Graph 17: To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its 
member states? Respondents by country group.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Some remarkable differences emerge when analysing answers by professional affiliation (see 
Graph 18). Experts think to a greater extent than other groups that there should be less focus 
on a reactive and security-based approach. In turn, policy-makers are more favourable than 
other respondents to improving mechanisms to filter out refugees from irregular migrants 
and to effectively apply the EU’s return system, while they are less keen on better sharing 
and redistributing the “burden” among member states, and to upgrading and improving the 
implementation of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS). 
 
Graph 18: To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its 
member states? Respondents by Institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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In their comments, many respondents emphasise the need to look at root causes in origin 
countries: 

Have a more effective role on ending the political crisis in home countries. Have a more 

effective role on improving socioeconomic situations at home countries.

Lebanese respondent

Give more consideration to the situation in “sending” countries and motivations behind 

migrant flows (political refugees but even economic migrants) and develop proper 

mechanisms of support that should encourage potential migrants to stay in their countries 

of origin instead of migrating. Political action changing push-pull factors of migration to that 

effect should also be taken.

Swedish respondent 

I do not blame any European country for handling the crisis of refugees and migrants. I blame 

them for not helping other regions such as the Middle East and Africa to promote peace and 

prosperity.

Syrian respondent 

Several respondents also underline the need for a deep political change concerning opening 
real and effective channels for refugees:

Use a resilient strategy: transform limits into opportunities. Migration brings dynamism to 

economies if governed with some well-thought criteria. We have entire little towns that are 

dying because of population decline. Not all migrants would like to go there (young males 

and females would like to be in cities) but families fleeing war would prefer that to detention 

centres.

United Kingdom respondent 

It is necessary to provide legal alternatives not only to irregular secondary movements, but 

also to discourage asylum seekers in third countries from risking their lives to enter the 

EU for a first time (e.g. through resettlement). The EU should also emphasise the need for 

the international community (and other regions of the world) to participate in responsibility 

sharing.

Greek respondent

Creating viable legal access to the EU is the most important and burning issue to bring 

forward.

Finnish respondent

Adopter une attitude d’abord en phase avec les textes fondateurs de l’UE en matière 

d’accueil et d’asile.

Palestinian respondent

The Syrian refugee crisis is evidence that the EU and South and Eastern Mediterranean 

countries live in the same neighbourhood. Hence, it should be more engaged in the political 

solution of refugee-generating problems. It should also better face up to populist movements 

hostile to refugees, migrants and populations of migrant origin. Norms of global economy 

generating migrants in search of better livelihoods need reconsideration.

Egyptian respondent

Avoir une vision globale respectant les droits des migrants et les droits humanitaires 

internationaux en vigueur.

Netherlands respondent
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Other respondents consider that there is also a need to establish legal channels of entry for 
migrants:  

Assouplir les conditions de migration régulière temporaire comme celle qui était accordée 

aux travailleurs espagnols et portugais dans les années 60 et 70. La migration temporaire 

peut contribuer à stabiliser les rapports avec les pays d’origine tout en les poussant à plus 

de responsabilisation dans la maîtrise des problèmes migratoires.

Algerian respondent

Should facilitate legal migration to prevent the flow of illegal migration and non-refugees 

to Europe and re-concentrate on migration and development in the first country of asylum.

Lebanese respondent

The mechanisms for filtering out refugees from irregular migrants are never going to be 

efficient: whatever system you devise, people will find ways to work within it, whether they 

are refugees or not. If you improve the legal means for people to enter the EU, the ones who 

are not fleeing for their lives are less likely to risk losing their lives in the attempt.

United Kingdom respondent

  

Some respondents from MPC countries underline the importance of other elements when 
thinking about options to be pursued in the future: 

Appliquer un système de retour qui doit être accompagné au même degré d’intérêt et 

de flexibilité des accords sur les visas avec les pays concernés. De plus, opter pour des 

négociations « gagnant-gagnant » lors des négociations des accords de réadmission sans 

mettre le fardeau sur les pays de transit.

Moroccan respondent

Il faut chercher à intégrer les réfugiés et les migrants, aussi bien que trouver des solutions 

en amont (développement socio-économique des pays d’origine) et finalement répondre aux 

premiers besoins (vitaux) des réfugiés et migrants.

Tunisian respondent

Le retour doit être bien réfléchi, il devrait combiner une approche de droit avec un projet 

générateur de revenu et d’emploi, par exemple à travers de l’aide à la création de la petite 

entreprise 

Moroccan respondent

Participants were also asked to rank what measures of the European Commission’s relocation 
plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) should be prioritised. In general terms, respondents 
think that improving coordination between the European Commission and the member states 
is the main priority, followed far behind by the modification of the relocation scheme breakdown 
by member state (see Graph 19) and by the penalisation of member states for failing to fully 
implement the Common European Relocation Mechanism. 

MPC respondents prioritise, to a lower extent than others, the coordination between the EU 
Commission and member states and, in a more nuanced way, the possibility of penalising 
member states. 
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Graph 19: The European Comission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been 
implemented consistently. What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by groups of countries)
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Looking at professional affiliation, no significant difference emerges (see Graph 20). Some 
slight variance occurs between policy-makers and other categories about the possibility 
of penalising member states failing to fully implement the relocation system (lower priority 
accorded by the former) and to improving coordination between EU Commission and member 
states (considered as a higher priority by policy-makers).

Graph 20: The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not 
been implemented consistently. What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by institutional affiliation)
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Open-ended answers give useful insights into how respondents see the issue of relocation.

Le nombre de relocalisations est très largement insuffisant. Par ailleurs, les variables utilisées 

pour repartir les réfugiés ne tiennent pas compte des desiderata des réfugiés, ce qui risque 

de poser des problèmes (mouvements secondaires).

French respondent

  
This is only the reaction to the biggest problem: the lack of intra-EU solidarity among member 

states. The burden is on border member states and those central European countries always 

opposed any changes to the rule of “first safe country” application before the crisis erupted 

in 2014.

Polish respondent
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Looking at possible solutions, there is a division between two groups. Some respondents 
underline the need for a binding system of relocation, through sanctions imposition.

The biggest mistake for this relocation plan was to present it first as a non-mandatory 

instrument for member states. Given the level of the crisis and the severe implication for the 

European and external political stability, each member state should be bound by the system 

in place, which should be made effective through imposition of sanctions if not respected.

Belgian respondent

 

Penalising member states not conforming with EU decisions (as has been the case in other 

policy areas) is necessary but should take place only after discussion between the EC and 

these member states to address their concerns.

Greek respondent

Other participants consider that sanctions are not the best solution and that alternative 
solutions have to be explored. 

Due to the critical state of the EU right now, it is not advisable to have “penalties” as a tool 

against member states.

Egyptian respondent

  

I am convinced that top-down imposition of a given destination to refugees and of a given 

quota of refugees to destination states cannot work on a significant scale and in a sustainable 

way. An incentive-based system directly targeting refugees and receiving communities is in 

my view an alternative worth experimenting.

Italian respondent

Considering the political instability at this moment, it may not be the right time to prioritise 

penalties for not fulfilling their obligations but rather agree on better coordination and adapt 

the relocation breakdown taking both a more global approach regarding consequences 

in case of failure to find sustainable solutions, and considering ongoing harmonisation 

processes within EU structures.

Turkish respondent

Penalising member states will be politically very difficult but modifying the relocation scheme 

would be a serious precedent that will weaken the Commission. Incentives to hostile 

member states may be one measure to consider. Not only coordination but also support from 

the Commission to member states with insufficient capacity or that are hostile to relocation 

is required.

Egyptian respondent

Each member state should contribute to the management of this crisis according to its 

resources. The extent of each one’s contribution (in this case hosting beneficiaries of 

international protection) should be based on a commonly agreed distribution key that 

will reflect each member state’s ability to host and integrate beneficiaries of international 

protection.

Cypriot respondent

(...)It could be more effective to explore possibilities to move the money around Europe to 

compensate the countries that have a higher burden or financially encourage the member 

states to accept more refugees.

Lithuanian respondent
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There are so many possibilities that the EU has not even taken into account. For example, 

involving cities and local governments instead of countries. All in all, big cities will be the 

entities that will need to integrate migrants.

United Kingdom respondent

Coordination between government bodies and civil society organisations needs to be 

improved/made mandatory so that member states cannot claim they do not find anyone 

willing to enter the scheme towards that particular country. The scheme should also enable 

relocating other nationalities than the currently chosen ones.

Finnish respondent

Respondents were also asked to rank several proposals from the European Agenda on 
Migration according to a priority scale. In general terms, participants think that the highest 
priority is to craft a new policy on legal migration. At 15 points distance comes the proposal of 
strengthening the common asylum policy and reducing the incentives for irregular migration. 
The last priority is linked to border management (saving lives and securing external borders).

MPC respondents are more inclined than others to the option of developing a new policy on 
legal migration. In turn, strengthening the common asylum policy is for MPC respondents less 
of a priority than for EU-28 respondents (see Graph 21).  

Graph 21: Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised. 
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

39% 
37% 

46% 

24% 
29% 

14% 

14% 

13% 
15% 

24% 
22% 

26% 

Reducing the incentives
for irregular migration

Strengthening the common
asylum policy

Developing a new policy
on legal migration

Border management:
saving lives and

securing external borders

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 

MPCEU-28All survey

Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 12

Reducing the incentives for irregular migration and strengthening the common asylum policy 
are mainly concerns for policy-makers (see Graph 22), while civil society’s respondents and 
experts consider that developing a new policy on legal migration is the key priority. For all 
categories, border management comes last in the ranking of priorities.
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Graph 22: Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised. 
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)
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Some respondents underline the need to reframe the existing policy framework:

Intensifier la coopération internationale en matière de stratégie et de gestion de la migration.

Moroccan respondent

  

Saving lives is definitely important, but we would save more lives by opening alternative ways 

to legally access the EU. The only interesting, innovative and safe way I have seen up to now 

is the humanitarian air-Corridor that the Italian government led by Renzi has helped three 

different religious associations to set up. Partnerships between diverse state and non-state 

actors are crucial.

United Kingdom respondent

I think the EAM lacks of a truly human rights-based approach. And it makes a strong 

differentiation between highly qualified migrants (very welcome) and irregular migrants, and 

not considering push factors, such as EU member states’ extraterritorial responsibilities. 

Even if they are named differently, all the priorities have this security and control approach.

 Spanish respondent

 

Several respondents coincide in underlining the need to develop a long-term strategy taking 
into account root causes, instead of focusing only on short-term measures.

It is striking to see that the agenda mainly focused on emergency responses and left 

aside long-term strategy in developing and improving the legal migration channels – also 

addressed at the very end of the agenda.

Belgian respondent

Further enhance the EU development and cooperation action with countries that have 

significant segments of their population prone to seeking asylum in other countries. EU 

support policies and mechanisms should be more sensitive to the stabilisation of those 

countries that generate important numbers of asylum seekers.

Lebanon respondent
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It is necessary to take a wider perspective on migration as a global phenomenon, considering 

inter-dependencies playing a part in migrants’ determination to relocate, while finding 

incentives for potential migrants to remain in their countries of origin. Strengthening political 

and economic stability in “sending” countries, better infrastructure, etc., is more likely to 

succeed.

Swedish respondent

Pour réduire l’incitation à émigrer, il faut une politique de développement inclusive et 

cela est du ressort des pays d’origine. C’est donc sur les pays d’origine qu’il faut faire 

pression pour une meilleure égalité et une politique de développement créatrice d’emplois 

et d’opportunités. La police à distance fonctionne mais fait des Etats tiers des gendarmes 

anti-migratoires.

Palestinian respondent

Saving lives should not be separated from securing external borders. “Securing borders” 

is one cause of loss of life. The common asylum policy doesn’t only need strengthening: 

it should be reformed. Reducing incentives for irregular migration will not be achieved 

through migration policy measures alone: addressing the informal economies especially in 

Mediterranean countries.

Egyptian respondent

Another question focused on irregular migration. Participants were asked to what extent a 
number of options offered an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region.

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration in origin countries was identified as the most 
adequate response by respondents (independently of their origin) followed by broadening 
labour migration opportunities (see Graph 23). The option of effectively applying the EU’s 
return system is the least mentioned option although it was mentioned by more than 50%. 
Tailored communication in origin countries aiming at dissuading potential irregular migrants, 
and fighting smugglers and traffickers are both considered more adequate responses by MPC 
respondents than EU-28 ones. 
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Graph 23: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives 
for irregular migration in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Civil society respondents are most favourable to the idea of broadening labour migration 
opportunities. It also appears that experts are more prone to the idea of fostering a tailored 
communication in origin countries aiming at dissuading potential irregular migrants than other 
groups, while fighting smugglers and traffickers ranks higher in the order of priorities as 
identified by policy-makers (see Graph 24).
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Graph 24: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives 
for irregular migration in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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A number of comments related to this question once more address the need to look at the 
origins of mobility and root causes when defining an adequate policy response to irregular 
migration. 

Expanding the protection area and income generation possibilities of host countries 

immediate to the conflict areas (e.g, Lebanon, Jordan, etc.), for people to lose the incentive 

to reach Europe.

Lithuanian respondent

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration is the key response, but is a long-term one. 

In the meantime, return policy can be seen as a necessary short-term response. 

Greek respondent
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By looking at Frontex reports of recent years, it is striking that, along with border controls, the 

market for smugglers and human traffickers increases. The prices for smugglers’ services are 

much higher than in previous years. To fight smugglers and human traffickers it is essential 

to open a safe, regular channel of migration and to show (with films) in origin countries how 

dangerous these journeys are.

United Kingdom respondent

  

Facts indicate that better communication and information in sending countries is desperately 

needed.

Italian respondent

Other participants underline the need to enhance labour mobility.

La mesure qui permettrait de lutter le plus efficacement contre la migration irrégulière serait 

de faciliter la circulation.

French respondent

It is striking how the EU never considers demand for labour in the informal economies of its 

member states as incentives for irregular migration.

Egyptian respondent

Mobility agreements are essential to match labour demand and supply.

Spanish respondent

I would add broadening opportunities for legal migration channels for refugees such as 

through resettlement, humanitarian visa and family reunification.

United Kingdom respondent

Participants were then invited to review the relevance of different actions that could serve the 
purpose of improving asylum procedures. Respondents assessed that all options identified 
were worth exploring and only slight differences emerge. However, the most popular actions 
are to better implement the EU Visa Code to include humanitarian visas enabling third-country 
nationals to apply in situ for entry to EU territory on humanitarian grounds and to activate 
and further develop the EU Temporary Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes an 
exceptional scheme to offer refugees immediate protection (see Graph 25). EU-28 respondents 
are more inclined to establish EU competence to process asylum procedures, and to put a 
greater focus on reception capacities.
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Graph 25: To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum 
procedures? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Policy-makers are less inclined than other respondents to better implement the EU Visa Code 
to include humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals to apply in situ for entry to EU 
territory on humanitarian grounds (see Graph 25 bis). Experts and civil society respondents 
are more favourable than policy-makers to activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes an exceptional scheme to offer refugees 
immediate protection. Civil society respondents seem to be more interested than other 
participants in the idea of establishing an EU competence to process asylum procedures.
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Graph 25 (bis) : To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum 
procedures? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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However, some respondents used open-ended answers to express their scepticism about 
some of the proposed solutions:

Whilst the system does not work in its present form, I doubt that an EU competence to 

process asylum procedures would necessarily work any better.

Finnish respondent

EU management of asylum is unthinkable. The systems are very diverse and EU capabilities 

and knowledge, ability to interact with security/police forces is very limited. They simply 

cannot do it without the state backing.

Spanish respondent

Not all the aforementioned elements can provide an adequate response and the overall effort 

risks failing if the responsibilities are not shared among all member states without exception. 

It is very short-sighted to believe that only few of them can bear the burden, without negative 

consequences for the whole EU.

Greek respondent

Visa and asylum policies should not be mixed up. The idea of EU level processing would 

require a fundamental change that member states are unlikely to accept (they would no 

longer control who and how many they let in...).

Danish respondent

Other participants also point to the need for alternative solutions:

Temporary protection would enable immediate protection, while not making a definite 

decision on asylum status. It would also enable burden sharing among member states. 

Greek respondent

Il faut surtout activer l’examen des demandes de visa et d’asile. Mais une fois refusée la 

requête d’asile, comment contrôle-t-on le renvoi du demandeur ? Les demandes d’asile sont 

examinées à l’échelon national. Il faut fixer un délai de maximum 2 mois pour statuer sur la 

demande.

Palestinian respondent

The EU scheme needs to be reformed; the temporary protection scheme is problematic for a 

variety of reasons. The first thing to consider is that those who come to the EU are those who 

do not share the values of their places of origins but would like to join the “European dream”. 

United Kingdom respondent

All the suggested measures are very pertinent. The criteria for their application should not 

invalidate them though. Other measures could include reunification of refugee families. The 

EU visa code could allow highly-skilled third-country nationals to apply in situ for entry to EU 

territory to search for work.

Egyptian respondent

The following question aimed to assess which of the actions proposed by the European 
Commission to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) had to be prioritised. 
In general terms, respondents consider that achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system is the most relevant of the proposed actions (see Graph 26). 
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Graph 26: The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum 
System (CEAS). To what extent should the following actions be prioritised? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph shows displays the % of high and very high extent) 
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Regulation of secondary movements within the EU, and amending the Dublin Regulation (which 
establishes the criteria for determining which member state is responsible for examining an 
application for international protection) is rated as more important by EU-28 respondents than 
by MPC ones. The latter consider as a higher priority than EU-28 respondents a reinforced 
mandate for the EU’s asylum agency (European Asylum Support Office, EASO). 

Looking at professional affiliation of respondents, the only slight difference concerns the 
amendment of the Dublin Regulation that is identified as more important by civil society 
respondents than by others. In turn, policy-makers tend to think that regulating secondary 
movements within the EU is more of a priority than other respondents (see Graph 27).
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Graph 27: The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System 
(CEAS). To what extent should the following actions be prioritised? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Here are some of the comments formulated by some respondents in relation to this question:

An integrated CEAS system, including alternative possibilities to stay on humanitarian or 

work grounds, recognition of qualifications, or as the case may be return, but with certain 

guarantees regarding observance of the refugees’ human rights.

Swedish respondent

Dublin should be replaced by a burden-sharing scheme for examining asylum applications. 

Centralisation of asylum procedures through EASO is also necessary.

Greek respondent

It is not to control that EU attention should be devoted but rather to push factors and 

integration in destination countries.

Italian respondent
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You should also involve local, national and European judicial courts more directly. We would 

need many more experts in the field of asylum to deal with the claims. Many more officials 

(with human rights and international law expertise and not security) to monitor. There are so 

many job opportunities that the EU is not able to concretise. Look at how much Canada is 

improving through migration.

United Kingdom respondent

Judicial guarantees to appeal decisions on requests should be improved alongside reforms 

of the system and strengthening the mandate of the EASO.

Portuguese respondent

 

A number of open-ended answers related in particular to the issue of secondary movements:

Regulating secondary movements should go hand in hand with the amendment of the Dublin 

Regulation. Regulating secondary movements could be an incentive for hostile or reluctant 

member states to respect the common asylum system. Regulation 51/2001 should also be 

considered for amendment.

Egyptian respondent

Regulating secondary movements could be very important in the sense of liberalisation 

(mutual recognition of protection decisions).

Italian respondent

Participants were finally asked to what extent different legal migration channels should be 
promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region. The possibility of 
enhancing the mobility of students, researchers and business persons is the best assessed in 
the Survey, followed closely by all the other options (see Graph 28). 
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Graph 28: To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human 
mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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MPC respondents are more inclined than EU-28 ones to creating bilateral labour market 
information systems as a stepping stone to a future regional (EU-Med) labour market 
information system, as well as to a differentiated approach towards partner countries when 
offering incentives for channelling legal migration.

Civil society participants are more favourable than others to open labour market access to 
asylum seekers and refugees, and to establish visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays (see Graph 29). Policy-makers are the most inclined to promote and conclude effective 
mobility partnerships and to establish a differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal migration, as well as to enhance the mobility of 
students, researchers and business persons. Experts are more open than other categories to 
the possibility of creating bilateral labour market information systems as a stepping-stone to a 
future regional (EU-Med) labour market information system.
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Graph 29: To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human 
mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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The EU should avoid creating high, unrealistic expectations to third countries, given the 

unfavourable labour market situation in many EU member states. On the other hand, many 

EU member states need to better identify the needs of their labour markets and admit that 

high unemployment rates may coexist with vacancies in certain sectors or professions.

Greek respondent

What about a “European” rather than a “bilateral” labour market information system.

Polish respondent

Il faut éviter une sorte de migration sélective qui vide les pays d’origine des jeunes les 

plus qualifiés. Une évaluation des besoins des marchés doit se faire ici et là. L’immigration 

circulaire reste toujours une bonne option. La facilitation des visas casserait l’emprise des 

passeurs sur les flux migratoires (irréguliers).

Palestinian respondent
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Mobility partnership should also be reformed focusing less through a security lens on 

migration and with fewer instrumentalist approaches. In Europe there is also a lack of low-

skilled migration, not only a high-skilled one. Above all, we need the dynamism that migration 

brings in the labour market, their entrepreneurial capacity and their resilience.

United Kingdom respondent

Selective mobility has been the guiding line in all migration-related policies thus far, including 

mobility partnerships. This is a faulty logic and strengthens inequalities and the perceptions 

of injustice further.

Finnish respondent

Visas for search for employment in EU member states should also be considered. These 

visas could have a fixed six-month duration, for example. This type of visa could first be 

delivered to highly-skilled workers or to workers in shortage occupations in the EU labour 

markets.

Egyptian respondent

Creating alternative possibilities to stay for reasons of work or other reasons.

Swedish respondent

BordEr MANAGEMENT: SEA rESCuE, SECurING THE EXTErNAL 
BordErS ANd HoTSPoTS

This second part of the block has three questions focusing on border management. Respondents 
were asked to assess the reintroduction of controls at internal Schengen borders as well as 
the performance of some of the most important instruments deployed to deal with the inflow 
of refugees and migrants.

Main findings

• The opinion on the reintroduction of Schengen internal border controls is rather negative, 
both as an instrument to manage the present migration and refugee situation and as a scenario 
to be used further.
• The reintroduction of internal border controls is seen as inconsistent with the EU member 
states’ international obligation towards refugees.
• The main priority in order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area is to support 
frontline states. 
• Asked about the performance of various operations deployed in the Mediterranean, 
respondents identify that, overall, the Italy-led Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation performed 
rather well. Southern and Southeast Mediterranean respondents consider that the EU CSDP 
operation EUNAVFOR MED has performed better. Policy-makers, in turn, consider that the 
Frontex-led operation Triton border control and surveillance operation performed best. 
• Results show very low support for outsourcing or externalising border control to third 
countries.
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This block dedicated to border management starts with an assessment of the temporary 
reintroduction of internal Schengen borders. Results show that respondents do not have 
a positive opinion about the reintroduction of Schengen controls, both as an instrument to 
manage the present migration and refugee situation and as a scenario to be further used (see 
Graph 30). Results are quite convergent, with only limited variations following geographical or 
professional patterns. 

Graph 30: Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 17

The reintroduction of controls is broadly seen as inconsistent with the EU member states’ 
international obligation towards refugees (71% of all respondents) but this percentage 
is almost 10 points below this Survey mean among Mashreq respondents, the rest of the 
EU respondents, as well as among policy-makers (see Graph 31). The same trend can be 
observed regarding the assessment of respect for the temporary nature of these checks. Only 
36% of the respondents think that the “temporary” nature of the reintroduction of these checks 
has been respected. Respondents from Mashreq, the rest of the EU and policy-makers stay 
above this mean, while Maghreb and EU Mediterranean countries are below (see Graph 31).
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Graph 31: Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(The graph below shows de % of “yes” by groups of countries)
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Unilateral national actions are not usually beneficial. But if there was an attempt to prohibit 

them, radical Eurosceptic, anti-EU and anti-immigration parties would win.

Czech respondent

The temporary character of these measures should be made clear, as well as the applicability 

limits and at least provisional limits to extension or renewal of the provisions and the criteria 

that apply.

Swedish respondent

In line with the results described above, there is a strong opposition to further extend internal 
checks (71% of the answers) combined with a high percentage of respondents approving 
further limits on the reintroduction of internal checks (67%). Here, differences among groups 
of respondents are less significant, although two differentiated groups follow closer patterns 
again: Maghreb and EU Mediterranean countries on the one hand, and Mashreq, the rest of 
the EU and policy-makers on the other (see Graph 32).
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Graph 32: Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(The graph below shows de % of “yes” by groups of countries)
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Border controls have never managed to reduce irregular crossings. They only make journeys 

(on land or by sea) more dangerous. Have EU countries read the Frontex reports of the last 

3 years? What were these attempts trying to achieve? It is not clear. Most people wanted 

to help migrants. It is clear from the number of volunteers helping them. This only helps the 

far right.

United Kingdom respondent

In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the 
Schengen external borders, respondents think that supporting frontline states is the best option 
(52% of the answers). On the other side, only 6% mentioned externalising to third countries 
as a measure that should be promoted. In between, 22% of the respondents mentioned 
strengthening the Frontex role and capacity and 20% mentioned setting up a border Coast 
Guard. 
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Graph 33: In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the 
Schengen external borders, what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(% of answers by all respondents)
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Some variations among groups of respondents can be highlighted. In responses from Maghreb 
countries, support for frontline states is assessed as a priority for almost 70% of respondents. 
In EU Med countries, this figure is below the mean (47%), while this category is the only one 
for which the addition of strengthening Frontex (26%) and setting up a European Border and 
Coast Guard (24%) is higher than more support for frontline states (see Graph 34).

Graph 34: In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the 
Schengen external borders, what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(% of answers by group of countries)
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The next question related to specific operations carried out in the Mediterranean. Overall, the 
Italy-led Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation is assessed as having had a good or very good 
performance in the Survey mean and by almost all groups of respondents. 
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However, the assessment of the performance of these missions in dealing with the inflows of 
refugees and migrants varies depending on the group of respondents. MPC respondents better 
rated the performance of the EU EUNAVFOR MED operation while policy-makers better rated 
the performance of the Frontex-led Triton border control and surveillance operation (see Graph 
35), which is also the second best performing instrument according to the overall results.

Instruments that are assessed to have a lower performance, though with some variations among 
groups, are the NATO Aegean Sea migrant patrols (lowest assessments is given by experts) 
and the Hotspots approach to assist frontline member states (civil society respondents place 
it in the lower position). See Graph 35

Graph 35: How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow 
of refugees and migrants? Respondents by group of countries and institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/ Question 19

The hotspot approach was not really a method established in order to assist frontline 

member states. It was rather a method introduced in order to respond to inflows to the EU 

and an obligation that, inevitably, frontline states had to assume and undertake on behalf of 

the whole EU (and thus with the assistance of the EC and other member states).

Greek respondent

Militarisation of refugee and migration policies should be completely avoided. Mare Nostrum 

was a good operation that included rescue among its objectives. Rescue in Triton is only 

secondary. It is carried out by NGO operations, not essentially by Triton as such. More 

resources should go to rescuing migrants crossing the Mediterranean.

Egyptian respondent
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cHallenGes in anD for  
soUtHern anD soUtHeast  
MeDiterranean coUntries

This third block, made up of three policy-oriented questions, seeks to capture the perception 
of respondents on the elements that should be prioritised in order to better manage the human 
movements and migrations in the Southern and Southeast Mediterranean countries. The 
questions were designed with the idea of differentiating between the countries affected by the 
Syrian crisis and countries in the Maghreb facing structural migration challenges. The last two 
questions, based on this geographic differentiation, focused on South-South human movements. 

Main findings

• Among all migration-related challenges identified in the question, enhancing national 
protection capacities is the issue that governments from Southern and Southeast Mediterranean 
countries should prioritise, according to the respondents. 
• Asked to share their view about their own country, respondents from the Southern and 
Southeast Mediterranean seem to be more concerned with challenges related to emigration 
than the Survey mean.  
• Humanitarian assistance to refugees is seen as the first element to enhance in countries 
hosting a high number of Syrian refugees. However, Jordanian and Lebanese respondents 
believe that the support schemes for host community members are equally important.
• In general, it seems that European participants are more concerned with the socioeconomic 
integration of refugees in the Southern and Southeast Mediterranean host countries than 
respondents from the Southern and Southeast Mediterranean.  
• Moroccan and Tunisian respondents believe that the development of appropriate reception 
arrangements (registration and temporary documentation) should be the first priority for their 
country.
• Respondents with governmental and diplomatic backgrounds attach more importance to 
return agreements than the average.

With the first question, respondents were invited to determine the two priorities that the 
governments of the countries in the region should take into account to better manage migration 
and human movements affecting them. A general trend highlights the need to enhance national 
protection capacities as the first priority for all the countries (around 30% of the answers received) 
with the exception of Turkey. Then come the issues of the management of the arrival of migrants 
and emigration challenges with differences to be considered for a more detailed picture.

Unsurprisingly, a differentiation between North African countries, on the one hand (Maghreb and 
Egypt), and countries directly affected by conflicts or by their spill-overs (Lebanon, Jordan, Turkey 
and Libya), on the other, emerges from the responses. 

According to the respondents, the governments of Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia and to a slightly 
lesser extent Egypt should strengthen their national protection capacities (from 26% to 31% of 
the answers), address emigration challenges (22-24%) and better manage the arrival of migrants 
and refugees (22-23%) as their main priorities (see Graph 36).
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Graph 36: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(Respondents chose two options for each country)
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 20

 

The respondents’ perceptions of the main challenges that Lebanon and Jordan should face are 
almost identical in percentages. The governments of these two countries hosting a significant 
number of Syrian refugees are expected by the respondents as a matter of priority to enhance 
their national protection capacities (34%), and to better manage arrivals of migration and 
refugees (30%). Respondents also indicated that these two issues should be the top priorities 
for the Libyan and the Turkish governments as well but in different proportions. Unlike the 
preceding countries, the Survey shows that, in Turkey, better management of the arrival of 
migrants and refugees (35%) is the most important issue. 

As expected, Palestine is a specific case, with a high proportion of respondents who did not 
address it. Those who responded indicate that the protection capacities issue and challenges 
related to emigration should be taken into special consideration by the Palestinian government.  

The picture is different when we look at the perceptions that participants from the Southern 
and Southeast Mediterranean have regarding their own country (see Graphs 37 and 38). For 
example, they tend to give more importance to the challenges related to emigration than the 
Survey mean. It is the main concern for Algerian (37%) and Egyptian (33%) respondents while 
it is of significant importance for Jordanians (30%), Tunisians (30%) and Moroccans (28%). 

Maghrebian respondents also perceive the issue of better management of the arrival of 
migrants and refugees as more important for their respective countries than the Survey mean 
(see Graph 37).
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Graph 37: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(Respondents chose two options for each country) 
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Graph 38: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(Respondents chose two options for each country) 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

40% 

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection capacities 
(including through 
international assistance)

Challenges related to emigration
(including brain drain and labour 
market distortions)

Return arrangements 
for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary
movements 

Don’t know

30% 30% 

13% 14% 

20% 

30% 

14% 

22% 

26% 

34% 

31% 

34% 

28% 
31% 

24% 

16% 

27% 

30% 30% 

14% 

33% 

22% 

4% 

9% 

17% 
13% 

10% 

14% 

11% 

16% 

10% 
12% 

20% 

12% 11% 

13% 

1% 
0% 0% 0% 

27% 26% 

12% 

1% 

14% 

Answers from
Lebanese participants

All survey on
Lebanon  

Answers from
Palestinian 
participants  

All survey on 
Occupied Palestinian 

Territories 

Answers from 
Jordan 

participants 

All survey 
on Jordan 

Answers from 
Egyptian participants 

All survey
on Egypt 

Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 20



Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the euro-Mediterranean region 13307 EuroMEd SurvEy

Asked about the main priorities for Turkey, Turkish respondents tend to be more concerned about 
the need to enhance the national protection capacities and less by the need to address the issue 
of secondary movements than the entire community of respondents (see Graph 39). 

Graph 39: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(Respondents chose two options for each country) 
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The analysis of results also reveals some North-South variations in the answers to Q20. 
European respondents emphasise more than their counterparts from Southern and Southeast 
Mediterranean countries the importance of strengthening national protection capacities (see 
Graph 40). 
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Graph 40: What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human 
movements and migrations?
(Respondents chose two options; mean in % of answers by group of countries)
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 20

Looking at the results that cluster respondents based on their professional affiliation (see Graph 
41), the Survey shows that the support expressed by respondents with a governmental and 
especially diplomatic background for return arrangement for irregular migrants and alternative 
migration options is above the Survey average. While putting less emphasis on the return issue 
and alternative migration options than other categories of participants, respondents from EU 
institutions consider the need to strengthen national protection capacities as the most important 
priority that governments from Southern and Southeast Mediterranean countries should take into 
account (with the exception of Turkey). 
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Graph 41: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees in the following countries?
(Respondents chose two options; mean in % of answers by institutional affiliation)
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In Q21, respondents were asked to share their views on the issues that Syria’s neighbouring 
countries should prioritise to better manage the arrival of refugees. Out of seven possibilities, 
respondents chose enhancing humanitarian assistance for the most vulnerable segments of 
the refugee population as the most important element for Jordan, Turkey and Lebanon. Again, 
answers for Jordan and Lebanon are almost identical (see Graph 42). 
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Graph 42: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees in the following countries?
(Respondents chose three options for each country)
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Regarding Turkey, it is worth noting that enhancing protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights violations obtains a higher ratio (23%) compared to Jordan (14%) and 
Lebanon (15%). It is the most chosen option and stands at the same level as humanitarian 
assistance (see Graph 42).

While 22-23% of the respondents judge that the capacities of the Lebanese and the Jordanian 
governments to deliver basic services should be strengthened, it is seen as less critical for Turkey 
(16%). The perception that Jordan and Lebanon are subjected to more pressure than Turkey is 
also reflected by a slightly higher ratio of answers directed towards enhancing support schemes 
for host community members. 

Answers from Jordanian, Lebanese and Turkish participants on their own countries also provide 
useful insights, as they prove to be quite different from the Survey average. In terms of elements to 
enhance in their country, Jordanians and Lebanese think that support schemes to host community 
members should be as important as providing humanitarian assistance to the most vulnerable 
refugees (see Graph 43). This directly echoes the results of Q7 where 86% of participants from 
the Mashreq consider to a high extent that help for host communities should be integrated by 
the international refugee protection system. The following comment is illustrative in this regard.
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In countries such as Jordan, involving host communities is extremely important because they 

are often not in a better position than refugee groups and have limited access to alternative 

sources of aid or services. To ensure that tension does not ferment between communities, 

this must be taken into consideration.

Jordanian respondent

Unlike Jordanians and Turks, Lebanese respondents do not believe that the socioeconomic 
integration of refugees residing in their country under temporary protection should be among the 
first priorities (only 5% of the answers – see Graph 43). 

Graph 43: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees in the following countries?
(Respondents chose three options for each country)
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Results also highlight that European participants seem to be more concerned with the 
socioeconomic integration of refugees in the three countries concerned than respondents from 
these three countries themselves (see Graph 44).
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Graph 44: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees in the following countries?
(Respondents chose three options; mean in % of answers by country)
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Q22 is similar to Q21 but focuses on Maghreb countries with answer options tailored to the 
reality of flows of migrants and refugees affecting them. 
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Graph 45: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees?
(Respondents chose two options)
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Similar results were obtained for Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia, while results on Libya illustrate 
the specific situation of this country. For the first three, better identifying persons in need of 
international protection, appropriate reception arrangements and protection against violence 
and human rights violations each yield about 25% of responses. Respondents consider legal 
alternatives to irregular onward movements and the implementation of return arrangements as 
less important (12-15%). 

In view of the situation in Libya, respondents think that the protection of migrants and refugees 
from violence and human righ ts should have more priority (37%), while the implementation 
of mutual obligations regarding return and readmission agreements is the least important 
element (7%). 
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When looking at the perceptions of respondents about their own country (see Graph 46), it is worth 
noting that the Moroccans surveyed put a greater emphasis on the development of appropriate 
reception arrangements and the protection from violence and human rights violations than the 
average of respondents. Like Moroccans, Tunisian respondents believe that the development of 
appropriate reception arrangements (registration and temporary documentation) should be the 
first priority (34%) for their country, with 10 percentage points above the mean.

Graph 46: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees?
(Respondents chose two options)

All survey on Libya Answers from 
Tunisian respondents

All survey on Tunisia All survey on Morocco Answers from 
Algerian respondents

Answers from 
Moroccan respondents

All survey on Algeria

26% 
28% 26% 

21% 

25% 

29% 
27% 

19% 

34% 

24% 

31% 

24% 
23% 23% 

11% 

6% 

15% 

7% 

13% 

7% 

12% 

7% 

13% 12% 12% 
14% 

20% 

13% 

37% 

20% 
22% 

30% 

24% 
21% 

25% 

12% 

1% 

10% 

1% 

10% 

1% 

11% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

40% 

Mechanisms to better identify persons in need
of international protection among present mixed 
migratory flows 
 
Develop appropriate reception arrangements 
(registration and temporary documentation) 
 

Legal alternatives to irregular onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian admission programmes) 
 

Protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights violations 
 

Achieve an effective implementation of mutual 
obligations with regard to return, including 
through readmission agreements 
 

Don’t know

Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 22

Another remarkable trend is that, in line with Q20, policy-makers, especially with a diplomatic 
background, attach significantly more importance to the effective implementation of mutual 
obligations with regard to return than the experts and civil society activists surveyed (see Graph 
47). This trend is also seen among Algerian respondents who stand above the Survey average 
(see Graph 46). Unlike for Q20, it is also the case for respondents from EU institutions.
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Graph 47: To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees?
(Respondents chose three options; mean in % of answers by professional affiliation)
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Bilateral, reGional anD 
international cooperation

The fourth block of the Survey was aimed to capture respondents’ views on the bilateral, regional 
and international mechanisms of cooperation on migratory issues in the Mediterranean. In this 
block, questions 25, 26 and 27 were directed at those participants with advanced knowledge 
of specific elements of migration policies. These three questions were answered by 229 
participants.  

Main findings

• In general terms, the majority of respondents do not find that the established dialogues and 
cooperation frameworks in the field of migration are effective.  
• In relative terms, though, a majority of respondents consider that the European Neighbourhood 
Policy (ENP) is the most useful regional policy framework to address migration-related 
challenges.
• In open answers, a number of respondents refer to the need to establish a truly Euro-
Mediterranean mechanism of cooperation to deal with migration and human movements.
• A majority of respondents do not think that the main pillars of the EU-Turkey deal are adequate. 
In particular, the provision about the return of all new irregular migrants crossing from Turkey to 
the Greek islands has very limited support, in particular among the respondents from Southern 
and Southeast Mediterranean countries.
• A large majority of the participants agree that the ENP could effectively be better connected 
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, be used as a framework for more effectively 
addressing the primary causes of migrations and could help promote a transregional approach.
• There is a certain degree of scepticism about the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, in 
particular among EU-28 respondents who are more critical than respondents from Southern 
and Southeast Mediterranean countries.

BILATErAL, rEGIoNAL ANd INTErNATIoNAL CooPErATIoN

The first question of this block was aimed at understanding how the participants perceived 
the different existing regional cooperation mechanisms: the European Neighbourhood Policy 
(ENP), the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) and the 5+5 Dialogue on Migration in the Western 
Mediterranean as useful frameworks to improve the Management of Human Movements and 
Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region, whether their mandate directly encompasses 
migration issues (ENP and 5+5 Dialogue on Migration) or not (UfM). Respondents were invited 
to rank the three mentioned frameworks on a scale from the most to the least useful.

In general terms, it is striking to note that none of these existing mechanisms is assessed as 
useful by the respondents. In relative terms, a majority of respondents consider that the ENP is 
the most useful framework to improve the Management of Human Movements and Migrations in 
the Euro-Mediterranean Region (see Graph 48). The 5+5 Dialogue on Migration in the Western 
Mediterranean is ranked in second place, followed by the UfM. While the UfM does not have 
a mandate on migration issues, it is quite remarkable that some respondents indicated that its 
intervention could be useful to improve the Management of Human Movements and Migrations 
in the Euro-Mediterranean Region.
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There are no major differences between EU-28 and MPC respondents, apart from a little variance 
concerning the 5+5 Dialogue and the UfM. The former is perceived as slightly more useful in 
EU-28 than MPC eyes, while the latter is perceived as slightly more useful by MPC respondents 
than by EU-28 ones.

Graph 48: To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to 
improve the Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region?
(Mean 1 – least significant to 5 – most significant)  
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey/Question 23

Looking at differences along professional lines (see Graph 49), the number of policy-makers that 
consider the ENP as the most useful framework is more than 10 points higher than experts or 
Civil society. In turn, policy-makers are less prone than experts and civil society respondents to 
consider that the UfM is a useful framework to improve the Management of Human Movements 
and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region.

Graph 49: To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to 
improve the Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean Region? 
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The comments accompanying Q23 are useful to illustrate this quantitative data, and introduce 
some ideas to be taken into account, including scepticism about some of these frameworks and 
the acknowledgement of a potential role for the UfM. 
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None of them is satisfactory for the time being. The problem of the ENP is that there is no 

co-ownership of the process among EU and non-EU countries. The problem of the 5+5 is 

that there is no dedicated structure and fund to implement the decisions. The UfM could be 

a useful framework to improve the management of the migrations and human movements if 

there were a political will to do so.

French respondent

Plus que les politiques actuelles, c’est un organisme Euro-Med sur les migrations et l’asile 

qu’il faudrait mettre en place et dont la fonction serait de traiter toutes les questions liées à 

ces deux sujets.

Palestinian respondent

Reduction of concurrent institutional frameworks is needed in any case.

Italian respondent

I think that the multilateral framework should be the most important. However, it faces great 

challenges that might make smaller frameworks more efficient.

Spanish respondent 

The UfM would have to build the scheme anew but this would be an opportunity to give it 

some higher political relevance and focus its activities on functional multilateralism (rather 

than normatively bilateral ENP).

Finnish respondent 

To manage at the regional level, the current limits of bilateral approaches, which dominate in 

the ENP, must be overcome.

Italian respondent  

Moreover, some respondents underline the need for a more balanced dialogue between the 
EU and MPC.

Dialogue must give equal opportunity to define topics discussed and solutions.

Danish respondent

La politique de gestion du phénomène des migrants doit être élaborée dans le cadre d’une 

coopération avec les pays de transit et non seulement des pays de l’UE.

Moroccan respondent

Une coopération méditerranéenne serait plus adéquate pour une meilleure gestion des 

réfugiés.

Algerian respondent

Il faut des programmes concertés entre la rive nord et celle du sud planifiés pour des durées 

plus longues.

Moroccan respondent 

Some of the participants also underline the need for a change of focus in the existing frameworks, 
moving from a security approach to a broader and long-term inspired vision. 

The ENP could also be more useful if its approach changed and included a different 

perspective on migration, not focusing on externalisation of border management. The 

whole EU migration policy should change, with a transformation from a management of the 

securitisation of migration to the governance of migration through an encompassing, resilient 

and inclusive model.

United Kingdom respondent
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Some effective policies should be in cooperation with societies not governments, for example 

by supporting small firms, entrepreneurs, civil society efforts to improve socioeconomic 

positions for youths, more investments in extensive workers projects and factories in sub-

Saharan countries.

Egyptian respondent

The second question of this block aimed to evaluate how the respondents assessed the main 
components of the EU-Turkey agreement: the return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016; the 1 to 1 deal (for every Syrian being 
returned to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian will be resettled from Turkey to the EU 
taking into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria); and the EU financial support as set out in the 
EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points (March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey 
Joint Action Plan (November 2015).

Results show limited support for the three measures. None of these three measures receives 
high or very high answers above 50%. Still, the respondents consider that EU financial support 
is the most adequate measure of the three. In the case of the other two measures, the positive 
evaluation is significantly lower (see Graph 50). The positive evaluation by MPC respondents 
of the principle of the return of all new irregular migrants crossing from Turkey to the Greek 
islands as from 20 March 2016 is 10 points lower than EU-28 respondents (see Graph 50). 
Mashreq respondents are slightly less critical about the 1 to 1 deal than Maghreb ones, even if 
the general perception remains rather negative (see Graph Q24 Mashreq and Q24 Maghreb in 
Set of Results at www.iemed.org/euromedsurvey).

Graph 50: To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey 
joint statement on additional action points (March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan 
(November 2015)? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers) 
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Looking at professional affiliation, policy-makers have a better opinion about the adequacy of the 
three measures than experts and civil society respondents (see Graph 51). The latter have the 
most critical opinion about the adequacy of these three measures. EU financial support is still 
considered the best measure independently of the type of professional affiliation.

Graph 51: To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey 
joint statement on additional action points (March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan 
(November 2015)? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers)
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A number of respondents expressed severe criticism of the overall EU-Turkey deal in their open 
answers.

I am against this EU-Turkey agreement and I do not think it will help improve the situation of 

refugees. I think there should be an alternative, legal and safe passage for refugees. I don’t 

think this agreement is the right solution.

Syrian respondent

In principle, I think the agreement signed, and the readmission agreement signed previously, 

provides the path for the EU to abdicate their responsibility for this situation.

Jordanian respondent

Unless Turkey really becomes a third safe country for Syrian refugees this agreement will not 

be useful for anyone.

Jordanian respondent  

The EU-Turkey statement and the previous action plan are both shameful ways to manage 

migration. It makes me doubt pro-European scholars who believed in the post-national 

model of free movement of the EU of the very nature of the EU project. And I strongly believe 

I am not the only disappointed pro-European. This policy has made nobody happy, neither 

the nationalists nor the post-nationalists.

United Kingdom respondent 
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The deal circumvents obligations of EU member states under international refugee law. 

Against payment, Turkey may keep a true refugee, whose living needs are not met, from 

trying to reach territory of the EU. This is practically equivalent to refoulement.

Egyptian respondent

  

The arrangement with Turkey is the most outrageous and inefficient agreement signed. It is 

going to have very adverse effects on the EU, the weaknesses of which it has highlighted.

Lebanese respondent

  

The scheme is flawed, mainly due to the 1 to 1 deal; there is need for a substantial (!) 

alternative for refugees in order to (legally) reach the EU.

German respondent

  

Although the migration flows decreased in the Mediterranean, the 1 to 1 deal is an unfortu-

nate solution over-passing the principle of respect for human rights.

Romanian respondent  

Other respondents express their doubts regarding the sustainability of the deal.

Ces mesures ne peuvent être que transitoires en attendant une répartition équitable des 

migrants et réfugiées entre les pays ou la révision des engagements de l’UE quant aux 

réfugiés. On peut aussi envisager un rôle plus grand des organismes des Nations Unies.

Moroccan respondent

  

The EU-Turkey agreement cannot function when it comes to the return scheme. It has slowed 

down the influx of refugees from Turkey, but it is doubtful that it can continue that way.

Greek respondent 

 

I’m afraid that voluntary return of migrants and refugees cannot be easily implemented, there 

should be other legal international and regional elements to cope with such very sensitive 

subject.

Lebanese respondent  

Some respondents also note the difficulties linked to the evolution of the political situation in 
Turkey, as well as the changes in the broader relationship with the EU.

A prerequisite also remains that the internal situation in Turkey allows such programmes to 

be carried out as agreed.

Swedish respondent

  

The Joint Statement has succeeded in lowering the number of arrivals to Greek shores and 

in saving lives. However, it cannot provide a viable framework in the long run and depends 

on when and how Turkey’s visa aspirations are satisfied.

 Greek respondent  

After the attempted coup in Turkey, the assessment is probably somewhat different from 

what it would have been before (but it was not a good and fair deal anyway).

Finnish respondent  
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Other respondents also signal the necessity for EU financial support to reach the target 
population effectively, despite difficulties. 

Make sure the financial support is reaching the population “cible” of the refugees in order to 

make the disbursement more efficient.

Lebanese respondent

  

As long as EU financial support goes through governmental agencies, it may not reach the 

most needed, the refugees!

German respondent  

The EU should ensure that the budget allocated to the Facility Refugees in Turkey is properly 

managed.

Spanish respondent  

Some respondents, particularly from MPC, underline the need for EU financial support also for 
other countries too.

The expenditures should be for the receiving countries neighbouring Syria or sub-Saharan 

countries, not only for Turkey. Moreover, the EU can establish small projects for refugees in 

Turkey, Jordan, Lebanon, Egypt supporting them with consultancy and experience-sharing.

Egyptian respondent

  

The special aid to Turkey is unfair given the needs of Jordan and Lebanon, which have both 

supported a much larger percentage of refugees to total local population than Turkey.

Lebanese respondent 

 

This is not fair for all the Mediterranean countries as Turkey is the only country taking 

advantage of this agreement.

Lebanese respondent  

With the assumption that one of the thematic priorities of the ENP review was to offer an 
intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration, Q25 aimed to understand to 
what extent respondents agreed with four statements:

• The ENP could effectively be better connected to the overall migration architecture of 
the EU, thereby contributing to the consistency between the EU internal and external 
dimension of migratory policies.

• The ENP could be used as a framework to more effectively address the primary 
causes of migrations.

• The ENP could help promote a transregional approach, i.e., a broader collaboration 
of EU countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours and relevant international 
organisations.

• The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal with migrations.

A very large majority of the participants agree to a high and very high extent with the first three 
statements, while less than 20% of respondents agree with the fourth one (see Graph 52). 
However, it has to be mentioned that MPC respondents are more critical towards the ENP 
than EU-28 respondents. Respondents from Mashreq countries are more convinced about the 
efficacy of the ENP for addressing the primary cause of migrations (see Graph Q25 Mashreq in 
Set of Results at www.iemed.org/euromedsurvey).
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Graph 52: One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review  is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular 
and irregular migration. Do you agree with the following statements? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Civil society respondents are generally slightly more optimistic than policy-makers and experts 
about the possibilities of the ENP in the field of the first three proposals (see Graph 53).
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Graph 53: One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review  is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular 
and irregular migration. Do you agree with the following statements? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Some criticism of various aspects of the ENP emerges from a number of open answers. Some of 
the respondents hint at ENP limitations that the implementation of existing measures illustrated, 
while others suggest the need to develop new ones.

So far, the ENP has been irrelevant to deal with migration. All one can say is that it could 

achieve the first three objectives if appropriate measures are introduced in the ENP and then 

effectively implemented.

Egyptian respondent  

It does not cease to amaze that available instruments are not strengthened or used. The 

panic mode in which decisions have been made relate to less developed countries, not to 

the EU.

Spanish respondent  
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The ENP is not irrelevant in dealing with migration. It is ineffective in general, which is a 

different question.

Turkish respondent  

The ENP should be strengthened in order to better integrate the Euro-Mediterranean 

dimension of the EU.

Finnish respondent  

Implication réelle des partenaires sociaux, mise en relation des marchés de travail Sud-Sud 

et Sud-Nord.

Tunisian respondent  

Il faut mettre en œuvre et de manière volontariste le concept « Co-développement » pour 

rendre la PEV plus réactive et moins sécuritaire.

Moroccan respondent  

La politique de voisinage pourrait (au conditionnel) être connectée à l’architecture migratoire 

globale. Il faut un organisme séparé des grandes politiques européennes qui prendrait 

en charge la question migratoire dans une perspective d’un avenir Euro-Med commun et 

d’aspirations communes. Dans l’état actuel de crispation, les choses ne s’annoncent pas 

sous un bon jour.

Palestinian respondent  

Moreover, in Q26 respondents were also asked to assess five more specific dialogue and 
cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries: 

• The dialogues on migration, mobility and security proposed to Southern Mediterranean 
countries

• The Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

• The Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III

• The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

• The EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

Overall, none of these mechanisms is considered as effective or very effective by more than 50% 
of the respondents, independently of their origin or professional affiliation, with the exception of 
policy-makers (see Graph 55). In relative terms, the Euromed Migration programmes I, II and 
III are the best-assessed instrument by all respondents, independently of national origin and 
professional affiliation (see Graphs 54 and 55). 
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Graph 54: How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with 
Southern Mediterranean countries? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Some significant differences emerge when comparing EU-28 and MPC assessments of the 
effectiveness of the Rabat and Khartoum Process, where the former are less sceptical. At 
the same time, MPC respondents are less convinced then EU-28 respondents about the 
effectiveness of mobility partnership and Euromed migration programmes.
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Graph 55:  How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with 
Southern Mediterranean countries? Respondents by institutional affiliation. 
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Open-ended answers from some participants underline the problem of a security-oriented 
approach from the European side.

The problem is the EU “securitisation” approach to migration policy and border controls. 

Dialogues with regional, intraregional and national partners are always good tools but policy-

makers should change their approach to migration. Then, of course, there are the issues 

of the kinds of governments available to cooperate with, factors that the EU cannot really 

control.

United Kingdom respondent

 

The continuing concern with migration is evidence that these mechanisms have not been 

effective. One cause of the lack of effectiveness is the securitisation approach that essentially 

imprints each of these mechanisms.

Egyptian respondent  
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The North-South divergent approach on the readmission agreements is also mentioned.

 Le PPM est conditionné par la signature d’un accord de réadmission, proposition irrationnelle 

et qui fait supporter aux pays du Sud le poids d’un problème européen.

Moroccan respondent  

Some other respondents underline the need for better implementation of existing mechanisms.

These multilateral dialogue and cooperation mechanisms should be reinforced in order to 

be really efficient.

Finnish respondent  

The available funding for these agreements and programmes is limited and much less than 

it should be. It cannot be compared to the funding Turkey alone obtained and promised in 

just one year.

Egyptian respondent  

Unless stronger conditionality is applied, none of these mechanisms will be effective.

Slovakian respondent  

I have rated these programmes on the low side. Again, the outsourcing to third countries 

is not very effective, especially if there is a high level of corruption in most of them. I am 

wondering if the evaluations of these programmes actually deal with the issue of corruption.

Spanish respondent  

The last question of the Survey was related to the EU Emergency Trust Fund for stability 
and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa, launched 
by the European Commission in the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015). 
Respondents were asked to react to the following statements: 

• The projects that have been selected so far are relevant to the most urgent needs in 
the field of migration.

• These projects are well-connected to the more global goals supported by EU 
development assistance.

• The administrative process set up to manage the Trust Fund is genuinely promoting 
close coordination between all the actors that need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU member states, African partners,…) and efficiently delivering appropriate 
actions where needed.

Results show that only a limited proportion of the respondents agrees to a high or very high 
extent with these three statements: only a third agrees that the selected projects are relevant to 
address the most urgent needs and are well connected to the global goals of EU development 
assistance. Respondents are even less convinced that the actors involved coordinate properly 
(see Graph 56). In general terms, EU-28 respondents are more critical than MPC respondents 
of all three statements, and particularly the last one (difference of 13 points).
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Graph 56: In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission 
launched an “Emergency Trust Fund for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and 
displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you 
agree with the following questions? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below displays the % of high and very high extent answers) 
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Important differences also emerge when looking at professional affiliation of Survey participants. 
In general terms, policy-makers have a significantly better perception concerning the first two 
statements, more than 10 points higher than other respondents, while civil society is slightly less 
critical of the last statement (see Graph 57).
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Graph 57: In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission 
launched an “Emergency Trust Fund for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and 
displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you 
agree with the following questions? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below displays the % of high and very high extent answers) 
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In general terms, respondents from Mashreq countries are less critical of the EU Emergency 
Trust Fund for Africa than those from European and Maghreb countries (see Q27 Mashreq and 
Q27 Maghreb in Set of Results at www.iemed.org/euromedsurvey).
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Open-ended answers point out some of the limitations of the Emergency Trust Fund. The missing 
involvement of civil society actors comes up in several comments.

It should be more accessible to civil society stakeholders.

Italian respondent 

 

La société civile doit être largement impliquée et bénéficiaire de ces Fonds fiduciaires en 

travaillant en collaboration autour de consortium pour pouvoir bénéficier des fonds fiduciaires 

qui sont de grandes enveloppes.

Mauritanian respondent

  

Les fonds sont dépensés d’une façon totalement opaque, voire incohérente ou carrément 

pillés.

 Moroccan respondent

  

Some of the participants also note that there are problems connected with the logic underpinning 
this tool and with the consequent orientation of the funds.

The EU Emergency Trust Fund is exchanging aid for a “better” control of transiting migrants 

in third countries of transit: but this can translate into much more violence that transiting 

persons will experience, as the EU Commission knows very well and as it has stated 

considering the possible shortfalls of this action. However, the document does not explain 

how to counter these possible shortfalls.

United Kingdom respondent  

Again, this is an attempt to outsource. Not the right approach, also better communication 

among EU delegations of the sending and receiving countries would have to be improved 

for minimum effectiveness but the root causes are not being dealt with, including very high 

levels of corruption.

Spanish respondent  

Pour traiter des causes profondes des migrations irrégulières, ce n’est pas seulement 

une question d’argent. C’est une implication réelle de l’UE dans la recherche de solutions 

diplomatiques pour les conflits qui ravagent l’Afrique et le Moyen-Orient.

Palestinian respondent  

I doubt that the projects actually address the aspirations of the people (jobs, income and 

income stability, career opportunities, good governance, etc) who subsequently decide to 

migrate.

United Kingdom respondent  

The results of new initiatives and instruments, like the EU Trust Fund, should be expected 

only in the medium and long term.

Spanish respondent  
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METHodoLoGy

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire had 18 general questions and was designed to capture some of the main 
dimensions of the Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean 
Region. There were also nine additional questions addressed to all those participants with 
advanced knowledge of specific elements of migration policies.  

The questions of the Euromed Survey were organised along four thematic blocks. The first 
one aimed to capture the general perception of the migration and refugee situation in the 
Mediterranean. The second was dedicated to EU’s challenges, policies and instruments. The 
third focused on the challenges in and for the Southern and Southeast neighbours of the 
EU. Questions from the last block covered bilateral, regional and international cooperation 
mechanisms.

The questionnaire combined open-ended questions and multiple-choice questions with 
predefined answers offering respondents the possibility to grade on a “very low” to “very high” 
scale. For these questions, an optional space was provided for further comments. This open 
part of the multiple-choice question is considered of great importance for a Survey of this kind 
as it contributes to improving the interpretation of its overall results. The “Don’t know” option 
is also important as it provides significant information in terms of the knowledge of the experts 
and actors. 

Survey Sample 

To conduct the Survey, a universe of 5,900 experts, actors and policy-makers  was selected from 
the 43 Union for the Mediterranean countries, all of whom received an invitation to participate 
in the Survey. 1,000 of them were identified as experts on migration policies in the region. As in 
previous years, geographical distribution, institutional typology, field of knowledge and gender 
balance were the reference criteria for establishing the universe. Out of this broad universe, 
807 responses were received (including 29% who said they had advanced knowledge of 
migration management). 



Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the euro-Mediterranean region 16107 EuroMEd SurvEy

Graph 1: Breakdown of responses by advanced knowledge on migration management.
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Source: Compiled by the IEMed based on the results of the 7th Euromed Survey

In terms of the distribution by geographical origin, 53% came from the EU-28 and 44% from 
Mediterranean Partner Countries (hereafter MPCs), which corresponds to Union for the 
Mediterranean members. 

Graph 2: Breakdown of responses by geographical origin: EU-28 and Mediterranean Partner Countries.
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* Albania, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Monaco.
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As to the distribution of responses by region, the Mediterranean EU countries1 (36%), the 
remaining EU countries and the Maghreb countries2 account for the bulk of the responses. 
Mashreq3 countries come in fourth position with 16% of responses.

Graph 3: Breakdown of respondents by region (in %).
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The participation this year has been as important as in previous years. It continues to prove 
difficult to reach a representative distribution by country. Some countries are over- represented 
and others under-represented. In order to avoid bias in the results, we have weighted them 
according to distribution of the target by the countries in the sample (see Annex II). With this 
weighting we avoid the over-representation of Spain, France, Italy, Morocco and Tunisia largely 
determining the results of respondents overall. 

Profile of respondents 

In the first block of questions, in addition to providing their country of origin, respondents were 
asked to indicate their gender and the type of institution they belonged to.4 

As shown in the graphs below, the majority of respondents to the questionnaire are experts, 
an aggregated category that includes respondents from think tanks, media and, above all, 
academia. Altogether, these groups account for 54% of the total number of responses. The 
second category is policy-makers, embracing responses from diplomatic bodies, European or 
international institutions, political parties and governments. Altogether, these groups account 
for 24% of the total number of responses. Finally, the comparatively smaller but still well-
represented category is civil society, encompassing trade unions, companies and mainly 
NGOs.

1. Spain, France, Italy, Portugal, Malta, Cyprus, Greece, Croatia and Slovenia. The first three alone account for nearly 77% 
of responses from this region.  
2. Maghreb countries include Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Mauritania and Libya. The first three alone account for 95% of 
responses from this region. 
3. Mashreq countries include Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, the Occupied Palestinian Territories and Syria.
4. Governmental, diplomatic, EU institution, other international organisation, political party, think tank, academic, media, 
NGO, trade union, company (business sector).
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Graph 4: Breakdown of respondents by type of institution.
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When looking specifically at the individual groups (see Graph 5 below), academia clearly 
emerges as the most represented group (37.4% of total responses), followed by NGOs 
(16.5%) and think tanks (13.3%). Altogether, these groups account for two thirds of the total 
responses. Comparing the relative participation of the different groups in 2016 with their 
participation in the last Survey there are only minor changes. 

Graph 5: Breakdown of respondents by type of institution. 
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Respondents were also asked about their main sector of activity and were given the opportunity 
to indicate one or two areas of specialisation. As shown in the graph below, which features 
aggregated figures for main and secondary areas of specialisation, 36% of the respondents 
operate in the area of social, cultural and human exchanges. Political cooperation and security 
ranks second as the main area of specialisation of respondents (29.9%), followed by migration 
and justice affairs (27.4%). Finally, economic and financial cooperation comes in fourth place 
with 23.7% 

Graph 6: Breakdown of respondents by area of specialisation.
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(Respondents could indicate one or two areas of specialisation. This graph shows aggregated totals for first and second choices as areas of speciali-

sation. This is why the total percentage exceeds 100%).

When analysing the previous figures by factoring in the geographical dimension, North 
and South have a differentiated distribution of areas of specialisation. In the North, political 
cooperation and security is the first area followed by a similar percentage of migration and 
justice affairs. In the South, social, cultural and human exchanges come first, while economic 
and financial cooperation experts are in second place.

Graph 7: Breakdown of respondents by area of specialisation and by region.
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Finally, to complete the description of the sample on which this Survey is based, it is important 
to note that 33% of respondents are women, in line with the gender balance of the last Survey 
(see Graph 8). When analysing the North/South dimension, the aggregate proportion of 
women amounts to 28% for MPCs, while it increases to 37% for EU countries. By regional 
groups, the Maghreb stands out as an outlier with around 20% of female participation, while 
the other regions, including the Mediterranean EU countries and the Mashreq, fall within the 
overall gender ratio (see Graph 9).

Graph 8: Breakdown of respondents by gender.
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Graph 9: Breakdown of respondents by gender and regional groups.
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Graph 2: Breakdown of respondents by region.
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Graph 3: Breakdown of respondents by region.
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Graph 8: Breakdown of respondents by gender.

Graph 7: Breakdown by advanced knowledge of the eu policy framework on migration management.
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

7 13 15 72 699 806 1 807

1% 2% 2% 9% 87% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
18 50 54 147 530 799 8 807

2% 6% 7% 18% 66% 100% 1%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

61 89 95 241 308 794 13 807

8% 11% 12% 30% 39% 100% 2%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
21 64 89 176 455 805 2 807

3% 8% 11% 22% 57% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

89 115 111 211 273 799 8 807

11% 14% 14% 26% 34% 100% 1%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

66 87 87 172 382 794 13 807

8% 11% 11% 22% 48% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?
(Answers from EU-28)  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

0 6 4 36 391 437 0 437

0% 1% 1% 8% 89% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
5 22 21 90 297 435 2 437

1% 5% 5% 21% 68% 100% 0%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

26 39 47 144 179 435 2 437

6% 9% 11% 33% 41% 100% 0%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
10 33 43 107 243 436 1 437

2% 8% 10% 25% 56% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

50 63 65 101 155 434 3 437

12% 15% 15% 23% 36% 100% 1%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

41 52 44 99 194 430 7 437

10% 12% 10% 23% 45% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

7 7 10 33 291 348 1 349

2% 2% 3% 9% 84% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
13 28 31 54 218 344 5 349

4% 8% 9% 16% 63% 100% 1%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

35 48 46 91 119 339 10 349

10% 14% 14% 27% 35% 100% 3%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
11 30 45 63 199 348 1 349

3% 9% 13% 18% 57% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

38 49 44 102 111 344 5 349

11% 14% 13% 30% 32% 100% 1%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

25 31 41 66 180 343 6 349

7% 9% 12% 19% 52% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?
(Answers from Maghreb)  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

5 4 4 23 124 160 0 160

3% 3% 3% 14% 78% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
6 9 15 25 104 159 1 160

4% 6% 9% 16% 65% 100% 1%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

15 21 20 38 62 156 4 160

10% 13% 13% 24% 40% 100% 3%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
6 12 18 33 91 160 0 160

4% 8% 11% 21% 57% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

21 19 27 44 45 156 4 160

13% 12% 17% 28% 29% 100% 3%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

14 18 23 31 70 156 4 160

9% 12% 15% 20% 45% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?  
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

1 2 5 5 107 120 0 120

1% 2% 4% 4% 89% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
2 10 12 20 76 120 0 120

2% 8% 10% 17% 63% 100% 0%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

12 19 18 32 35 116 4 120

10% 16% 16% 28% 30% 100% 3%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
2 10 18 21 69 120 0 120

2% 8% 15% 18% 58% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

1 7 20 26 11 65 1 66

2% 11% 31% 40% 17% 100% 2%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

11 20 11 38 40 120 0 120

9% 17% 9% 32% 33% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

0 5 1 24 241 271 2 273

0% 2% 0% 9% 89% 100% 1%

Destabilisation of Libya
3 14 12 53 188 270 1 271

1% 5% 4% 20% 70% 100% 0%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

14 23 31 89 112 269 2 271

5% 9% 12% 33% 42% 100% 1%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
6 20 26 70 148 270 1 271

2% 7% 10% 26% 55% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

26 37 42 69 95 269 2 271

10% 14% 16% 26% 35% 100% 1%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

21 33 32 64 118 268 3 271

8% 12% 12% 24% 44% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation?
(Answers from rest of EU)  

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation 
of the region

0 1 3 12 150 166 0 166

0% 1% 2% 7% 90% 100% 0%

Destabilisation of Libya
2 8 9 37 109 165 1 166

1% 5% 5% 22% 66% 100% 1%

Conflicts in some African as well as South 
and Central Asian countries

12 16 16 55 67 166 0 166

7% 10% 10% 33% 40% 100% 0%

Lack of sustainable livelihoods in origin countries
4 13 17 37 95 166 0 166

2% 8% 10% 22% 57% 100% 0%

Migration and refugee policies by the EU 
and its member states

24 26 23 32 60 165 1 166

15% 16% 14% 19% 36% 100% 1%

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system

20 19 12 35 76 162 4 166

12% 12% 7% 22% 47% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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% of high and 
very high extent 
answers

Lack of an efficient 
international 

refugee protection 
system

Migration and  
refugee policies  

by the EU and its 
member states

Lack of 
sustainable 

livelihoods in 
origin countries

Conflicts in some 
African as well as 

South and Central 
Asian countries

Destabilisation 
of Libya

War in Syria 
and resulting 

destabilisation 
of the region

All survey 68.6 59.9 78.2 68.1 83.9 95.5

EU-28 respondents 67 58.6 80.2 71.6 88.5 97.7

MPC respondents 70.4 61 75 60 78 92.8

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Group of countries

The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation? 
Respondents by group of countries. 
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
 

30 

40 

50 

60 

70 

80 

90 

100 

Lack of an efficient 
international refugee 

protection system 

Migration and refugee 
policies by the EU 

and its member states 

Lack of sustainable 
livelihoods in 

origin countries 

Conflicts in some African 
as well as South 

and Central Asian countries 

Destabilisation of Libya War in Syria and resulting 
destabilisation of the region 

All survey EU-28 respondents MPC respondents 



1707 EurOMEd SurVEySet of Results

% of high and 
very high extent 
answers

Lack of an efficient 
international 

refugee protection 
system

Migration and  
refugee policies  

by the EU and its 
member states

Lack of 
sustainable 

livelihoods in 
origin countries

Conflicts in some 
African as well as 

South and Central 
Asian countries

Destabilisation 
of Libya

War in Syria 
and resulting 

destabilisation 
of the region

Policy-makers 58.3 54.6 80.6 70 88.2 96.5

Experts 68.5 59.5 77.2 67.3 84.2 96.5

Civil society 78.9 59.9 77.9 67.9 78.3 92.3

 
Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

Institutional affiliation

The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain this situation? 
Respondents by Institutional affiliation. 
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers as most important element in % by corridor)

Eastern Corridor Central Corridor Western Corridor 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts 
destabilising  
the region

538 74 52 44 99 807 336 160 134 100 77 807 267 104 135 144 157 807

67% 9% 6% 5% 12% 100% 42% 20% 17% 12% 10% 100% 33% 13% 17% 18% 19% 100%

Socioeconomic 
situation in origin 
countries (including 
unemployment  
and inequalities)

79 308 272 113 35 807 187 281 183 103 53 807 308 238 123 78 60 807

10% 38% 34% 14% 4% 100% 23% 35% 23% 13% 7% 100% 38% 29% 15% 10% 7% 100%

Climate change

67 53 105 168 414 807 72 68 142 178 347 807 63 84 158 194 308 807

8% 7% 13% 21% 51% 100% 9% 8% 18% 22% 43% 100% 8% 10% 20% 24% 38% 100%

Socio-political  
situation in origin  
countries (including 
lack of political 
reforms)

50 285 277 143 52 807 126 196 252 149 84 807 89 260 238 167 53 807

6% 35% 34% 18% 6% 100% 16% 24% 31% 18% 10% 100% 11% 32% 29% 21% 7% 100%

Demographic  
transition

73 87 101 339 207 807 86 102 96 277 246 807 80 121 153 224 229 807

9% 11% 13% 42% 26% 100% 11% 13% 12% 34% 30% 100% 10% 15% 19% 28% 28% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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EU-28

Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from EU-28). (Answers as most important element in % by corridor)

Eastern Corridor Central Corridor Western Corridor 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts 
destabilising  
the region

538 74 52 44 99 807 336 160 134 100 77 807 267 104 135 144 157 807

67% 9% 6% 5% 12% 100% 42% 20% 17% 12% 10% 100% 33% 13% 17% 18% 19% 100%

Socioeconomic 
situation in origin 
countries (including 
unemployment  
and inequalities)

79 308 272 113 35 807 187 281 183 103 53 807 308 238 123 78 60 807

10% 38% 34% 14% 4% 100% 23% 35% 23% 13% 7% 100% 38% 29% 15% 10% 7% 100%

Climate change

67 53 105 168 414 807 72 68 142 178 347 807 63 84 158 194 308 807

8% 7% 13% 21% 51% 100% 9% 8% 18% 22% 43% 100% 8% 10% 20% 24% 38% 100%

Socio-political  
situation in origin  
countries (including 
lack of political 
reforms)

50 285 277 143 52 807 126 196 252 149 84 807 89 260 238 167 53 807

6% 35% 34% 18% 6% 100% 16% 24% 31% 18% 10% 100% 11% 32% 29% 21% 7% 100%

Demographic  
transition

73 87 101 339 207 807 86 102 96 277 246 807 80 121 153 224 229 807

9% 11% 13% 42% 26% 100% 11% 13% 12% 34% 30% 100% 10% 15% 19% 28% 28% 100%

Eastern Corridor Central Corridor Western Corridor 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts  
destabilising  
the region

295 41 23 22 56 437 162 92 78 60 45 437 108 61 79 92 97 437

68% 9% 5% 5% 13% 100% 37% 21% 18% 14% 10% 100% 25% 14% 18% 21% 22% 100%

Socioeconomic 
situation in origin 
countries (including 
unemployment  
and inequalities)

42 149 169 59 18 437 113 135 95 58 36 437 192 96 68 43 38 437

10% 34% 39% 14% 4% 100% 26% 31% 22% 13% 8% 100% 44% 22% 16% 10% 9% 100%

Climate change

35 30 53 90 229 437 39 42 62 105 189 437 40 49 77 106 165 437

8% 7% 12% 21% 52% 100% 9% 10% 14% 24% 43% 100% 9% 11% 18% 24% 38% 100%

Socio-political  
situation in origin  
countries (including 
lack of political 
reforms)

26 173 145 67 26 437 73 111 140 71 42 437 53 154 121 79 30 437

6% 40% 33% 15% 6% 100% 17% 25% 32% 16% 10% 100% 12% 35% 28% 18% 7% 100%

Demographic  
transition

39 44 47 199 108 437 50 57 62 143 125 437 44 77 92 117 107 437

9% 10% 11% 46% 25% 100% 11% 13% 14% 33% 29% 100% 10% 18% 21% 27% 24% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Mediterranean Partner Countries

Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries). (Answers as most important element in % by corridor) 

           Eastern Corridor  Central Corridor Western Corridor 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts 
destabilising  
the region

229 31 29 21 39 349 167 64 53 37 28 349 153 43 49 49 55 349

66% 9% 8% 6% 11% 100% 48% 18% 15% 11% 8% 100% 44% 12% 14% 14% 16% 100%

Socioeconomic 
situation in origin 
countries (including 
unemployment  
and inequalities)

34 153 96 52 14 349 69 139 85 41 15 349 107 136 53 33 20 349

10% 44% 28% 15% 4% 100% 20% 40% 24% 12% 4% 100% 31% 39% 15% 9% 6% 100%

Climate change

29 20 50 69 181 349 31 23 73 69 153 349 20 31 78 82 138 349

8% 6% 14% 20% 52% 100% 9% 7% 21% 20% 44% 100% 6% 9% 22% 23% 40% 100%

Socio-political  
situation in origin  
countries (including 
lack of political 
reforms)

24 104 125 72 24 349 48 82 105 74 40 349 35 100 109 84 21 349

7% 30% 36% 21% 7% 100% 14% 23% 30% 21% 11% 100% 10% 29% 31% 24% 6% 100%

Demographic  
transition

33 41 49 135 91 349 34 41 33 128 113 349 34 39 60 101 115 349

9% 12% 14% 39% 26% 100% 10% 12% 9% 37% 32% 100% 10% 11% 17% 29% 33% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Western Corridor

Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from Western Corridor). (Answers as most important element in % by respondents)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts destabilising the region
267 104 135 144 157 807

33% 13% 17% 18% 19% 100%

Socioeconomic situation in origin countries 
(including unemployment and inequalities)

308 238 123 78 60 807

38% 29% 15% 10% 7% 100%

Climate change
63 84 158 194 308 807

8% 10% 20% 24% 38% 100%

Socio-political situation in origin  
countries (including lack of political reforms)

89 260 238 167 53 807

11% 32% 29% 21% 7% 100%

Demographic transition
80 121 153 224 229 807

10% 15% 19% 28% 28% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Central Corridor

Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from Central Corridor). (Answers as most important element in % by respondents)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts destabilising the region
336 160 134 100 77 807

42% 20% 17% 12% 10% 100%

Socioeconomic situation in origin countries 
(including unemployment and inequalities)

187 281 183 103 53 807

23% 35% 23% 13% 7% 100%

Climate change
72 68 142 178 347 807

9% 8% 18% 22% 43% 100%

Socio-political situation in origin  
countries (including lack of political reforms)

126 196 252 149 84 807

16% 24% 31% 18% 10% 100%

Demographic transition
86 102 96 277 246 807

11% 13% 12% 34% 30% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Eastern Corridor

Ranking key possible drivers of migratory movements for the next ten years in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from Eastern Corridor). (Answers as most important element in % by respondents)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total

Armed conflicts destabilising the region
538 74 52 44 99 807

67% 9% 6% 5% 12% 100%

Socioeconomic situation in origin countries 
(including unemployment and inequalities)

79 308 272 113 35 807

10% 38% 34% 14% 4% 100%

Climate change
67 53 105 168 414 807

8% 7% 13% 21% 51% 100%

Socio-political situation in origin  
countries (including lack of political reforms)

50 285 277 143 52 807

6% 35% 34% 18% 6% 100%

Demographic transition
73 87 101 339 207 807

9% 11% 13% 42% 26% 100%

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
191 109 71 142 287 800 7 807

24% 14% 9% 18% 36% 100% 1%

Inflow of migrants
137 105 74 170 316 802 5 807

17% 13% 9% 21% 39% 100% 1%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
140 102 84 165 304 795 12 807

18% 13% 11% 21% 38% 100% 1%

Transit migrations
180 92 74 148 302 796 11 807

23% 12% 9% 19% 38% 100% 1%

Outflow of emigrants
215 149 78 148 186 776 31 807

28% 19% 10% 19% 24% 100% 4%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
122 50 37 92 135 436 1 437

28% 11% 8% 21% 31% 100% 0%

Inflow of migrants
70 60 43 100 163 436 1 437

16% 14% 10% 23% 37% 100% 0%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
83 55 48 92 155 433 4 437

19% 13% 11% 21% 36% 100% 1%

Transit migrations
110 60 39 89 137 435 2 437

25% 14% 9% 20% 31% 100% 0%

Outflow of emigrants
148 92 44 77 66 427 14 441

35% 22% 10% 18% 15% 100% 3%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
63 55 32 46 147 343 6 349

18% 16% 9% 13% 43% 100% 2%

Inflow of migrants
61 42 28 69 145 345 4 349

18% 12% 8% 20% 42% 100% 1%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
50 45 31 72 143 341 8 349

15% 13% 9% 21% 42% 100% 2%

Transit migrations
57 30 35 58 160 340 9 349

17% 9% 10% 17% 47% 100% 3%

Outflow of emigrants
61 55 33 67 116 332 17 349

18% 17% 10% 20% 35% 100% 5%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
25 39 20 28 44 156 4 160

16% 25% 13% 18% 28% 100% 3%

Inflow of migrants
15 23 14 33 73 158 2 160

9% 15% 9% 21% 46% 100% 1%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
13 31 21 40 52 157 3 160

8% 20% 13% 25% 33% 100% 2%

Transit migrations
12 10 18 31 85 156 4 160

8% 6% 12% 20% 54% 100% 3%

Outflow of emigrants
19 23 16 37 56 151 9 160

13% 15% 11% 25% 37% 100% 6%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
17 8 12 15 66 118 2 120

14% 7% 10% 13% 56% 100% 2%

Inflow of migrants
27 12 11 21 47 118 2 120

23% 10% 9% 18% 40% 100% 2%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
18 6 9 26 57 116 4 120

16% 5% 8% 22% 49% 100% 3%

Transit migrations
26 11 12 20 48 117 3 120

22% 9% 10% 17% 41% 100% 3%

Outflow of emigrants
18 16 11 20 49 114 6 120

16% 14% 10% 18% 43% 100% 5%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
62 37 28 60 84 271 0 271

23% 14% 10% 22% 31% 100% 0%

Inflow of migrants
27 28 26 62 128 271 0 271

10% 10% 10% 23% 47% 100% 0%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
30 34 35 62 109 270 1 271

11% 13% 13% 23% 40% 100% 0%

Transit migrations
29 30 21 70 121 271 0 271

11% 11% 8% 26% 45% 100% 0%

Outflow of emigrants
59 58 35 57 53 262 9 271

23% 22% 13% 22% 20% 100% 3%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Inflow of refugees
60 13 9 32 51 165 1 166

36% 8% 5% 19% 31% 100% 1%

Inflow of migrants
43 32 17 38 35 165 1 166

26% 19% 10% 23% 21% 100% 1%

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees
53 21 13 30 46 163 3 166

33% 13% 8% 18% 28% 100% 2%

Transit migrations
81 30 18 19 16 164 2 166

49% 18% 11% 12% 10% 100% 1%

Outflow of emigrants
85 34 9 20 13 161 5 166

53% 21% 6% 12% 8% 100% 3%

To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q3. To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements?

Outflow of emigrants Transit migrations Inflow of refugeesMixed flows of migrants and refugees Inflow of migrants
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To what extent is your country affected by the following human movements? 
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)

* Czeck Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
165 192 138 183 105 783 24 807

21% 25% 18% 23% 13% 100% 3%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

87 152 120 252 173 784 23 807

11% 19% 15% 32% 22% 100% 3%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

122 151 117 215 173 778 29 807

16% 19% 15% 28% 22% 100% 4%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

398 226 64 59 23 770 37 807

52% 29% 8% 8% 3% 100% 5%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

347 247 65 43 30 732 75 807

47% 34% 9% 6% 4% 100% 9%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

196 235 139 133 50 753 54 807

26% 31% 18% 18% 7% 100% 7%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
86 106 69 105 60 426 11 437

20% 25% 16% 25% 14% 100% 3%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

46 98 67 144 73 428 9 437

11% 23% 16% 34% 17% 100% 2%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

58 77 72 128 86 421 16 437

14% 18% 17% 30% 20% 100% 4%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

221 133 33 26 11 424 13 437

52% 31% 8% 6% 3% 100% 3%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

191 145 38 21 15 410 27 437

47% 35% 9% 5% 4% 100% 6%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

120 139 73 61 12 405 32 437

30% 34% 18% 15% 3% 100% 7%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
75 80 66 73 42 336 13 349

22% 24% 20% 22% 13% 100% 4%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

40 53 50 100 92 335 14 349

12% 16% 15% 30% 27% 100% 4%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

61 67 44 83 81 336 13 349

18% 20% 13% 25% 24% 100% 4%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

167 86 29 32 11 325 24 349

51% 26% 9% 10% 3% 100% 7%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

148 96 25 21 12 302 47 349

49% 32% 8% 7% 4% 100% 13%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

72 88 63 68 36 327 22 349

22% 27% 19% 21% 11% 100% 6%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
42 37 29 32 16 156 4 160

27% 24% 19% 21% 10% 100% 3%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

18 21 24 46 47 156 4 160

12% 13% 15% 29% 30% 100% 3%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

27 36 18 47 25 153 7 160

18% 24% 12% 31% 16% 100% 4%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

83 37 11 15 6 152 8 160

55% 24% 7% 10% 4% 100% 5%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

74 42 10 11 5 142 18 160

52% 30% 7% 8% 4% 100% 11%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

23 44 39 31 17 154 6 160

15% 29% 25% 20% 11% 100% 4%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Maghreb
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
18 22 27 28 16 111 9 120

16% 20% 24% 25% 14% 100% 8%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

11 14 15 37 34 111 9 120

10% 13% 14% 33% 31% 100% 8%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

23 16 18 19 38 114 6 120

20% 14% 16% 17% 33% 100% 5%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

51 31 12 11 2 107 13 120

48% 29% 11% 10% 2% 100% 11%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

43 36 10 5 2 96 24 120

45% 38% 10% 5% 2% 100% 20%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

35 30 12 22 8 107 13 120

33% 28% 11% 21% 7% 100% 11%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
40 52 45 82 47 266 5 271

15% 20% 17% 31% 18% 100% 2%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

23 69 42 93 37 264 7 271

9% 26% 16% 35% 14% 100% 3%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

42 44 45 78 51 260 11 271

16% 17% 17% 30% 20% 100% 4%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

137 88 19 15 5 264 7 271

52% 33% 7% 6% 2% 100% 3%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

108 103 26 13 5 255 16 271

42% 40% 10% 5% 2% 100% 6%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

68 87 52 37 8 252 19 271

27% 35% 21% 15% 3% 100% 7%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

Very bad Bad Neither good 
nor bad Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)
46 54 24 23 13 160 6 166

29% 34% 15% 14% 8% 100% 4%

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

23 29 25 51 36 164 2 166

14% 18% 15% 31% 22% 100% 1%

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

16 33 27 50 35 161 5 166

10% 20% 17% 31% 22% 100% 3%

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

84 45 14 11 6 160 6 166

53% 28% 9% 7% 4% 100% 4%

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, 
Serbia)

83 42 12 8 10 155 11 166

54% 27% 8% 5% 6% 100% 7%

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

52 52 21 24 4 153 13 166

34% 34% 14% 16% 3% 100% 8%

How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)
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How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit countries 
(FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)Main EU destination countries 
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)



42 Set of Results07 EurOMEd SurVEy

Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries.
(Answers as most significant element in %)

Total survey
Main Southern Mediterranean 

transit countries (Turkey,  
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit  
countries (FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries 
in the EU (Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Capacity of governments to cope  
with the inflow of refugees and migrants

366 207 125 109 807 269 179 210 149 807 211 191 273 132 807

45% 26% 15% 14% 100% 33% 22% 26% 18% 100% 26% 24% 34% 16% 100%

Humanitarian considerations
163 256 212 176 807 95 155 228 329 807 88 127 196 396 807

20% 32% 26% 22% 100% 12% 19% 28% 41% 100% 11% 16% 24% 49% 100%

Short-term political and electoral  
considerations

117 149 256 285 807 194 238 214 161 807 287 208 173 139 807

14% 18% 32% 35% 100% 24% 29% 27% 20% 100% 36% 26% 21% 17% 100%

Concern to create “pull factor”  
effect for further migrants

161 195 214 237 807 249 235 155 168 807 221 281 165 140 807

20% 24% 27% 29% 100% 31% 29% 19% 21% 100% 27% 35% 20% 17% 100%

Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries (Jordan, 

Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries                  
(Germany, Sweden,  

Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival                                          
(Italy, Greece)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Capacity of governments to cope  
with the inflow of refugees and migrants

364 243 102 98 807 268 195 157 187 807 390 202 106 109 807

45% 30% 13% 12% 100% 33% 24% 19% 23% 100% 48% 25% 13% 14% 100%

Humanitarian considerations
241 245 168 153 807 236 270 170 131 807 196 269 191 151 807

30% 30% 21% 19% 100% 29% 33% 21% 16% 100% 24% 33% 24% 19% 100%

Short-term political and electoral  
considerations

86 147 285 289 807 164 166 257 220 807 104 161 272 270 807

11% 18% 35% 36% 100% 20% 21% 32% 27% 100% 13% 20% 34% 33% 100%

Concern to create “pull factor”  
effect for further migrants

116 172 252 267 807 139 176 223 269 807 117 175 238 277 807

14% 21% 31% 33% 100% 17% 22% 28% 33% 100% 14% 22% 29% 34% 100%

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant, 4 – least significant)
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Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries. Capacity of governments to cope with the inflow 
of refugees and migrants.
(Answers as most significant element in % by groups of countries)

Capacity of governments to cope with 
the inflow of refugees and migrants

Main Southern Mediterranean 
transit countries (Turkey,  
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit  
countries (FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries 
in the EU (Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
366 207 125 109 807 269 179 210 149 807 211 191 273 132 807

45% 26% 15% 14% 100% 33% 22% 26% 18% 100% 26% 24% 34% 16% 100%

EU-28
213 110 67 47 437 145 97 133 62 437 104 102 167 64 437

49% 25% 15% 11% 100% 33% 22% 30% 14% 100% 24% 23% 38% 15% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
143 93 56 57 349 119 78 72 80 349 103 85 96 65 349

41% 27% 16% 16% 100% 34% 22% 21% 23% 100% 30% 24% 28% 19% 100%

Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries (Jordan, 

Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries                  
(Germany, Sweden,  

Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival                                          
(Italy, Greece)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
364 243 102 98 807 268 195 157 187 807 390 202 106 109 807

45% 30% 13% 12% 100% 33% 24% 19% 23% 100% 48% 25% 13% 14% 100%

EU-28
205 140 55 37 437 136 110 95 96 437 235 106 53 43 437

47% 32% 13% 8% 100% 31% 25% 22% 22% 100% 54% 24% 12% 10% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
149 98 43 59 349 130 80 56 83 349 142 94 50 63 349

43% 28% 12% 17% 100% 37% 23% 16% 24% 100% 41% 27% 14% 18% 100%

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant, 4 – least significant)
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Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries. Humanitarian considerations.
(Answers as most significant element in % by groups of countries)

Humanitarian considerations
Main Southern Mediterranean 

transit countries (Turkey,  
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit  
countries (FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries 
in the EU (Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
163 256 212 176 807 95 155 228 329 807 88 127 196 396 807

20% 32% 26% 22% 100% 12% 19% 28% 41% 100% 11% 16% 24% 49% 100%

EU-28
67 141 104 125 437 46 75 97 219 437 38 53 91 255 437

15% 32% 24% 29% 100% 11% 17% 22% 50% 100% 9% 12% 21% 58% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
92 112 97 48 349 47 76 122 104 349 50 70 100 129 349

26% 32% 28% 14% 100% 13% 22% 35% 30% 100% 14% 20% 29% 37% 100%

Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries (Jordan, 

Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries                  
(Germany, Sweden,  

Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival                                          
(Italy, Greece)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
241 245 168 153 807 236 270 170 131 807 196 269 191 151 807

30% 30% 21% 19% 100% 29% 33% 21% 16% 100% 24% 33% 176% 19% 100%

EU-28
133 132 78 94 437 131 134 85 87 437 115 143 95 84 437

30% 30% 18% 22% 100% 30% 31% 19% 20% 100% 26% 33% 22% 19% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
101 110 85 53 349 94 133 80 42 349 76 120 90 63 349

29% 32% 24% 15% 100% 27% 38% 23% 12% 100% 22% 34% 26% 18% 100%

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant, 4 – least significant)

22% 

27% 

29% 

14% 

13% 

26% 

26% 

30% 

30% 

9% 

11% 

15% 

24% 

29% 

30% 

11% 

12% 

20% 

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit countries
(FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries in the EU 
(Bulgaria, Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia) 

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving 
countries (Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 

All survey

MPC

EU-28



4507 EurOMEd SurVEySet of Results

Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries. Short-term political and electoral considerations.
(Answers as most significant element in % by groups of countries)

Short-term political and  
electoral considerations

Main Southern Mediterranean 
transit countries (Turkey,  
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit  
countries (FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries 
in the EU (Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
117 149 256 285 807 194 238 214 161 807 287 208 173 139 807

14% 18% 32% 35% 100% 24% 29% 27% 20% 100% 36% 26% 21% 17% 100%

EU-28
71 79 149 138 437 125 119 116 77 437 189 112 76 60 437

16% 18% 34% 32% 100% 29% 27% 27% 18% 100% 43% 26% 17% 14% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
43 62 104 140 349 62 112 93 82 349 87 92 95 75 349

12% 18% 30% 40% 100% 18% 32% 27% 23% 100% 25% 26% 27% 21% 100%

Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries (Jordan, 

Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries                  
(Germany, Sweden,  

Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival                                          
(Italy, Greece)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
86 147 285 289 807 164 166 257 220 807 104 161 272 270 807

11% 18% 35% 36% 100% 20% 21% 32% 27% 100% 13% 20% 34% 33% 100%

EU-28
42 78 163 154 437 103 89 135 110 437 48 92 155 142 437

10% 18% 37% 35% 100% 24% 20% 31% 25% 100% 11% 21% 35% 32% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
41 62 119 127 349 57 69 117 106 349 54 67 110 118 349

12% 18% 34% 36% 100% 16% 20% 34% 30% 100% 15% 19% 32% 34% 100%

  

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant, 4 – least significant)
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Ranking key possible drivers conditioning policy response in transit and receiving countries. Concern to create “pull factor” effect  
for further migrants.
(Answers as most significant element in % by groups of countries)

Concern to create “pull factor”  
effect for further migrants

Main Southern Mediterranean 
transit countries (Turkey,  
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia)

Western Balkan transit  
countries (FYROM, Serbia)

Main transit countries 
in the EU (Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Austria, Croatia, Slovenia)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
161 195 214 237 807 249 235 155 168 807 221 281 165 140 807

20% 24% 27% 29% 100% 31% 29% 19% 21% 100% 27% 35% 20% 17% 100%

EU-28
86 107 117 127 437 121 146 91 79 437 106 170 103 58 437

20% 24% 27% 29% 100% 28% 33% 21% 18% 100% 24% 39% 24% 13% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
71 82 92 104 349 121 83 62 83 349 109 102 58 80 349

20% 23% 26% 30% 100% 35% 24% 18% 24% 100% 31% 29% 17% 23% 100%

Main Southern Mediterranean 
receiving countries (Jordan, 

Lebanon, Turkey)

Main EU destination countries                  
(Germany, Sweden,  

Netherlands, Austria)

First EU countries of arrival                                          
(Italy, Greece)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

All survey
116 172 252 267 807 139 176 223 269 807 117 175 238 277 807

14% 21% 31% 33% 100% 17% 22% 28% 33% 100% 14% 22% 29% 34% 100%

EU-28
57 87 141 152 437 67 104 122 144 437 39 96 134 168 437

13% 20% 32% 35% 100% 15% 24% 28% 33% 100% 9% 22% 31% 38% 100%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
58 79 102 110 349 68 67 96 118 349 77 68 99 105 349

17% 23% 29% 32% 100% 19% 19% 28% 34% 100% 22% 19% 28% 30% 100%

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant, 4 – least significant)
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
63 112 94 219 314 802 5 807

8% 14% 12% 27% 39% 100% 1%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
80 119 86 230 283 798 9 807

10% 15% 11% 29% 35% 100% 1%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

81 107 114 216 281 799 8 807

10% 13% 14% 27% 35% 100% 1%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
44 66 78 238 374 800 7 807

6% 8% 10% 30% 47% 100% 1%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
24 57 46 132 176 435 2 437

6% 13% 11% 30% 40% 100% 0%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
35 64 51 138 143 431 6 437

8% 15% 12% 32% 33% 100% 1%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

51 60 64 132 126 433 4 437

12% 14% 15% 30% 29% 100% 1%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
22 34 47 131 199 433 4 437

5% 8% 11% 30% 46% 100% 1%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
38 54 47 78 130 347 2 349

11% 16% 14% 22% 37% 100% 1%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
45 53 35 85 129 347 2 349

13% 15% 10% 24% 37% 100% 1%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

30 45 46 74 151 346 3 349

9% 13% 13% 21% 44% 100% 1%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
22 31 26 102 166 347 2 349

6% 9% 7% 29% 48% 100% 1%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
26 24 26 36 47 159 1 160

16% 15% 16% 23% 30% 100% 1%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
33 33 20 32 42 160 0 160

21% 21% 13% 20% 26% 100% 0%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

20 27 28 30 55 160 0 160

13% 17% 18% 19% 34% 100% 0%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
15 17 16 38 74 160 0 160

9% 11% 10% 24% 46% 100% 0%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Maghreb
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
8 20 16 29 46 119 1 120

7% 17% 13% 24% 39% 100% 1%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
10 11 8 31 58 118 2 120

8% 9% 7% 26% 49% 100% 2%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

7 6 10 29 65 117 3 120

6% 5% 9% 25% 56% 100% 3%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
5 9 5 43 56 118 2 120

4% 8% 4% 36% 47% 100% 2%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq

4% 

6% 

8% 

7% 

8% 

5% 

9% 

17% 

4% 

9% 

7% 

13% 

36% 

25% 

26% 

24% 

47% 

56% 

49% 

39% 

2% 

3% 

2% 

1% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Marginalisation of
refugee communities

Impact on the socioeconomic
 stability of host countries

Impact on the political stability
 of host countries

Tensions between local
and refugee population

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know



52 Set of Results07 EurOMEd SurVEy

 
Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
14 35 23 81 117 270 1 271

5% 13% 9% 30% 43% 100% 0%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
23 38 30 92 87 270 1 271

9% 14% 11% 34% 32% 100% 0%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

26 33 43 87 81 270 1 271

10% 12% 16% 32% 30% 100% 0%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
11 18 25 82 134 270 1 271

4% 7% 9% 30% 50% 100% 0%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Tensions between local and refugee population
10 22 23 51 59 165 1 166

6% 13% 14% 31% 36% 100% 1%

Impact on the political stability of host countries
12 26 21 46 56 161 5 166

7% 16% 13% 29% 35% 100% 3%

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries

25 27 21 45 45 163 3 166

15% 17% 13% 28% 28% 100% 2%

Marginalisation of refugee communities
11 16 22 49 65 163 3 166

7% 10% 13% 30% 40% 100% 2%

To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?

 
Q7. To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

All survey 
29 60 64 174 407 734 73 807

4% 8% 9% 24% 55% 100% 9%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
13 29 31 68 182 323 26 349

4% 9% 10% 21% 56% 100% 7%

EU-28 
16 31 31 98 215 391 46 437

4% 8% 8% 25% 55% 100% 11%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?

 
Q7. To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?         

 Geographic

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Maghreb
5 16 16 29 85 151 9 160

3% 11% 11% 19% 56% 100% 6%

Mashreq
2 5 9 24 70 110 10 120

2% 5% 8% 22% 64% 100% 8%

Mediterranean EU
8 20 17 57 142 244 27 271

3% 8% 7% 23% 58% 100% 10%

Rest of EU
8 11 14 41 73 147 19 166

5% 7% 10% 28% 50% 100% 11%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?

 
Q7. To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?         

 Institution

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Policy-makers
6 17 14 59 86 182 14 196

3% 9% 8% 32% 47% 100% 7%

Experts
16 27 35 88 221 387 44 431

4% 7% 9% 23% 57% 100% 10%

Civil society
7 16 15 27 100 165 15 180

4% 10% 9% 16% 61% 100% 8%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities  
providing protection?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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To what extent should the current international refugee protection system somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities  
providing protection?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

 
Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

Very 
negative Negative

Neither 
negative 

nor positive
Positive Very 

positive Total* Dkn Total**

All survey
217 252 146 145 40 800 7 807

27% 32% 18% 18% 5% 100% 1%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
72 104 62 76 30 344 5 349

21% 30% 18% 22% 9% 100% 1%

EU-28 
142 139 79 66 10 436 1 437

33% 32% 18% 15% 2% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

 
Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

Geographic

Very 
negative Negative

Neither 
negative 

nor positive
Positive Very 

positive Total* Dkn Total**

Maghreb
36 53 28 29 12 158 2 160

23% 34% 18% 18% 8% 100% 1%

Mashreq
19 30 21 34 14 118 2 120

16% 25% 18% 29% 12% 100% 2%

Mediterranean EU
83 84 55 41 7 270 1 271

31% 31% 20% 15% 3% 100% 0%

Rest of EU
59 55 24 25 3 166 0 166

36% 33% 14% 15% 2% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

 
Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

Institution

Very 
negative Negative

Neither 
negative 

nor positive
Positive Very 

positive Total* Dkn Total**

Policy-makers
43 50 44 45 12 194 2 196

22% 26% 23% 23% 6% 100% 1%

Experts
117 155 71 71 15 429 2 431

27% 36% 17% 17% 3% 100% 0%

Civil society
57 47 31 29 13 177 3 180

32% 27% 18% 16% 7% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?
(The graph below compares the % of negative and very negative answers with % of positive and very positive answer from the following countries)
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Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?
(The graph below compares the % of negative and very negative answers with % of positive and very positive answer from the following countries)
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Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?
(The graph below compares the % of negative and very negative answers with % of positive and very positive answers from the following countries)
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

36 54 38 114 346 588 27 615

6% 9% 6% 19% 59% 100% 4%

European Commission
60 78 68 167 215 588 27 615

10% 13% 12% 28% 37% 100% 4%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
170 158 74 115 79 596 19 615

29% 27% 12% 19% 13% 100% 3%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
26 37 23 118 397 601 14 615

4% 6% 4% 20% 66% 100% 2%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

53 70 41 141 270 575 40 615

9% 12% 7% 25% 47% 100% 7%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

69 92 65 171 176 573 42 615

12% 16% 11% 30% 31% 100% 7%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? 
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

20 22 23 66 218 349 11 360

6% 6% 7% 19% 62% 100% 3%

European Commission
43 43 42 110 109 347 13 360

12% 12% 12% 32% 31% 100% 4%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
111 99 42 60 39 351 9 360

32% 28% 12% 17% 11% 100% 3%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
14 20 12 76 231 353 7 360

4% 6% 3% 22% 65% 100% 2%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

32 40 22 87 166 347 13 360

9% 12% 6% 25% 48% 100% 4%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

45 60 31 110 98 344 16 360

13% 17% 9% 32% 28% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? 
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

16 32 14 43 119 224 14 238

7% 14% 6% 19% 53% 100% 6%

European Commission
16 35 26 55 96 228 10 238

7% 15% 11% 24% 42% 100% 4%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
53 57 32 50 37 229 9 238

23% 25% 14% 22% 16% 100% 4%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
11 17 11 38 155 232 6 238

5% 7% 5% 16% 67% 100% 3%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

19 30 19 47 97 212 26 238

9% 14% 9% 22% 46% 100% 11%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

22 30 34 56 73 215 23 238

10% 14% 16% 26% 34% 100% 10%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? 
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

8 21 10 23 50 112 5 117

7% 19% 9% 21% 45% 100% 4%

European Commission
10 15 13 31 41 110 7 117

9% 14% 12% 28% 37% 100% 6%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
29 27 18 22 17 113 4 117

26% 24% 16% 19% 15% 100% 3%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
6 8 2 16 83 115 2 117

5% 7% 2% 14% 72% 100% 2%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

11 11 11 21 50 104 13 117

11% 11% 11% 20% 48% 100% 11%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

10 14 12 29 41 106 11 117

9% 13% 11% 27% 39% 100% 9%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? 
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

5 7 3 13 36 64 6 70

8% 11% 5% 20% 56% 100% 9%

European Commission
4 12 9 18 27 70 0 70

6% 17% 13% 26% 39% 100% 0%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
16 18 7 12 15 68 2 70

24% 26% 10% 18% 22% 100% 3%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
4 4 7 15 40 70 0 70

6% 6% 10% 21% 57% 100% 0%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

5 8 4 12 34 63 7 70

8% 13% 6% 19% 54% 100% 10%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

7 8 12 11 26 64 6 70

11% 13% 19% 17% 41% 100% 9%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014?

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

11 10 15 35 145 216 6 222

5% 5% 7% 16% 67% 100% 3%

European Commission
20 23 33 72 67 215 7 222

9% 11% 15% 33% 31% 100% 3%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
75 58 30 27 28 218 4 222

34% 27% 14% 12% 13% 100% 2%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
3 10 7 45 154 219 3 222

1% 5% 3% 21% 70% 100% 1%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

14 21 13 49 118 215 7 222

7% 10% 6% 23% 55% 100% 3%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

21 33 18 69 72 213 9 222

10% 15% 8% 32% 34% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration and refugee 
situation since 2014? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration and refugee 
situation since 2014?

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government)

9 12 8 31 73 133 5 138

7% 9% 6% 23% 55% 100% 4%

European Commission
23 20 9 38 42 132 6 138

17% 15% 7% 29% 32% 100% 4%

Greece as the most exposed frontline state
36 41 12 33 11 133 5 138

27% 31% 9% 25% 8% 100% 4%

Unilateral decisions by EU countries
11 10 5 31 77 134 4 138

8% 7% 4% 23% 57% 100% 3%

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovakia)

18 19 9 38 48 132 6 138

14% 14% 7% 29% 36% 100% 4%

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia)

24 27 13 41 26 131 7 138

18% 21% 10% 31% 20% 100% 5%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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European Commission

European Council (decisions taken
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Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? Respondents by country group.
(The graph below compares the % of high and very high responsibility)
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Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for its negative management of the migration  
and refugee situation since 2014? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below compares the % of high and very high responsibility)
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

75 84 73 175 381 788 19 807

10% 11% 9% 22% 48% 100% 2%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

26 34 54 189 483 786 21 807

3% 4% 7% 24% 61% 100% 3%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

29 47 79 202 421 778 29 807

4% 6% 10% 26% 54% 100% 4%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

26 29 40 177 493 765 42 807

3% 4% 5% 23% 64% 100% 5%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

46 28 43 120 561 798 9 807

6% 4% 5% 15% 70% 100% 1%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
83 103 108 162 314 770 37 807

11% 13% 14% 21% 41% 100% 5%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

69 72 93 158 394 786 21 807

9% 9% 12% 20% 50% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

45 50 40 94 197 426 11 437

11% 12% 9% 22% 46% 100% 3%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

18 15 32 113 251 429 8 437

4% 3% 7% 26% 59% 100% 2%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

18 22 41 112 231 424 13 437

4% 5% 10% 26% 54% 100% 3%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

14 12 27 90 275 418 19 437

3% 3% 6% 22% 66% 100% 4%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

32 17 29 64 294 436 1 437

7% 4% 7% 15% 67% 100% 0%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
41 57 50 86 190 424 13 437

10% 13% 12% 20% 45% 100% 3%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

42 46 51 77 212 428 9 437

10% 11% 12% 18% 50% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

30 32 31 74 174 341 0 341

9% 9% 9% 22% 51% 100% 0%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

7 18 21 72 220 338 11 349

2% 5% 6% 21% 65% 100% 3%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

11 23 38 84 177 333 16 349

3% 7% 11% 25% 53% 100% 5%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

12 17 13 80 206 328 21 349

4% 5% 4% 24% 63% 100% 6%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

14 9 12 54 252 341 8 349

4% 3% 4% 16% 74% 100% 2%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
39 44 54 72 116 325 24 349

12% 14% 17% 22% 36% 100% 7%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

25 25 39 76 172 337 12 349

7% 7% 12% 23% 51% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

11 16 10 35 87 159 1 160

7% 10% 6% 22% 55% 100% 1%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

5 7 13 36 95 156 4 160

3% 4% 8% 23% 61% 100% 3%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

5 12 21 37 78 153 7 160

3% 8% 14% 24% 51% 100% 4%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

5 10 7 37 91 150 10 160

3% 7% 5% 25% 61% 100% 6%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

5 4 3 26 118 156 4 160

3% 3% 2% 17% 76% 100% 3%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
17 23 24 36 52 152 8 160

11% 15% 16% 24% 34% 100% 5%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

13 15 22 30 78 158 2 160

8% 9% 14% 19% 49% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 to irregular secondary movements
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Better integrate internal
and external policies (including

 through strengthening the role of
 EU delegations on migration issues)
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Neither low nor high extent 
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Very high extent 

Don’t know
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

12 7 15 33 36 103 5 108

12% 7% 15% 32% 35% 100% 5%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

1 6 4 29 77 117 3 120

1% 5% 3% 25% 66% 100% 3%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

3 7 12 30 63 115 5 120

3% 6% 10% 26% 55% 100% 4%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

3 3 3 33 71 113 7 120

3% 3% 3% 29% 63% 100% 6%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

5 3 4 22 83 117 3 120

4% 3% 3% 19% 71% 100% 3%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
10 14 21 23 42 110 10 120

9% 13% 19% 21% 38% 100% 8%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

4 3 7 35 64 113 7 120

4% 3% 6% 31% 57% 100% 6%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Better integrate internal
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 through strengthening the role of
 EU delegations on migration issues)

Very low extent 
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Very high extent 

Don’t know
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

28 23 25 60 131 267 4 271

10% 9% 9% 22% 49% 100% 1%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

8 8 21 71 159 267 4 271

3% 3% 8% 27% 60% 100% 1%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

8 14 27 74 140 263 8 271

3% 5% 10% 28% 53% 100% 3%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

6 8 19 53 180 266 5 271

2% 3% 7% 20% 68% 100% 2%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

17 9 18 42 185 271 0 271

6% 3% 7% 15% 68% 100% 0%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
25 35 36 53 113 262 9 271

10% 13% 14% 20% 43% 100% 3%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

28 33 38 40 128 267 4 271

10% 12% 14% 15% 48% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 to irregular secondary movements
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Better integrate internal
and external policies (including

 through strengthening the role of
 EU delegations on migration issues)
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Very high extent 

Don’t know
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 To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach

17 27 15 34 66 159 7 166

11% 17% 9% 21% 42% 100% 4%

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

10 7 11 42 92 162 4 166

6% 4% 7% 26% 57% 100% 2%

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements 

10 8 14 38 91 161 5 166

6% 5% 9% 24% 57% 100% 3%

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 

8 4 8 37 95 152 14 166

5% 3% 5% 24% 63% 100% 8%

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states

15 8 11 22 109 165 1 166

9% 5% 7% 13% 66% 100% 1%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
16 22 14 33 77 162 4 166

10% 14% 9% 20% 48% 100% 2%

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants

14 13 13 37 84 161 5 166

9% 8% 8% 23% 52% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Better integrate internal
and external policies (including

 through strengthening the role of
 EU delegations on migration issues)
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Don’t know
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 Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states? 
Respondents by country group. 
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?   
Respondents by Institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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All survey

The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently. 
What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in %)

1st 2nd 3rd Total

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation Mechanism

64 54 116 234

27% 23% 50% 100%

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

43 109 82 234

18% 47% 35% 100%

Improving coordination between the European 
Commission and the member states

127 71 36 234

54% 30% 15% 100%

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 
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The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently. 
What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by groups of countries)

All survey EU-28 Mediterranean  
Partner Countries

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation Mechanism

64 54 116 234 44 38 70 152 18 14 42 74

27% 23% 50% 100% 29% 25% 46% 100% 24% 19% 57% 100%

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

43 109 82 234 29 67 56 152 12 39 23 74

18% 47% 35% 100% 19% 44% 37% 100% 16% 53% 31% 100%

Improving coordination between the European 
Commission and the member states

127 71 36 234 79 47 26 152 44 21 9 74

54% 30% 15% 100% 52% 31% 17% 100% 59% 28% 12% 100%

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 

59% 

54% 

18% 

27% 

52% 

19% 

29% 

16% 

24% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 

Penalising member states
 for failing to fully implement

 the Common European
 Relocation Mechanism

Improving coordination
 between the

 European Commission
 and the member states

Modifying the relocation
 scheme breakdown

 per member state

All survey EU-28 MPC



8907 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently. 
What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by groups of countries)

All survey Maghreb Mashreq

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation Mechanism

64 54 116 234 10 7 23 40 5 4 15 24

27% 23% 50% 100% 25% 18% 58% 100% 21% 17% 63% 100%

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

43 109 82 234 7 19 14 40 2 16 6 24

18% 47% 35% 100% 18% 48% 35% 100% 8% 67% 25% 100%

Improving coordination between the European 
Commission and the member states

127 71 36 234 23 14 3 40 17 4 3 24

54% 30% 15% 100% 58% 35% 8% 100% 71% 17% 13% 100%

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 
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The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently. 
What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by groups of countries)

All survey Mediterranean EU Rest of EU

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation Mechanism

64 54 116 234 32 24 36 92 12 14 34 60

27% 23% 50% 100% 35% 26% 39% 100% 20% 23% 57% 100%

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

43 109 82 234 14 37 41 92 15 30 15 60

18% 47% 35% 100% 15% 40% 45% 100% 25% 50% 25% 100%

Improving coordination between the European 
Commission and the member states

127 71 36 234 46 31 15 92 33 16 11 60

54% 30% 15% 100% 50% 34% 16% 100% 55% 27% 18% 100%

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 
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The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently. 
What measures should be prioritised? 
(First element to be prioritised in % by institutional affiliation)

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement 
the Common European Relocation Mechanism

19 14 45 78 33 30 51 114 12 10 20 42

24% 18% 58% 100% 29% 26% 45% 100% 29% 24% 48% 100%

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown  
per member state

13 44 21 78 21 47 46 114 9 18 15 42

17% 56% 27% 100% 18% 41% 40% 100% 21% 43% 36% 100%

Improving coordination between the European 
Commission and the member states

46 20 12 78 60 37 17 114 21 14 7 42

59% 26% 15% 100% 53% 32% 15% 100% 50% 33% 17% 100%

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System) has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 
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 To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

 
Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

All survey
10 14 27 48 135 234 0 234

4% 6% 12% 21% 58% 100% 0%

Mediterranean Partner Countries
6 9 16 25 96 152 0 152

4% 6% 11% 16% 63% 100% 0%

EU-28 
4 5 11 19 35 74 0 74

5% 7% 15% 26% 47% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

 
Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

Geographic

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Maghreb
2 1 7 10 20 40 0 40

5% 3% 18% 25% 50% 100% 0%

Mashreq
0 2 3 6 13 24 0 24

0% 8% 13% 25% 54% 100% 0%

Mediterranean EU
3 5 8 21 55 92 0 92

3% 5% 9% 23% 60% 100% 0%

Rest of EU
3 4 8 4 41 60 0 60

5% 7% 13% 7% 68% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

5% 7% 13% 7% 68% 
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 To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

 
Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

Institution

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Policy-makers
3 5 5 17 48 78 0 78

4% 6% 6% 22% 62% 100% 0%

Experts
5 8 10 23 68 114 0 114

4% 7% 9% 20% 60% 100% 0%

Civil society
2 1 12 8 19 42 0 42

5% 2% 29% 19% 45% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

5% 29% 19% 45% 

4% 7% 9% 20% 60% 

4% 6% 6% 22% 62% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 
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Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers)
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Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers)
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All survey

Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

55 39 47 93 234

24% 17% 20% 40% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

32 48 86 68 234

14% 21% 37% 29% 100%

Strengthening the common asylum 
policy

55 83 64 32 234

24% 35% 27% 14% 100%

Developing a new policy on legal 
migration

92 64 37 41 234

39% 27% 16% 18% 100%

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 
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Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

All survey EU-28 Mediterranean Partner Countries

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

55 39 47 93 234 33 21 33 65 152 19 16 12 27 74

24% 17% 20% 40% 100% 22% 14% 22% 43% 100% 26% 22% 16% 36% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

32 48 86 68 234 19 27 64 42 152 11 20 21 22 74

14% 21% 37% 29% 100% 13% 18% 42% 28% 100% 15% 27% 28% 30% 100%

Strengthening the common asylum 
policy

55 83 64 32 234 44 57 32 19 152 10 23 28 13 74

24% 35% 27% 14% 100% 29% 38% 21% 13% 100% 14% 31% 38% 18% 100%

Developing a new policy on legal 
migration

92 64 37 41 234 56 47 23 26 152 34 15 13 12 74

39% 27% 16% 18% 100% 37% 31% 15% 17% 100% 46% 20% 18% 16% 100%

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 
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Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

All survey Maghreb Mashreq

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

55 39 47 93 234 9 10 6 15 40 9 4 4 7 24

24% 17% 20% 40% 100% 23% 25% 15% 38% 100% 38% 17% 17% 29% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

32 48 86 68 234 7 10 10 13 40 1 8 7 8 24

14% 21% 37% 29% 100% 18% 25% 25% 33% 100% 4% 33% 29% 33% 100%

Strengthening the common asylum 
policy

55 83 64 32 234 5 11 17 7 40 3 8 8 5 24

24% 35% 27% 14% 100% 13% 28% 43% 18% 100% 13% 33% 33% 21% 100%

Developing a new policy on legal 
migration

92 64 37 41 234 19 9 7 5 40 11 4 5 4 24

39% 27% 16% 18% 100% 48% 23% 18% 13% 100% 46% 17% 21% 17% 100%

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 
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Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

All survey Mediterranean EU Rest of EU

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

55 39 47 93 234 15 13 22 42 92 18 8 11 23 60

24% 17% 20% 40% 100% 16% 14% 24% 46% 100% 30% 13% 18% 38% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

32 48 86 68 234 8 13 41 30 92 11 14 23 12 60

14% 21% 37% 29% 100% 9% 14% 45% 33% 100% 18% 23% 38% 20% 100%

Strengthening the common asylum 
policy

55 83 64 32 234 36 33 14 9 92 8 24 18 10 60

24% 35% 27% 14% 100% 39% 36% 15% 10% 100% 13% 40% 30% 17% 100%

Developing a new policy on legal 
migration

92 64 37 41 234 33 33 15 11 92 23 14 8 15 60

39% 27% 16% 18% 100% 36% 36% 16% 12% 100% 38% 23% 13% 25% 100%

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 
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Ranking European Agenda on Migration (EAM) proposals according to what should be prioritised.  
(First European Agenda on Migration proposal to be prioritised in %)

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total

Reducing the incentives for irregular 
migration

26 12 14 26 78 22 20 22 50 114 7 7 11 17 42

33% 15% 18% 33% 100% 19% 18% 19% 44% 100% 17% 17% 26% 40% 100%

Border management: saving lives 
and securing external borders

7 20 27 24 78 19 19 45 31 114 6 9 14 13 42

9% 26% 35% 31% 100% 17% 17% 39% 27% 100% 14% 21% 33% 31% 100%

Strengthening the common asylum 
policy

26 21 19 12 78 22 45 34 13 114 7 17 11 7 42

33% 27% 24% 15% 100% 19% 39% 30% 11% 100% 17% 40% 26% 17% 100%

Developing a new policy on legal 
migration

19 25 18 16 78 51 30 13 20 114 22 9 6 5 42

24% 32% 23% 21% 100% 45% 26% 11% 18% 100% 52% 21% 14% 12% 100%

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

10 9 9 29 177 234 0 234

4% 4% 4% 12% 76% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
24 19 23 35 130 231 3 234

10% 8% 10% 15% 56% 100% 1%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
37 28 30 49 85 229 5 234

16% 12% 13% 21% 37% 100% 2%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

30 22 28 60 92 232 2 234

13% 9% 12% 26% 40% 100% 1%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
14 16 23 44 136 233 1 234

6% 7% 10% 19% 58% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

7 6 7 20 112 152 0 152

5% 4% 5% 13% 74% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
18 17 17 25 74 151 1 152

12% 11% 11% 17% 49% 100% 1%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
24 21 22 34 49 150 2 152

16% 14% 15% 23% 33% 100% 1%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

23 17 22 39 51 152 2 154

15% 11% 14% 26% 34% 100% 1%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
7 12 15 34 83 151 1 152

5% 8% 10% 23% 55% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

3 2 2 9 58 74 0 74

4% 3% 3% 12% 78% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
5 1 5 8 53 72 2 74

7% 1% 7% 11% 74% 100% 3%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
12 7 7 12 33 71 3 74

17% 10% 10% 17% 46% 100% 4%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

5 4 5 20 38 72 2 74

7% 6% 7% 28% 53% 100% 3%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
5 4 7 8 50 74 0 74

7% 5% 9% 11% 68% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

2 0 1 2 35 40 0 40

5% 0% 3% 5% 88% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
2 0 1 3 33 39 1 40

5% 0% 3% 8% 85% 100% 3%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
6 6 5 7 15 39 1 40

15% 15% 13% 18% 38% 100% 3%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

4 3 2 10 20 39 1 40

10% 8% 5% 26% 51% 100% 3%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
3 2 2 7 26 40 0 40

8% 5% 5% 18% 65% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

1 1 1 3 18 24 0 24

4% 4% 4% 13% 75% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
2 1 2 3 15 23 1 24

9% 4% 9% 13% 65% 100% 4%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
4 0 2 4 13 23 1 24

17% 0% 9% 17% 57% 100% 4%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

1 1 2 6 13 23 1 24

4% 4% 9% 26% 57% 100% 4%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
1 1 5 0 17 24 0 24

4% 4% 21% 0% 71% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

3 4 5 12 68 92 0 92

3% 4% 5% 13% 74% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
8 11 9 20 43 91 1 92

9% 12% 10% 22% 47% 100% 1%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
16 10 16 19 29 90 2 92

18% 11% 18% 21% 32% 100% 2%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

15 8 19 20 30 92 0 92

16% 9% 21% 22% 33% 100% 0%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
4 4 8 23 52 91 1 92

4% 4% 9% 25% 57% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries

4 2 2 8 44 60 0 60

7% 3% 3% 13% 73% 100% 0%

Fighting smugglers and traffickers
10 6 8 5 31 60 0 60

17% 10% 13% 8% 52% 100% 0%

Effectively apply the EU’s return system
8 11 6 15 20 60 2 62

13% 18% 10% 25% 33% 100% 3%

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming 
at dissuading potential irregular migrants

8 9 3 19 21 60 0 60

13% 15% 5% 32% 35% 100% 0%

Broadening labour migration opportunities
3 8 7 11 31 60 1 61

5% 13% 12% 18% 52% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration 
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

Broadening labour migration opportunities Tailored communication in origin 
countries aiming at dissuading 
potential irregular migrants

Effectively apply the EU’s return system

Fighting smugglers and traffickers Addressing the root causes 
of irregular migration in origin countries

Policy-makers Experts Civil society



11107 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

14 14 18 43 141 230 4 234

6% 6% 8% 19% 61% 100% 2%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

13 17 21 43 139 233 1 234

6% 7% 9% 18% 60% 100% 0%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

12 16 15 52 132 227 7 234

5% 7% 7% 23% 58% 100% 3%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

16 14 31 45 123 229 5 234

7% 6% 14% 20% 54% 100% 2%

Greater focus on reception capacities
12 17 24 65 114 232 2 234

5% 7% 10% 28% 49% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

11 8 11 27 93 150 2 152

7% 5% 7% 18% 62% 100% 1%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

9 12 12 30 88 151 1 152

6% 8% 8% 20% 58% 100% 1%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

9 11 11 37 80 148 4 152

6% 7% 7% 25% 54% 100% 3%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

11 9 24 27 77 148 4 152

7% 6% 16% 18% 52% 100% 3%

Greater focus on reception capacities
6 11 16 45 73 151 1 152

5% 7% 10% 28% 49% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

3 3 7 15 44 72 2 74

4% 4% 10% 21% 61% 100% 3%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

4 5 6 11 48 74 0 74

5% 7% 8% 15% 65% 100% 0%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

3 5 3 13 47 71 3 74

4% 7% 4% 18% 66% 100% 4%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

3 5 6 16 43 73 1 74

4% 7% 8% 22% 59% 100% 1%

Greater focus on reception capacities
5 6 8 18 36 73 1 74

7% 8% 11% 25% 49% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean Partner Countries
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

3 1 2 10 23 39 1 40

8% 3% 5% 26% 59% 100% 3%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

4 3 2 13 18 40 0 40

10% 8% 5% 33% 45% 100% 0%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

3 2 1 5 28 39 1 40

8% 5% 3% 13% 72% 100% 3%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

3 2 3 11 20 39 1 40

8% 5% 8% 28% 51% 100% 3%

Greater focus on reception capacities
3 4 7 12 14 40 0 40

8% 10% 18% 30% 35% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

0 1 2 5 15 23 1 24

0% 4% 9% 22% 65% 100% 4%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

0 2 2 3 17 24 0 24

0% 8% 8% 13% 71% 100% 0%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

0 1 1 5 16 23 1 24

0% 4% 4% 22% 70% 100% 4%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

0 2 1 3 18 24 0 24

0% 8% 4% 13% 75% 100% 0%

Greater focus on reception capacities
1 1 0 4 17 23 1 24

4% 4% 0% 17% 74% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

6 4 6 16 58 90 2 92

7% 4% 7% 18% 64% 100% 2%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

3 6 8 17 57 91 1 92

3% 7% 9% 19% 63% 100% 1%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

5 5 8 21 51 90 2 92

6% 6% 9% 23% 57% 100% 2%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

6 5 12 15 52 90 2 92

7% 6% 13% 17% 58% 100% 2%

Greater focus on reception capacities
4 5 8 26 48 91 1 92

4% 5% 9% 29% 53% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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from 2001 that establishes an
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refugees immediate protection”
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To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Better implement the EU Visa Code to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory  
on humanitarian grounds

5 4 5 11 35 60 0 60

8% 7% 8% 18% 58% 100% 0%

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their 
own money while their applications are being 
processed

6 6 4 13 31 60 0 60

10% 10% 7% 22% 52% 100% 0%

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

4 6 3 16 29 58 2 60

7% 10% 5% 28% 50% 100% 3%

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures

5 4 12 12 25 58 2 60

9% 7% 21% 21% 43% 100% 3%

Greater focus on reception capacities
2 6 8 19 25 60 0 60

3% 10% 13% 32% 42% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

5 8 11 44 162 230 4 234

2% 3% 5% 19% 70% 100% 2%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

19 20 21 75 95 230 4 234

8% 9% 9% 33% 41% 100% 2%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

6 10 19 44 145 224 10 234

3% 4% 8% 20% 65% 100% 4%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

18 19 26 72 94 229 5 234

8% 8% 11% 31% 41% 100% 2%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

13 9 25 55 125 227 7 234

6% 4% 11% 24% 55% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

3 5 5 30 106 149 3 152

2% 3% 3% 20% 71% 100% 2%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

12 16 14 51 56 149 3 152

8% 11% 9% 34% 38% 100% 2%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

5 4 9 26 102 146 6 152

3% 3% 6% 18% 70% 100% 4%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

12 12 14 46 63 147 5 152

8% 8% 10% 31% 43% 100% 3%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

12 6 19 34 76 147 5 152

8% 4% 13% 23% 52% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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2% 

2% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 
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Neither low nor high extent 
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Very high extent 

Don’t know

Reinforced mandate for the
EU’s Asylum Agency (European
Asylum Support Office, EASO)

Regulation of secondary
movements within the EU

Amend the Dublin Regulation
which establishes the criteria for

determining which member state is
responsible for examining an

application for international protection

Reinforcing the Eurodac system
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

Achieving greater
convergence among member

states in the EU asylum system
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The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

2 2 6 13 50 73 1 74

3% 3% 8% 18% 68% 100% 1%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

6 3 7 22 35 73 1 74

8% 4% 10% 30% 48% 100% 1%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

1 5 10 17 37 70 4 74

1% 7% 14% 24% 53% 100% 5%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

5 6 12 22 29 74 0 74

7% 8% 16% 30% 39% 100% 0%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

1 1 6 20 44 72 2 74

1% 1% 8% 28% 61% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Don’t know
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EU’s Asylum Agency (European
Asylum Support Office, EASO)

Regulation of secondary
movements within the EU

Amend the Dublin Regulation
which establishes the criteria for

determining which member state is
responsible for examining an

application for international protection

Reinforcing the Eurodac system
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

Achieving greater
convergence among member

states in the EU asylum system



12307 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

2 1 3 7 27 40 0 40

5% 3% 8% 18% 68% 100% 0%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

4 1 4 13 18 40 0 40

10% 3% 10% 33% 45% 100% 0%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

1 3 6 9 18 37 3 40

3% 8% 16% 24% 49% 100% 8%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

3 4 9 11 13 40 0 40

8% 10% 23% 28% 33% 100% 0%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

1 1 5 11 21 39 1 40

3% 3% 13% 28% 54% 100% 3%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Don’t know

Reinforced mandate for the
EU’s Asylum Agency (European
Asylum Support Office, EASO)

Regulation of secondary
movements within the EU

Amend the Dublin Regulation
which establishes the criteria for

determining which member state is
responsible for examining an

application for international protection

Reinforcing the Eurodac system
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

Achieving greater
convergence among member

states in the EU asylum system
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The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

0 0 2 5 16 23 1 24

0% 0% 9% 22% 70% 100% 4%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

1 0 2 8 12 23 1 24

4% 0% 9% 35% 52% 100% 4%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

0 2 3 5 13 23 1 24

0% 9% 13% 22% 57% 100% 4%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

2 2 2 8 10 24 0 24

8% 8% 8% 33% 42% 100% 0%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

0 0 0 6 18 24 1 25

0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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4% 

8% 
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8% 
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12507 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

1 1 5 18 66 91 1 92

1% 1% 5% 20% 73% 100% 1%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

8 9 10 28 35 90 2 92

9% 10% 11% 31% 39% 100% 2%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

5 1 7 16 59 88 4 92

6% 1% 8% 18% 67% 100% 4%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

8 6 4 33 38 89 3 92

9% 7% 4% 37% 43% 100% 3%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

7 2 9 23 49 90 2 92

8% 2% 10% 26% 54% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).
To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system

2 4 0 12 40 58 2 60

3% 7% 0% 21% 69% 100% 3%

Reinforcing the Eurodac system 
(EU asylum fingerprint database)

4 7 4 23 21 59 1 60

7% 12% 7% 39% 36% 100% 2%

Amend the Dublin Regulation which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

0 3 2 10 43 58 2 60

0% 5% 3% 17% 74% 100% 3%

Regulation of secondary movements 
within the EU

4 6 10 13 25 58 2 60

7% 10% 17% 22% 43% 100% 3%

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)

5 4 10 11 27 57 3 60

9% 7% 18% 19% 47% 100% 5%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).                                                                             
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS)                                                                                                                                           
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent) 
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

9 7 21 58 136 231 3 234

4% 3% 9% 25% 59% 100% 1%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

13 14 20 50 134 231 3 234

6% 6% 9% 22% 58% 100% 1%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

15 11 25 65 111 227 7 234

7% 5% 11% 29% 49% 100% 3%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

11 10 17 63 131 232 2 234

5% 4% 7% 27% 56% 100% 1%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

10 14 19 41 148 232 2 234

4% 6% 8% 18% 64% 100% 1%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

4 12 6 33 177 232 2 234

2% 5% 3% 14% 76% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

4% 6% 8% 18% 64% 1% 

5% 4% 7% 27% 56% 1% 

7% 5% 11% 29% 49% 3% 

6% 6% 9% 22% 58% 1% 

4% 3% 9% 25% 59% 1% 

5% 3% 14% 76% 1% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

EU-28

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

6 7 17 41 79 150 2 152

4% 5% 11% 27% 53% 100% 1%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

9 13 12 37 79 150 2 152

6% 9% 8% 25% 53% 100% 1%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

11 8 20 44 64 147 5 152

7% 5% 14% 30% 44% 100% 3%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

9 7 13 47 75 151 1 152

6% 5% 9% 31% 50% 100% 1%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

8 7 14 25 96 150 2 152

5% 5% 9% 17% 64% 100% 1%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

3 8 5 24 110 150 2 152

2% 5% 3% 16% 73% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

2% 5% 3% 16% 73% 1% 

5% 5% 9% 17% 64% 1% 

6% 5% 9% 31% 50% 1% 

7% 5% 14% 30% 44% 3% 

6% 9% 8% 25% 53% 1% 

4% 5% 11% 27% 53% 1% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

3 0 3 13 54 73 1 74

4% 0% 4% 18% 74% 100% 1%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

4 1 4 12 53 74 2 76

5% 1% 5% 16% 72% 100% 3%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

4 2 3 19 45 73 1 74

5% 3% 4% 26% 62% 100% 1%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

2 2 4 13 52 73 1 74

3% 3% 5% 18% 71% 100% 1%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

2 6 4 14 47 73 1 74

3% 8% 5% 19% 64% 100% 1%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

1 4 1 8 60 74 0 74

1% 5% 1% 11% 81% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

5% 11% 81% 

3% 8% 5% 19% 64% 1% 

3% 3% 5% 18% 71% 1% 

5% 3% 4% 26% 62% 1% 

5% 5% 16% 72% 3% 

4% 4% 18% 74% 1% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Maghreb

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

3 0 3 7 26 39 1 40

8% 0% 8% 18% 67% 100% 3%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

4 0 2 7 27 40 2 42

10% 0% 5% 18% 68% 100% 5%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

3 2 2 13 19 39 1 40

8% 5% 5% 33% 49% 100% 3%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

2 2 2 4 29 39 1 40

5% 5% 5% 10% 74% 100% 3%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

2 3 3 6 26 40 1 41

5% 8% 8% 15% 65% 100% 2%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

1 1 1 3 34 40 0 40

3% 3% 3% 8% 85% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

3% 3% 3% 8% 85% 

5% 8% 8% 15% 65% 2% 

5% 5% 5% 10% 74% 3% 

8% 5% 5% 33% 49% 3% 

10% 5% 18% 68% 5% 

8% 8% 18% 67% 3% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Mashreq

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

0 0 0 4 20 24 0 24

0% 0% 0% 17% 83% 100% 0%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

0 1 2 3 18 24 0 24

0% 4% 8% 13% 75% 100% 0%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

1 0 1 4 18 24 1 25

4% 0% 4% 17% 75% 100% 4%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

0 0 1 7 16 24 0 24

0% 0% 4% 29% 67% 100% 0%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

0 2 0 5 16 23 1 24

0% 9% 0% 22% 70% 100% 4%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

0 3 0 2 19 24 0 24

0% 13% 0% 8% 79% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

13% 8% 79% 

4% 29% 67% 

4% 8% 13% 75% 

17% 83% 

9% 22% 70% 4% 

4% 4% 17% 75% 4% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Mediterranean EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

2 5 12 26 46 91 1 92

2% 5% 13% 29% 51% 100% 1%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

2 7 9 26 48 92 0 92

2% 8% 10% 28% 52% 100% 0%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

5 3 14 26 40 88 4 92

6% 3% 16% 30% 45% 100% 4%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

4 3 9 28 48 92 0 92

4% 3% 10% 30% 52% 100% 0%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

2 2 6 19 62 91 1 92

2% 2% 7% 21% 68% 100% 1%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

1 5 3 12 70 91 1 92

1% 5% 3% 13% 77% 100% 1%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

4% 3% 10% 30% 52% 

8% 10% 28% 52% 

5% 3% 13% 77% 1% 

7% 21% 68% 1% 

6% 3% 16% 30% 45% 4% 

5% 13% 29% 51% 1% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students,
researchers and business persons”

Open labour market access
to asylum seekers and refugees

Visa facilitation schemes
to encourage temporary stays

Differentiated approach
towards partner countries when

offering incentives for channelling
legal migration

Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships

Creating bilateral labour market
information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system



13507 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region?
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

Rest of EU

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

4 2 5 15 33 59 1 60

7% 3% 8% 25% 56% 100% 2%

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships 

7 6 3 11 31 58 2 60

12% 10% 5% 19% 53% 100% 3%

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

6 5 6 18 24 59 1 60

10% 8% 10% 31% 41% 100% 2%

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays

5 4 4 19 27 59 1 60

8% 7% 7% 32% 46% 100% 2%

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees

6 6 8 6 34 60 0 60

10% 10% 13% 10% 57% 100% 0%

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons”

2 3 2 12 40 59 1 60

3% 5% 3% 20% 68% 100% 2%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

10% 10% 13% 10% 57% 

3% 5% 3% 20% 68% 2% 

8% 7% 7% 32% 46% 2% 

10% 8% 10% 31% 41% 2% 

12% 10% 5% 19% 53% 3% 

7% 3% 8% 25% 56% 2% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 
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Promoting and concluding effective
Mobility Partnerships
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information systems as a stepping

stone of a future regional (EU-Med)
labour market information system
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Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent)
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Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements?

Yes No Total

The “last resort” and “temporary” nature  
of these checks have been respected

290 517 807

36% 64% 100%

The reintroduction of these controls has not been 
carried out in a manner consistent with the member 
states’ international obligations to refugees

570 237 807

71% 29% 100%

The reintroduction of these internal checks 
should be further limited

590 217 807

73% 27% 100%

The possibility of reintroducing these internal 
checks should be further extended

197 610 807

24% 76% 100%

 
Q17. Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015. 
Do you agree with the following statements? 
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Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(The graph below shows the % of “yes” answers by groups of countries)

 
Q17. Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015. 
Do you agree with the following statements? 

All survey EU-28 Mediterranean  
Partner Countries

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total

The “last resort” and “temporary” nature  
of these checks have been respected

290 517 807 143 294 437 139 210 349

36% 64% 100% 33% 67% 100% 40% 60% 100%

The reintroduction of these controls has not been 
carried out in a manner consistent with the member 
states’ international obligations to refugees

570 237 807 311 126 437 242 107 349

71% 29% 100% 71% 29% 100% 69% 31% 100%

The reintroduction of these internal checks 
should be further limited

590 217 807 326 111 437 253 96 349

73% 27% 100% 75% 25% 100% 72% 28% 100%

The possibility of reintroducing these internal  
checks should be further extended

197 610 807 86 351 437 104 245 349

24% 76% 100% 20% 80% 100% 30% 70% 100%
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should be further limited

The possibility of reintroducing these internal checks should 
be further extended
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Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(The graph below shows the % of “yes” answers by groups of countries)

 
Q17. Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015. 
Do you agree with the following statements? 

Maghreb Mashreq Mediterranean EU Rest of EU

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total

The “last resort” and “temporary” nature  
of these checks have been respected

53 107 160 58 62 120 78 193 271 65 101 166

33% 67% 100% 48% 52% 100% 29% 71% 100% 39% 61% 100%

The reintroduction of these controls has not been 
carried out in a manner consistent with the member 
states’ international obligations to refugees

121 39 160 74 46 120 205 66 271 106 60 166

76% 24% 100% 62% 38% 100% 76% 24% 100% 64% 36% 100%

The reintroduction of these internal checks 
should be further limited

128 32 160 82 38 120 212 59 271 114 52 166

80% 20% 100% 68% 32% 100% 78% 22% 100% 69% 31% 100%

The possibility of reintroducing these internal 
checks should be further extended

45 115 160 40 80 120 53 218 271 33 133 166

28% 72% 100% 33% 67% 100% 20% 80% 100% 20% 80% 100%
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The reintroduction of these internal checks
should be further limited

The possibility of reintroducing these internal checks should 
be further extended



14107 EurOMEd SurvEyset of results

Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(The graph below shows the % of “yes” answers by institutional affiliation)

 
Q17. Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015. 
Do you agree with the following statements? 

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total

The “last resort” and “temporary” nature  
of these checks have been respected

84 112 196 136 295 431 70 110 180

43% 57% 100% 32% 68% 100% 39% 61% 100%

The reintroduction of these controls has not been 
carried out in a manner consistent with the member 
states’ international obligations to refugees

118 78 196 325 106 431 127 53 180

60% 40% 100% 75% 25% 100% 71% 29% 100%

The reintroduction of these internal checks 
should be further limited

132 64 196 330 101 431 128 52 180

67% 33% 100% 77% 23% 100% 71% 29% 100%

The possibility of reintroducing these internal checks 
should be further extended

57 139 196 88 343 431 52 128 180

29% 71% 100% 20% 80% 100% 29% 71% 100%
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In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders, 
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority?
(% of answers by all respondents)

Answers %

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity 175 22%

More support to frontline states 423 52%

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard 161 20%

Externalise/outsource border control 
to third countries (such as Turkey)

48 6%

Total 807 100%

 
Q18. In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? Please select one option. 
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In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(% of answers by group of countries)

 
Q18. In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? Please select one option. 

All survey EU-28 Mediterranean  
Partner Countries

Answers % Answers % Answers %

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity 175 22% 109 25% 63 18%

More support to frontline states 423 52% 213 49% 199 57%

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard 161 20% 99 23% 56 16%

Externalise/outsource border control  
to third countries (such as Turkey)

48 6% 16 4% 31 9%

Total 807 100% 437 100% 349 100%
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In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders, 
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(% of answers by group of countries)

 
Q18. In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? Please select one option.

Maghreb Mashreq Mediterranean EU Rest of EU

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity 26 16% 28 23% 70 26% 39 14%

More support to frontline states 108 68% 57 48% 128 47% 85 31%

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard 18 11% 24 20% 64 24% 35 13%

Externalise/outsource border control 
to third countries (such as Turkey)

8 5% 11 9% 9 3% 7 3%

Total 160 100% 120 100% 271 100% 166 61%
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In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders, 
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? 
(% of answers by group of countries by institutional affiliation)

 
Q18. In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? Please select one option. 

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

Answers % Answers % Answers %

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity 45 23% 79 18% 51 28%

More support to frontline states 85 43% 250 58% 88 49%

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard 46 23% 86 20% 29 16%

Externalise/outsource border control  
to third countries (such as Turkey)

20 10% 16 4% 12 7%

Total 196 100% 431 100% 180 100%
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

37 28 25 48 47 185 3 188

20% 15% 14% 26% 25% 100% 2%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
15 20 21 42 87 185 3 188

8% 11% 11% 23% 47% 100% 2%

Triton sea rescue operation
24 21 25 61 52 183 5 188

13% 11% 14% 33% 28% 100% 3%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

27 33 31 55 32 178 10 188

15% 19% 17% 31% 18% 100% 5%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

21 33 25 57 44 180 8 188

12% 18% 14% 32% 24% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from EU-28)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

27 14 16 29 34 120 3 123

23% 12% 13% 24% 28% 100% 2%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
6 14 10 24 66 120 3 123

5% 12% 8% 20% 55% 100% 2%

Triton sea rescue operation
16 13 14 40 35 118 5 123

14% 11% 12% 34% 30% 100% 4%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

17 21 21 38 16 113 10 123

15% 19% 19% 34% 14% 100% 8%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

13 23 20 36 23 115 8 123

11% 20% 17% 31% 20% 100% 7%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

10 11 8 18 11 58 0 58

17% 19% 14% 31% 19% 100% 0%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
9 5 11 16 17 58 0 58

16% 9% 19% 28% 29% 100% 0%

Triton sea rescue operation
8 7 11 17 15 58 0 58

14% 12% 19% 29% 26% 100% 0%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

9 9 10 16 14 58 0 58

16% 16% 17% 28% 24% 100% 0%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

7 8 5 20 18 58 0 58

12% 14% 9% 34% 31% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from Maghreb)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

8 8 5 7 7 35 0 35

23% 23% 14% 20% 20% 100% 0%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
7 2 7 8 11 35 0 35

20% 6% 20% 23% 31% 100% 0%

Triton sea rescue operation
6 4 7 10 8 35 0 35

17% 11% 20% 29% 23% 100% 0%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

5 6 9 8 7 35 0 35

14% 17% 26% 23% 20% 100% 0%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

5 6 4 11 9 35 0 35

14% 17% 11% 31% 26% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from Mashreq)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

2 3 3 5 3 16 0 16

13% 19% 19% 31% 19% 100% 0%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
2 2 3 4 5 16 0 16

13% 13% 19% 25% 31% 100% 0%

Triton sea rescue operation
2 2 2 7 3 16 0 16

13% 13% 13% 44% 19% 100% 0%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

2 3 1 6 4 16 0 16

13% 19% 6% 38% 25% 100% 0%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

2 2 1 6 5 16 0 16

13% 13% 6% 38% 31% 100% 0%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq
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How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

21 7 8 17 21 74 1 75

28% 9% 11% 23% 28% 100% 1%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
2 6 5 16 45 74 1 75

3% 8% 7% 22% 61% 100% 1%

Triton sea rescue operation
11 6 8 26 21 72 3 75

15% 8% 11% 36% 29% 100% 4%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

13 11 13 21 8 66 9 75

20% 17% 20% 32% 12% 100% 12%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

9 13 12 21 14 69 6 75

13% 19% 17% 30% 20% 100% 8%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean EU

13% 

20% 

15% 

3% 

28% 

19% 

17% 

8% 

8% 

9% 

17% 

20% 

11% 

7% 

11% 

30% 

32% 

36% 

22% 

23% 

20% 

12% 

29% 

61% 

28% 

8% 

12% 

4% 

1% 

1% 

Don't Know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union
 maritime operation in the Southern

 Central Mediterranean
 (Operation Sophia)

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters

Triton sea rescue operation

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation

The hotspot approach
to assist frontline member states

Very bad

Bad

Neither bad nor good Very good

Good Don't Know



152 set of results07 EurOMEd SurvEy

How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
(Answers from rest of EU)

 
Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

Very bad Bad Neither bad 
nor good Good Very good Total* Dkn Total**

The hotspot approach to assist  
frontline member states

6 7 8 12 13 46 2 48

13% 15% 17% 26% 28% 100% 4%

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation
6 10 4 13 14 47 1 48

13% 21% 9% 28% 30% 100% 2%

Triton sea rescue operation
5 7 6 14 14 46 2 48

11% 15% 13% 30% 30% 100% 4%

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters 

4 10 8 17 8 47 1 48

9% 21% 17% 36% 17% 100% 2%

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

4 10 8 15 9 46 2 48

9% 22% 17% 33% 20% 100% 4%

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Rest of EU

9% 

9% 

11% 

13% 

13% 

22% 

21% 

15% 
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15% 

17% 

17% 

13% 

9% 

17% 
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36% 

30% 

28% 

26% 

20% 

17% 

30% 

30% 

28% 

4% 

2% 

4% 

2% 

4% 

Don't Know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EUNAVFOR MED: European Union
 maritime operation in the Southern

 Central Mediterranean
 (Operation Sophia)

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters

Triton sea rescue operation

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation

The hotspot approach
to assist frontline member states

Very bad

Bad

Neither bad nor good Very good

Good Don't Know
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Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?
Respondents by group of countries. 
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers). 
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to assist frontline member states

Mare Nostrum sea rescue operation Triton sea rescue operation
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maritime operation in the Southern 
Central Mediterranean (Operation Sophia)
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Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants?  
Respondents by institutional affiliation. 
(The graph below shows the % of good and very good answers)
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maritime operation in the Southern 
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BLOCK 3
Challenges in and for southern  
and southeast Mediterranean  
Countries
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Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Algeria 294 23% 336 27% 283 23% 125 10% 216 17% 1,254 180 13% 1,434

Morocco 303 23% 343 26% 301 23% 149 11% 222 17% 1,318 148 10% 1,466

Tunisia 283 22% 395 30% 307 24% 132 10% 179 14% 1,296 159 11% 1,455

Libya 321 27% 404 34% 156 13% 165 14% 158 13% 1,204 205 15% 1,409

Egypt 272 22% 372 31% 270 22% 135 11% 163 13% 1,212 201 14% 1,413

Jordan 388 30% 437 34% 179 14% 126 10% 150 12% 1,280 167 12% 1,447

Occupied  
Palestinian Territories

128 14% 294 31% 278 30% 124 13% 114 12% 938 338 26% 1,276

Lebanon 388 30% 439 34% 202 16% 117 9% 134 10% 1,280 167 12% 1,447

Turkey 487 35% 426 31% 99 7% 171 12% 201 15% 1,384 115 8% 1,499

What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

35% 31% 7% 12% 15% 8% 

30% 34% 16% 9% 10% 12% 

14% 31% 30% 13% 12% 26% 

30% 34% 14% 10% 12% 12% 

22% 31% 22% 11% 13% 14% 

27% 34% 13% 14% 13% 15% 

22% 30% 24% 10% 14% 11% 

23% 26% 23% 11% 17% 10% 

23% 27% 23% 10% 17% 13% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Don’t know

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection capacities 
(including through 
international assistance)

Challenges related to emigration
(including brain drain and labour 
market distortions)

Return arrangements 
for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary
movements 

Don’t know

Algeria

Morocco

Tunisia

Libya

Egypt

Jordan

Occupied
Palestinian Territories

Lebanon

Turkey



158 set of results07 EurOMEd SurvEy

 
Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Algeria 294 10% 336 10% 283 14% 125 10% 216 14% 1,254 180 11% 1,434

Morocco 303 11% 343 10% 301 15% 149 12% 222 14% 1,318 148 9% 1,466

Tunisia 283 10% 395 11% 307 15% 132 11% 179 12% 1,296 159 9% 1,455

Libya 321 11% 404 12% 156 8% 165 13% 158 10% 1,204 205 12% 1,409

Egypt 272 9% 372 11% 270 13% 135 11% 163 11% 1,212 201 12% 1,413

Jordan 388 14% 437 13% 179 9% 126 10% 150 10% 1,280 167 10% 1,447

Occupied  
Palestinian Territories

128 4% 294 9% 278 13% 124 10% 114 7% 938 338 20% 1,276

Lebanon 388 14% 439 13% 202 10% 117 9% 134 9% 1,280 167 10% 1,447

Turkey 487 17% 426 12% 99 5% 171 14% 201 13% 1,384 115 7% 1,499

Total 2,864 100% 3,446 100% 2,075 100% 1,244 100% 1,537 100% 11,166 1,680 100% 12,846

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   
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 Territories
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What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national protection capacities
(including through international assistance) 
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Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Algeria 294 10% 336 10% 283 14% 125 10% 216 14% 1,254 180 11% 1,434

Morocco 303 11% 343 10% 301 15% 149 12% 222 14% 1,318 148 9% 1,466

Tunisia 283 10% 395 11% 307 15% 132 11% 179 12% 1,296 159 9% 1,455

Libya 321 11% 404 12% 156 8% 165 13% 158 10% 1,204 205 12% 1,409

Egypt 272 9% 372 11% 270 13% 135 11% 163 11% 1,212 201 12% 1,413

Jordan 388 14% 437 13% 179 9% 126 10% 150 10% 1,280 167 10% 1,447

Occupied  
Palestinian Territories

128 4% 294 9% 278 13% 124 10% 114 7% 938 338 20% 1,276

Lebanon 388 14% 439 13% 202 10% 117 9% 134 9% 1,280 167 10% 1,447

Turkey 487 17% 426 12% 99 5% 171 14% 201 13% 1,384 115 7% 1,499

Total 2,864 100% 3,446 100% 2,075 100% 1,244 100% 1,537 100% 11,166 1,680 100% 12,846

13.6% 

14.8% 

13% 

7.5% 

8.6% 

9.7% 

4.8% 

13.4% 

14.5% 
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Jordan

Occupied Palestinian
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Turkey
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 Territories
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Turkey

Challenges related to emigration  
(including brain drain and labour market distortions)

Return arrangements for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary movements 

Don’t know 
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Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Maghreb

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Algeria 294 23% 336 27% 283 23% 125 10% 216 17% 1,254 180 13% 1,434

Answers  
from Algerian 
participants

17 25% 8 12% 25 37% 3 4% 15 22% 68 2 3% 70

All survey on Morocco 303 23% 343 26% 301 23% 149 11% 222 17% 1,318 148 10% 1,466

Answers  
from Moroccan  
participants

38 29% 26 20% 37 28% 10 8% 21 16% 132 2 1% 134

All survey on Tunisia 283 22% 395 30% 307 24% 132 10% 179 14% 1,296 159 11% 1,455

Answers  
from Tunisian  
participants

22 25% 29 33% 26 30% 4 5% 7 8% 88 0 0% 88

All survey on Libya*** 321 27% 404 34% 156 13% 165 14% 158 13% 1,204 205 15% 1,409

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers
(***) The low number of answers from Libya...

(***) The low number of answers from Libya...

What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

25% 33% 30% 5% 8% 

27% 34% 13% 14% 13% 15% 

22% 30% 24% 10% 14% 11% 

29% 20% 28% 8% 16% 1% 

23% 26% 23% 11% 17% 10% 

25% 12% 37% 4% 22% 3% 

23% 27% 23% 10% 17% 13% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Don’t know

All survey on Algeria

Answers from Algerian participants

All survey on Morocco

Answers from Moroccan participants

All survey on Tunisia

Answers from Tunisian participants

All survey on Libya***

Don’t know

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection capacities 
(including through 
international assistance)

Challenges related to emigration
(including brain drain and labour 
market distortions)

Return arrangements 
for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary
movements 

Don’t know

silviavalls
Resaltado

silviavalls
Resaltado

silviavalls
Nota adhesiva
Xavier, sembla que falta text?


XARAGALL
Nota adhesiva
La frase completa fa:  The low number of answers from Libya doesn't allow for significant analysis of Libyan respondents
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Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Mashreq

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Algeria 294 23% 336 27% 283 23% 125 10% 216 17% 1,254 180 13% 1,434

Answers  
from Algerian 
participants

17 25% 8 12% 25 37% 3 4% 15 22% 68 2 3% 70

All survey on Morocco 303 23% 343 26% 301 23% 149 11% 222 17% 1,318 148 10% 1,466

Answers  
from Moroccan  
participants

38 29% 26 20% 37 28% 10 8% 21 16% 132 2 1% 134

All survey on Tunisia 283 22% 395 30% 307 24% 132 10% 179 14% 1,296 159 11% 1,455

Answers  
from Tunisian  
participants

22 25% 29 33% 26 30% 4 5% 7 8% 88 0 0% 88

All survey on Libya*** 321 27% 404 34% 156 13% 165 14% 158 13% 1,204 205 15% 1,409

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Egypt 272 22% 372 31% 270 22% 135 11% 163 13% 1,212 201 14% 1,413

Answers  
from Egyptian  
participants

10 14% 20 28% 24 33% 10 14% 8 11% 72 1 1% 73

All survey on Jordan 388 30% 437 34% 179 14% 126 10% 150 12% 1,280 167 12% 1,447

Answers  
from Jordan  
participants

6 20% 9 30% 9 30% 0 0% 6 20% 30 0 0% 30

All survey on Occupied  
Palestinian Territories

128 14% 294 31% 278 30% 124 13% 114 12% 938 338 26% 1,276

Answers  
from Palestinian 
participants

4 13% 8 27% 8 27% 5 17% 5 17% 30 0 0% 30

All survey on Lebanon 388 30% 439 34% 202 16% 117 9% 134 10% 1,280 467 27% 1,747

Answers  
from Lebanese  
participants

21 30% 18 26% 17 24% 3 4% 11 16% 70 1 1% 71

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

13% 27% 27% 17% 17% 

20% 30% 30% 20% 

30% 26% 24% 4% 16% 1% 

30% 34% 16% 9% 10% 27% 

14% 31% 30% 13% 12% 26% 

30% 34% 14% 10% 12% 12% 

14% 28% 33% 14% 11% 1% 

22% 31% 22% 11% 13% 14% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Answers from
Egyptian participants

All survey on Egypt

All survey on Jordan

Answers from
Jordan participants

All survey on Occupied
 Palestinian Territories

Answers from
Palestinian participants

All survey on Lebanon

Answers from
Lebanese participants

Don’t know

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection capacities 
(including through 
international assistance)

Challenges related to emigration
(including brain drain and labour 
market distortions)

Return arrangements 
for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary
movements 

Don’t know
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Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Turkey

Better manage 
the arrival  

of migrants  
and refugees

Strengthen 
national  

protection 
capacities  
(including 
through 

international 
assistance)

Challenges 
related to 
emigration 
(including 

brain drain and 
labour market 

distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants and 
alternative 
migration  
options

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Turkey 487 35% 426 31% 99 7% 171 12% 201 15% 1,384 115 8% 1,499

Answers from Turkish 
participants on Turkey

23 31% 29 39% 7 9% 4 5% 11 15% 74 2 3% 76

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

31% 39% 9% 5% 15% 3% 

35% 31% 7% 12% 15% 8% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Don’t know

All survey on Turkey

Answers from Turkish
participants on Turkey

Better manage the arrival 
of migrants and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection capacities 
(including through 
international assistance)

Challenges related to emigration
(including brain drain and labour 
market distortions)

Return arrangements 
for irregular migrants 
and alternative migration options

Addressing secondary
movements 

Don’t know

silviavalls
Resaltado

silviavalls
Resaltado

silviavalls
Nota adhesiva
aquest aclariment només es fa en aquest cas, a Turquia. Es manté?

XARAGALL
Nota adhesiva
No el posem no, caldria treure'l
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Humanitarian assistance 
to the most vulnerable 

segments of the refugee 
population

Socioeconomic integration 
of refugees residing under 

temporary protection, 
especially for those 

out of camps

Capacities of the health, 
education, water 

and sanitation service 
systems at local 

and national levels

Legal alternatives 
to irregular 

onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian 

admission programmes)

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Jordan 495 23% 329 15% 488 23% 121 6%

Lebanon 466 22% 336 16% 461 22% 126 6%

Turkey 509 23% 413 19% 349 16% 226 10%

Support schemes for host 
community members

Specific approach  
for refugees arriving  

at existing  
Palestinian camps

Protection from violence, 
trafficking, smuggling 

and other human rights 
violations

Total
* Don’t know Total

**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Jordan 202 9% 190 9% 302 14% 2,127 96 4% 2,223

Lebanon 211 10% 204 10% 308 15% 2,112 103 5% 2,215

Turkey 153 7% 31 1% 509 23% 2,190 77 3% 2,267

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? 
(Please choose three options for each country)

 
Q21. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? (Please choose three options for each country)

23% 19% 16% 10% 7% 23% 3% 

22% 16% 22% 6% 10% 10% 15% 5% 

23% 15% 23% 6% 9% 9% 14% 4% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Don’t know

Lebanon

Jordan

Turkey

Humanitarian assistance 
to the most vulnerable segments 
of the refugee population

Socioeconomic integration 
of refugees residing under 
temporary protection, especially 
for those out of camps

Capacities of the health, 
education, water and sanitation
service systems at local 
and national levels

Legal alternatives to irregular 
onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian admission
programmes)

Support schemes for host 
community members

Specific approach for refugees 
arriving at existing
Palestinian camps

Protection from violence,
trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights 
violations

Don’t know
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Humanitarian assistance to the most vulnerable 
segments of the refugee population

Socioeconomic integration of refugees residing under 
temporary protection, especially for those out of camps

Humanitarian assistance 
to the most vulnerable 

segments of the refugee 
population

Socioeconomic integration 
of refugees residing under 

temporary protection, 
especially for those 

out of camps

Capacities of the health, 
education, water 

and sanitation service 
systems at local 

and national levels

Legal alternatives 
to irregular 

onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian 

admission programmes)

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Jordan 495 34% 329 31% 488 38% 121 26%

Lebanon 466 32% 336 31% 461 36% 126 27%

Turkey 509 35% 413 38% 349 27% 226 48%

Total 1,470 100% 1,078 100% 1,298 100% 473 100%

Support schemes for host 
community members

Specific approach  
for refugees arriving  

at existing  
Palestinian camps

Protection from violence, 
trafficking, smuggling 

and other human rights 
violations

Total
* Don’t know Total

**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Jordan 202 36% 190 45% 302 27% 2,127 96 35% 2,223

Lebanon 211 37% 204 48% 308 28% 2,112 103 37% 2,215

Turkey 153 27% 31 7% 509 45% 2,190 77 28% 2,267

Total 566 100% 425 100% 1,119 100% 6,429 276 100% 6,705

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? 
(Please choose three options for each country)

 
Q21. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? (Please choose three options for each country)

32% 

35% 

34% 
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Jordan
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Turkey

31% 

38% 

31% 
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Capacities of the health, education, water and  
sanitation service systems at local and national levels

Support schemes for host community members

Protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling  
and other human rights violations

Legal alternatives to irregular onward movements  
(e.g. humanitarian admission programmes)

Specific approach for refugees arriving 
at existing Palestinian camps

Don’t know

36% 

27% 

38% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Jordan

Lebanon

Turkey

Jordan

Lebanon

Turkey
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27% 
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Jordan
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48% 
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28% 

45% 
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Jordan
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Turkey

Jordan

Lebanon
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37% 

28% 

35% 
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Humanitarian assistance 
to the most vulnerable 

segments of the refugee 
population

Socioeconomic integration 
of refugees residing under 

temporary protection, 
especially for those 

out of camps

Capacities of the health, 
education, water 

and sanitation service 
systems at local 

and national levels

Legal alternatives 
to irregular 

onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian 

admission programmes)

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Jordan 495 23% 329 15% 488 23% 121 6%

Answers from Jordan 
respondents

11 24% 9 20% 11 24% 0 0%

All survey on Lebanon 466 22% 336 16% 461 22% 126 6%

Answers from Lebanese 
respondents

21 19% 5 5% 27 25% 6 6%

All survey on Turkey 509 23% 413 19% 349 16% 226 10%

Answers from Turkish 
respondents

21 18% 25 22% 18 16% 12 11%

Support schemes for host 
community members

Specific approach  
for refugees arriving  

at existing  
Palestinian camps

Protection from violence, 
trafficking, smuggling 

and other human rights 
violations

Total
* Don’t know Total

**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Jordan 202 9% 190 9% 302 14% 2,127 96 4% 2,223

Answers from Jordan 
respondents

11 24% 0 0% 3 7% 45 0 0% 45

All survey on Lebanon 211 10% 204 10% 308 15% 2,112 103 5% 2,215

Answers from Lebanese 
respondents

23 21% 11 10% 15 14% 108 0 0% 108

All survey on Turkey 153 7% 31 1% 509 23% 2,190 77 3% 2,267

Answers from Turkish 
respondents

11 10% 1 1% 26 23% 114 1 1% 115

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

 
Q21. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? (Please choose three options for each country)
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To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries?
(Please choose three options for each country)

19% 5% 25% 6% 21% 10% 14% 

24% 20% 24% 24% 7% 

18% 22% 16% 11% 10% 23% 1% 

23% 19% 16% 10% 7% 23% 3% 

22% 16% 22% 6% 10% 10% 15% 5% 

23% 15% 23% 6% 9% 9% 14% 4% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Don’t know

All survey on Jordan

Humanitarian assistance 
to the most vulnerable segments 
of the refugee population

Socioeconomic integration 
of refugees residing under 
temporary protection, especially 
for those out of camps

Capacities of the health, 
education, water and sanitation
service systems at local 
and national levels

Legal alternatives to irregular 
onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian admission
programmes)

Support schemes for host 
community members

Specific approach for refugees 
arriving at existing
Palestinian camps

Protection from violence,
trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights 
violations

Don’t know

Answers from
Jordan respondents

All survey on Lebanon

Answers from
Lebanese respondents

All survey on Turkey

Answers from
Turkish respondents
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Q22. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Mechanisms  
to better  
identify  
persons  
in need  

of international 
protection 

among present 
mixed  

migratory flows

Develop  
appropriate 
reception  

arrangements 
(registration 

and temporary 
documentation)

Legal  
alternatives 
to irregular 

onward  
movements 

(e.g.  
humanitarian 
admission  

programmes)

Achieve  
an effective 

implementation 
of mutual  

obligations 
with regard  
to return,  
including
through 

readmission 
agreements

Protection  
from violence,  

trafficking, 
smuggling  
and other 

human rights 
violations

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Algeria 343 27% 300 23% 152 12% 171 13% 316 25% 1,282 166 11% 1,448

Morocco 334 25% 324 24% 166 13% 180 14% 320 24% 1,324 145 10% 1,469

Tunisia 345 26% 321 24% 198 15% 163 12% 289 22% 1,316 149 10% 1,465

Libya 336 26% 239 19% 136 11% 90 7% 471 37% 1,272 171 12% 1,443

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

26% 19% 11% 7% 37% 12% 

26% 24% 15% 12% 22% 10% 

25% 24% 13% 14% 24% 11% 

27% 23% 12% 13% 25% 10% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Algeria

Mechanisms to better identify 
persons in need of international 
protection among present mixed 
migratory flows 
 
Develop appropriate reception
arrangements (registration 
and temporary documentation) 
 

Legal alternatives to irregular 
onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian 
admission programmes) 
 

Protection from violence, 
trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights 
violations 
 

Achieve an effective implementation
of mutual obligations with regard
to return, including through
readmission agreements 
 

Don’t know

Morocco

Tunisia

Libya
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Q22. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Mechanisms  
to better  
identify  
persons  
in need  

of international 
protection 

among present 
mixed  

migratory flows

Develop  
appropriate 
reception  

arrangements 
(registration 

and temporary 
documentation)

Legal  
alternatives 
to irregular 

onward  
movements 

(e.g.  
humanitarian 
admission  

programmes)

Achieve  
an effective 

implementation 
of mutual  

obligations 
with regard  
to return,  
including
through 

readmission 
agreements

Protection  
from violence,  

trafficking, 
smuggling  
and other 

human rights 
violations

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

All survey on Algeria 343 27% 300 23% 152 12% 171 13% 316 25% 1,282 166 11% 1,448

Answers from  
Algerian respondents

20 29% 16 23% 5 7% 14 20% 15 21% 70 1 1% 71

All survey on Morocco 334 25% 324 24% 166 13% 180 14% 320 24% 1,324 145 10% 1,469

Answers from  
Moroccan  
respondents

28 21% 41 31% 9 7% 16 12% 40 30% 134 1 1% 135

All survey on Tunisia 345 26% 321 24% 198 15% 163 12% 289 22% 1,316 149 10% 1,465

Answers from  
Tunisian respondents

24 28% 29 34% 5 6% 11 13% 17 20% 86 1 1% 87

All survey on Libya 336 26% 239 19% 136 11% 90 7% 471 37% 1,272 171 12% 1,443

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

26% 19% 11% 7% 37% 12% 

28% 34% 6% 13% 20% 1% 

26% 24% 15% 12% 22% 10% 

21% 31% 7% 12% 30% 1% 

25% 24% 13% 14% 24% 10% 

29% 23% 7% 20% 21% 1% 

27% 23% 12% 13% 25% 11% 

Don’t know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Answers from Moroccan respondents

All survey on Tunisia

Answers from Tunisian respondents

All survey on Libya

All survey on Algeria

Answers from Algerian respondents

All survey on Morocco

Mechanisms to better identify 
persons in need of international 
protection among present mixed 
migratory flows 
 
Develop appropriate reception
arrangements (registration 
and temporary documentation) 
 

Legal alternatives to irregular 
onward movements 
(e.g. humanitarian 
admission programmes) 
 

Protection from violence, 
trafficking, smuggling 
and other human rights 
violations 
 

Achieve an effective implementation
of mutual obligations with regard
to return, including through
readmission agreements 
 

Don’t know
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Q22. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Mechanisms  
to better  
identify  
persons  
in need  

of international 
protection 

among present 
mixed  

migratory flows

Develop  
appropriate 
reception  

arrangements 
(registration 

and temporary 
documentation)

Legal  
alternatives 
to irregular 

onward  
movements 

(e.g.  
humanitarian 
admission  

programmes)

Achieve  
an effective 

implementation 
of mutual  

obligations 
with regard  
to return,  
including
through 

readmission 
agreements

Protection  
from violence,  

trafficking, 
smuggling  
and other 

human rights 
violations

Total* Don’t know Total**

Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers % Answers %

Algeria 343 25% 300 25% 152 23% 171 28% 316 23% 1,282 166 26% 1,448

Morocco 334 25% 324 27% 166 25% 180 30% 320 23% 1,324 145 23% 1,469

Tunisia 345 25% 321 27% 198 30% 163 27% 289 21% 1,316 149 24% 1,465

Libya 336 25% 239 20% 136 21% 90 15% 471 34% 1,272 171 27% 1,443

Total 1,358 100% 1,184 100% 652 100% 604 100% 1,396 100% 5,194 631 100% 5,825

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Mechanisms to better identify persons in need of international 
protection among present mixed migratory flows

Develop appropriate reception arrangements 
(registration and temporary documentation)

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

25% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

27% 

20% 

27% 
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Legal alternatives to irregular onward movements  
(e.g. humanitarian admission programmes)

Protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling  
and other human rights violations

Achieve an effective implementation of mutual obligations with 
regard to return, including through readmission agreements

Don’t know

30% 

21% 

25% 

23% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

28% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

27% 

15% 

30% 

21% 

34% 

23% 

23% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

26% 

Morocco

Algeria

Tunisia

Libya

24% 

27% 

23% 



BLOCK 4
Bilateral, regional and 
international cooperation
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 – least useful)

All survey

Ranking regional cooperation mechanisms as useful frameworks to improve the management of human movements and migrations  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers as most useful element in % all survey respondents)

1st 2nd 3rd Total

The European Neighbourhood Policy
495 179 133 807

61% 22% 16% 100%

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)
141 301 365 807

17% 37% 45% 100%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration  
in the Western Mediterranean

171 327 309 807

21% 41% 38% 100%

21% 

17% 

61% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration
in the Western Mediterranean

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)

The European Neighbourhood Policy
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 – least useful)

Ranking regional cooperation mechanisms as useful frameworks to improve the management of human movements and migrations  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers as most useful element in % all by group of countries)

21% 

18% 

61% 

22% 

16% 

62% 

21% 

17% 

61% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 

The European
Neighbourhood Policy

5+5 Dialogue on Migration
in the Western Mediterranean

The Union for
the Mediterranean (UfM)

All survey EU-28 MPC

The European  

Neighbourhood Policy

The Union  

for the Mediterranean (UfM)

5+5 Dialogue on Migration 

in the Western Mediterranean

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

All survey

495 179 133 807 141 301 365 807 171 327 309 807

61% 22% 16% 100% 17% 37% 45% 100% 21% 41% 38% 100%

EU-28

271 94 72 437 71 159 207 437 95 184 158 437

62% 22% 16% 100% 16% 36% 47% 100% 22% 42% 36% 100%

Mediterranean  
Partner Countries

212 81 56 349 63 134 152 349 74 134 141 349

61% 23% 16% 100% 18% 38% 44% 100% 21% 38% 40% 100%
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 – least useful)

EU-28

Ranking regional cooperation mechanisms as useful frameworks to improve the management of human movements and migrations  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from EU-28). (Answers as most useful element in %) 

1st 2nd 3rd Total

The European Neighbourhood Policy
271 94 72 437

62% 22% 16% 100%

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)
71 159 207 437

16% 36% 47% 100%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration  
in the Western Mediterranean

95 184 158 437

22% 42% 36% 100%

22% 

16% 

62% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration
in the Western Mediterranean

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)

The European Neighbourhood Policy
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 – least useful)

Mediterranean Partner Countries

Ranking regional cooperation mechanisms as useful frameworks to improve the management of human movements and migrations  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers from MPC ). (Answers as most useful element in %)

1st 2nd 3rd Total

The European Neighbourhood Policy
212 81 56 349

61% 23% 16% 100%

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)
63 134 152 349

18% 38% 44% 100%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration  
in the Western Mediterranean

74 134 141 349

21% 38% 40% 100%

21% 

17% 

61% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

5+5 Dialogue on Migration
in the Western Mediterranean

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)

The European Neighbourhood Policy
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 – least useful)

Institutional affiliation

Ranking regional cooperation mechanisms as useful frameworks to improve the management of human movements and migrations  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region. 
(Answers as most useful element in % by institutional affiliation)

21% 

23% 

56% 

22% 

20% 

58% 

20% 

8% 

72% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 

The European
Neighbourhood Policy

5+5 Dialogue on Migration
in the Western Mediterranean

The Union for
the Mediterranean (UfM)

Policy-makers Experts Civil society

The European  

Neighbourhood Policy

The Union  

for the Mediterranean (UfM)

5+5 Dialogue on Migration 

in the Western Mediterranean

1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total 1st 2nd 3rd Total

Policy-makers

142 29 25 196 15 84 97 196 39 83 74 196

72% 15% 13% 100% 8% 43% 49% 100% 20% 42% 38% 100%

Experts

252 103 76 431 85 149 197 431 94 179 158 431

58% 24% 18% 100% 20% 35% 46% 100% 22% 42% 37% 100%

Civil society

101 47 32 180 41 68 71 180 38 65 77 180

56% 26% 18% 100% 23% 38% 39% 100% 21% 36% 43% 100%
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

267 124 77 103 133 704 103 807

38% 18% 11% 15% 19% 100% 13%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

219 108 98 141 137 703 104 807

31% 15% 14% 20% 19% 100% 13%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

151 82 86 143 252 714 93 807

21% 11% 12% 20% 35% 100% 12%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

21% 11% 12% 20% 35% 12% 

31% 15% 14% 20% 19% 13% 

38% 18% 11% 15% 19% 13% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

140 70 40 58 90 398 39 437

35% 18% 10% 15% 23% 100% 9%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

123 64 59 83 72 401 36 437

31% 16% 15% 21% 18% 100% 8%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

89 52 51 90 120 402 35 437

22% 13% 13% 22% 30% 100% 8%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

EU-28

22% 

31% 

35% 

13% 

16% 

18% 

13% 

15% 

10% 

22% 

21% 

15% 

30% 

18% 

23% 

8% 

8% 

9% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

120 49 36 43 40 288 61 349

42% 17% 13% 15% 14% 100% 17%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

86 42 39 54 63 284 65 349

30% 15% 14% 19% 22% 100% 19%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

60 27 31 51 125 294 55 349

20% 9% 11% 17% 43% 100% 16%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from MPC)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean Partner Countries

20% 9% 11% 17% 43% 16% 

30% 15% 14% 19% 22% 19% 

42% 17% 13% 15% 14% 17% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

55 27 20 14 19 135 25 160

41% 20% 15% 10% 14% 100% 16%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

40 20 16 26 27 129 31 160

31% 16% 12% 20% 21% 100% 19%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

24 13 16 19 66 138 22 160

17% 9% 12% 14% 48% 100% 14%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Maghreb

17% 

31% 

41% 

9% 

16% 

20% 

12% 

12% 

15% 

14% 

20% 

10% 

48% 

21% 

14% 

14% 

19% 

16% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

38 12 14 17 11 92 28 120

41% 13% 15% 18% 12% 100% 23%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

22 14 18 18 24 96 24 120

23% 15% 19% 19% 25% 100% 20%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

22 7 7 20 38 94 26 120

23% 7% 7% 21% 40% 100% 22%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq

23% 7% 7% 21% 40% 22% 

23% 15% 19% 19% 25% 20% 

41% 13% 15% 18% 12% 23% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

94 48 25 32 48 247 24 271

38% 19% 10% 13% 19% 100% 9%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

80 38 34 52 43 247 24 271

32% 15% 14% 21% 17% 100% 9%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

62 34 35 54 63 248 23 271

25% 14% 14% 22% 25% 100% 8%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean EU

25% 
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14% 
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14% 

14% 

10% 
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17% 

19% 

8% 

9% 

9% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016

46 22 15 26 42 151 15 166

30% 15% 10% 17% 28% 100% 9%

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

43 26 25 31 29 154 12 166

28% 17% 16% 20% 19% 100% 7%

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

27 18 16 36 57 154 12 166

18% 12% 10% 23% 37% 100% 7%

To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Rest of EU

18% 

28% 

30% 

12% 

17% 

15% 

10% 

16% 

10% 

23% 

20% 

17% 

37% 

19% 

28% 

7% 

7% 

9% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU financial support (speeding up the
disbursement of the initially allocated

3 billion euros under the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising

an additional 3 billion euros
up to the end of 2018)

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian
being returned o Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled

 from Turkey to the EU taking into
account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

Return of all new irregular migrants
crossing from Turkey to the Greek

 islands as from 20 March 2016

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers)
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EU financial support (speeding up the disbursement 
of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under the Facility 
for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising an additional 
3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)
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Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points  
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high answers)
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

9 15 20 65 118 227 2 229

4% 7% 9% 29% 52% 100% 1%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

7 24 25 54 117 227 2 229

3% 11% 11% 24% 52% 100% 1%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

7 17 21 60 122 227 2 229

3% 7% 9% 26% 54% 100% 1%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

133 29 16 13 32 223 6 229

60% 13% 7% 6% 14% 100% 3%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

60% 13% 7% 6% 14% 3% 

3% 7% 9% 26% 54% 1% 

3% 11% 11% 24% 52% 1% 

4% 7% 9% 29% 52% 1% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

5 6 15 35 70 131 1 132

4% 5% 11% 27% 53% 100% 1%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

4 14 18 30 65 131 1 132

3% 11% 14% 23% 50% 100% 1%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

3 9 14 39 66 131 1 132

2% 7% 11% 30% 50% 100% 1%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

90 13 10 6 10 129 3 132

70% 10% 8% 5% 8% 100% 2%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

EU-28

70% 10% 8% 5% 8% 2% 

7% 11% 30% 50% 1% 

3% 11% 14% 23% 50% 1% 

4% 5% 11% 27% 53% 1% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

4 9 5 23 45 86 1 87

5% 10% 6% 27% 52% 100% 1%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

3 8 7 19 49 86 1 87

3% 9% 8% 22% 57% 100% 1%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

4 7 6 17 52 86 1 87

5% 8% 7% 20% 60% 100% 1%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

37 14 6 5 22 84 3 87

44% 17% 7% 6% 26% 100% 3%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean Partner Countries

44% 17% 7% 6% 26% 3% 

5% 8% 7% 20% 60% 1% 

3% 9% 8% 22% 57% 1% 

5% 10% 6% 27% 52% 1% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

2 7 1 11 29 50 0 50

4% 14% 2% 22% 58% 100% 0%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

3 7 3 9 28 50 0 50

6% 14% 6% 18% 56% 100% 0%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

3 5 2 9 31 50 0 50

6% 10% 4% 18% 62% 100% 0%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

21 9 4 3 12 49 1 50

43% 18% 8% 6% 24% 100% 2%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Maghreb

6% 10% 4% 18% 62% 

6% 14% 6% 18% 56% 

4% 14% 22% 58% 

43% 18% 8% 6% 24% 2% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

2 0 4 10 12 28 1 29

7% 0% 14% 36% 43% 100% 3%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

0 0 3 8 17 28 1 29

0% 0% 11% 29% 61% 100% 3%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

1 1 3 8 15 28 1 29

4% 4% 11% 29% 54% 100% 3%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

12 5 2 1 7 27 2 29

44% 19% 7% 4% 26% 100% 7%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq

44% 19% 7% 4% 26% 7% 

4% 4% 11% 29% 54% 3% 

11% 29% 61% 3% 

7% 14% 36% 43% 3% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

3 3 10 21 45 82 1 83

4% 4% 12% 26% 55% 100% 1%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

2 7 13 20 40 82 1 83

2% 9% 16% 24% 49% 100% 1%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

2 7 9 22 42 82 1 83

2% 9% 11% 27% 51% 100% 1%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

60 4 6 3 7 80 3 83

75% 5% 8% 4% 9% 100% 4%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean EU

75% 5% 8% 4% 9% 4% 

9% 11% 27% 51% 1% 

9% 16% 24% 49% 1% 

4% 4% 12% 26% 55% 1% 

Don't know0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree Don't know
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?         

Completely 
disagree Disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Agree Completely 
agree Total* Dkn Total**

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between 
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory 
policies

2 3 5 14 25 49 0 49

4% 6% 10% 29% 51% 100% 0%

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

2 7 5 10 25 49 0 49

4% 14% 10% 20% 51% 100% 0%

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

1 2 5 17 24 49 0 49

2% 4% 10% 35% 49% 100% 0%

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations

30 9 4 3 3 49 0 49

61% 18% 8% 6% 6% 100% 0%

One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Rest of EU

61% 18% 8% 6% 6% 

4% 10% 35% 49% 

4% 14% 10% 20% 51% 

51% 6% 10% 29% 4% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

The ENP is an irrelevant
framework to deal with migrations

The ENP could help promote
a transregional approach,

i.e., a broader collaboration
of EU countries and ENP

countries with ENP neighbours and
relevant international organisations

The ENP could be used as
a framework for more effectively

addressing the primary causes
of migrations

The ENP could effectively be better
connected to the overall migration

architecture of the EU, thereby
contributing to the consistency

between the EU internal and external
dimension of migratory policies

Completely disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree extent Completely Agree

Agree
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration. 
Do you agree with the following statements? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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The ENP could effectively be better connected 
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The ENP could help promote a transregional approach,
i.e., a broader collaboration of EU countries and ENP countries
with ENP neighbours and relevant international organisations

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal with migration
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration. Do you 
agree with the following statements? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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The ENP could effectively be better connected 
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, 
thereby contributing to the consistency between
the EU internal and external dimension of migratory policies

The ENP could be used as a framework for more effectively
addressing the primary causes of migrations

The ENP could help promote a transregional approach,
i.e., a broader collaboration of EU countries and ENP countries
with ENP neighbours and relevant international organisations

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal with migration
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

37 46 37 66 33 219 10 229

17% 21% 17% 30% 15% 100% 4%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

30 46 35 65 41 217 12 229

14% 21% 16% 30% 19% 100% 5%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
36 33 32 75 33 209 20 229

17% 16% 15% 36% 16% 100% 9%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

44 47 30 60 33 214 15 229

21% 22% 14% 28% 15% 100% 7%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

42 44 30 54 24 194 35 229

22% 23% 15% 28% 12% 100% 15%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

22% 23% 15% 28% 12% 15% 

21% 22% 14% 28% 15% 7% 

17% 16% 15% 36% 16% 9% 

14% 21% 16% 30% 19% 5% 

17% 21% 17% 30% 15% 4% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

20 24 23 41 16 124 8 132

16% 19% 19% 33% 13% 100% 6%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

17 27 20 40 23 127 5 132

13% 21% 16% 31% 18% 100% 4%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
24 18 13 50 14 119 13 132

20% 15% 11% 42% 12% 100% 10%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

24 28 15 40 17 124 8 132

19% 23% 12% 32% 14% 100% 6%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

26 23 16 35 13 113 19 132

23% 20% 14% 31% 12% 100% 14%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

23% 20% 14% 31% 12% 14% 

19% 23% 12% 32% 14% 6% 

20% 15% 11% 42% 12% 10% 

13% 21% 16% 31% 18% 4% 

16% 19% 19% 33% 13% 6% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

EU-28
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

16 20 13 21 16 86 1 87

19% 23% 15% 24% 19% 100% 1%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

12 17 15 21 16 81 6 87

15% 21% 19% 26% 20% 100% 7%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
12 14 18 21 17 82 5 87

15% 17% 22% 26% 21% 100% 6%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

19 16 13 18 15 81 6 87

23% 20% 16% 22% 19% 100% 7%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

14 19 12 16 11 72 15 87

19% 26% 17% 22% 15% 100% 17%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

19% 26% 17% 22% 15% 17% 

23% 20% 16% 22% 19% 7% 

15% 17% 22% 26% 21% 6% 

15% 21% 19% 26% 20% 7% 

19% 23% 15% 24% 19% 1% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

Mediterranean Partner Countries 
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

11 12 7 13 7 50 0 50

22% 24% 14% 26% 14% 100% 0%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

9 11 9 7 12 48 2 50

19% 23% 19% 15% 25% 100% 4%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
8 8 9 17 6 48 2 50

17% 17% 19% 35% 13% 100% 4%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

14 7 6 12 10 49 1 50

29% 14% 12% 24% 20% 100% 2%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

9 14 6 10 5 44 6 50

20% 32% 14% 23% 11% 100% 12%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

22% 24% 14% 26% 14% 

20% 32% 14% 23% 11% 12% 

29% 14% 12% 24% 20% 2% 

17% 17% 19% 35% 13% 4% 

19% 23% 19% 15% 25% 4% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

Maghreb
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

3 7 6 4 8 28 1 29

11% 25% 21% 14% 29% 100% 3%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

2 5 6 9 3 25 4 29

8% 20% 24% 36% 12% 100% 14%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
3 4 9 2 8 26 3 29

12% 15% 35% 8% 31% 100% 10%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

4 8 5 3 4 24 5 29

17% 33% 21% 13% 17% 100% 17%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

4 4 5 5 3 21 8 29

19% 19% 24% 24% 14% 100% 28%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

19% 19% 24% 24% 14% 28% 

17% 33% 21% 13% 17% 17% 

12% 15% 35% 8% 31% 10% 

8% 20% 24% 36% 12% 14% 

11% 25% 21% 14% 29% 3% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

Mashreq
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

11 13 13 30 12 79 4 83

14% 16% 16% 38% 15% 100% 5%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

9 16 12 29 15 81 2 83

11% 20% 15% 36% 19% 100% 2%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
15 9 8 34 9 75 8 83

20% 12% 11% 45% 12% 100% 10%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

14 14 9 30 12 79 4 83

18% 18% 11% 38% 15% 100% 5%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

15 11 11 25 7 69 14 83

22% 16% 16% 36% 10% 100% 17%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

22% 16% 16% 36% 10% 17% 

18% 18% 11% 38% 15% 5% 

20% 12% 11% 45% 12% 10% 

11% 20% 15% 36% 19% 2% 

14% 16% 16% 38% 15% 5% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

Mediterranean EU
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Not effective Rather
effective

Neither 
effective nor 

uneffective
Effective Very effective Total* Dkn Total**

Dialogues on migration, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries

9 11 10 11 4 45 4 49

20% 24% 22% 24% 9% 100% 8%

Mobility Partnerships (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014)

8 11 8 11 8 46 3 49

17% 24% 17% 24% 17% 100% 6%

Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III
9 9 5 16 5 44 5 49

20% 20% 11% 36% 11% 100% 10%

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central 
African countries (the Rabat Process)

10 14 6 10 5 45 0 45

22% 31% 13% 22% 11% 100% 0%

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative
(the Khartoum Process)

11 12 5 10 6 44 5 49

25% 27% 11% 23% 14% 100% 10%

How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers

22% 31% 13% 22% 11% 

25% 27% 11% 23% 14% 10% 

20% 20% 11% 36% 11% 10% 

17% 24% 17% 24% 17% 6% 

20% 24% 22% 24% 9% 8% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route
Initiative (the Khartoum Process)

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western

and Central African countries
(the Rabat Process)

Euromed Migration
programmes I, II and III

Mobility Partnerships
(Morocco, 2013; 

Tunisia and Jordan, 2014)

Dialogues on migration,
mobility and security proposed

to Southern Mediterranean countries

Don’t know

Not effective

Rather effective

Neither  effective nor uneffective Very effective

Effective Don’t know

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

Rest of EU
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Q26. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration. 
Do you agree with the following statements? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Q26. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration. Do you 
agree with the following statements? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of agree and completely agree answers) 
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

17 40 28 59 20 164 65 229

10% 24% 17% 36% 12% 100% 28%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

24 31 30 57 22 164 65 229

15% 19% 18% 35% 13% 100% 28%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

33 36 33 39 19 160 69 229

21% 23% 21% 24% 12% 100% 30%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

21% 23% 21% 24% 12% 30% 

15% 19% 18% 35% 13% 28% 

10% 24% 17% 36% 12% 28% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

9 22 15 31 11 88 44 132

10% 25% 17% 35% 13% 100% 33%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

14 14 17 30 13 88 44 132

16% 16% 19% 34% 15% 100% 33%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

19 18 19 21 7 84 48 132

23% 21% 23% 25% 8% 100% 36%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from EU-28)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

EU-28

23% 21% 23% 25% 8% 36% 

16% 16% 19% 34% 15% 33% 

10% 25% 17% 35% 13% 33% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

8 17 12 24 8 69 18 87

12% 25% 17% 35% 12% 100% 21%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

10 16 12 22 9 69 18 87

14% 23% 17% 32% 13% 100% 21%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

12 17 12 17 11 69 18 87

17% 25% 17% 25% 16% 100% 21%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from Mediterranean Partner Countries)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean Partner Countries

17% 25% 17% 25% 16% 21% 

14% 23% 17% 32% 13% 21% 

12% 25% 17% 35% 12% 21% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

6 11 6 15 4 42 8 50

14% 26% 14% 36% 10% 100% 16%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

8 9 6 16 3 42 8 50

19% 21% 14% 38% 7% 100% 16%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

11 9 7 8 7 42 8 50

26% 21% 17% 19% 17% 100% 16%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from Maghreb)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Maghreb

26% 21% 17% 19% 17% 16% 

19% 21% 14% 38% 7% 16% 

14% 26% 14% 36% 10% 16% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

1 3 4 8 4 20 9 29

5% 15% 20% 40% 20% 100% 31%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

2 4 4 5 5 20 9 29

10% 20% 20% 25% 25% 100% 31%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

1 5 3 7 4 20 9 29

5% 25% 15% 35% 20% 100% 31%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from Mashreq)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mashreq

5% 25% 15% 35% 20% 31% 

10% 20% 20% 25% 25% 31% 

5% 15% 20% 40% 20% 31% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

5 14 10 18 9 56 27 83

9% 25% 18% 32% 16% 100% 33%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

6 9 12 19 10 56 27 83

11% 16% 21% 34% 18% 100% 33%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

9 13 13 13 6 54 29 83

17% 24% 24% 24% 11% 100% 35%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from Mediterranean EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Mediterranean EU

17% 24% 24% 24% 11% 35% 

11% 16% 21% 34% 18% 33% 

9% 25% 18% 32% 16% 33% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

Very low 
extent Low extent

Neither low 
nor high 

extent
High extent Very high 

extent Total* Dkn Total**

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

4 8 5 13 2 32 17 49

13% 25% 16% 41% 6% 100% 35%

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

8 5 5 11 3 32 17 49

25% 16% 16% 34% 9% 100% 35%

Is the administrative process set up  
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely promoting  
a close coordination between all the actors  
which need to be involved (EU Commission, 
EEAS, EU Member States, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

10 5 6 8 1 30 19 49

33% 17% 20% 27% 3% 100% 39%

In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? 
(Answers from rest of EU)

(*) Total number of answers expressing a particular assessment or opinion (i.e. excluding “Don’t know” answers)   
(**) Total number of respondents including “Don’t know” answers   

Rest of EU

33% 17% 20% 27% 3% 39% 

25% 16% 16% 34% 9% 35% 

13% 25% 16% 41% 6% 35% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Is the administrative process set up
to manage the Trust Fund genuinely

promoting a close coordination
between all the actors which

need to be involved (EU Commission,
EEAS, EU Member States, African

partners…) and efficiently delivering
appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported

by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most

urgent needs in the field of migration?

Don’t know

Very low extent 

Low extent 

Neither low nor high extent 

High extent 

Very high extent 

Don’t know
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund 
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion. In relation  
to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? Respondents by group of countries.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers)
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Is the administrative process set up to manage 
the Trust Fund genuinely promoting a close 
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund 
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa” made up of €1.8 billion. In relation  
to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions? Respondents by institutional affiliation.
(The graph below shows the % of high and very high extent answers) 
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Is the administrative process set up to manage 
the Trust Fund genuinely promoting a close 
coordination between all the actors which need 
to be involved (EU Commission, EEAS, 
EU Member states, African partners…) and efficiently 
delivering appropriate actions where needed?

Are these projects well connected
to the more global goals supported
by the EU development assistance?

Are the projects which have been
so far selected, relevant to the most
urgent needs in the field of migration?
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A. HUSSEIN, SORAIDA. Women’s Affairs Technical Committee. Palestine

ABBAS, MOSTAFA. Oyoun Masr Association. Egypt

ABBAS, ROULA. European Commission - DG NEAR. Italy

ABDALLA, NADINE. Arab Forum for Alternatives (AFA). Egypt

ABDEL AZIZ, NOURHANE. Center for Migration and Refugee Studies. 
Egypt

ABDEL KHALEK, GOUDA. Department of Economics. Cairo University. 
Egypt

ABDEL NOUR, AYMAN. www.all4syria.info. Syria

ABDELKDER, DERBAL. Orn University. Algeria

ABDELWAHEB YOUSFI, MOHAMED. Universitaire. Tunisia

ABDERRAHMANE, BENKHALFA. Indépendant. Algeria

ABI SALEH, GEORGES. Plateforme non gouvernementale Euromed. 
Lebanon

ABILLAMA, NADIM. College of Europe. France

ABIS, SÉBASTIEN. CIHEAM. France

ABO ELRISH, AHMAD. President of the Assembly of the Mediterranean 
& The Association of Green Earth. Palestine

ACHILLI, LUIGI. Migration Policy Center. Italy

ADDOUNE, ALI. Institut of Arab Researchs and Studies. Algeria

ADLY, HUSSEIN. Qalyubiya Governorate. Egypt

ADLY, EMAD. Arab Office for Youth & Environment. Egypt

ADOUANI, SAMI. FES Tunisie. Tunisia

ADOUI, MENEBHI. Euro-Mediterraan Centrum voor Migratie en 
Ontwikkeling. The Netherlands

AFZA, DRISS. France

AÏDARA, CHEIK. Quotidien L’Authentique. Mauritania

AIT ALI, HASSAN. Université Hassan II, Casablanca. Morocco

AIT HAMZA, WADIA. World Economic Forum. Morocco

AIT MHAND, FATIMA. Morocco

AIT-CHAALAL, AMINE. Centre d’Études et Recherches sur le Monde 
Arabe Contemporain (CERMAC). Belgium

AKCAER, GURKAN. S&G System and Generation. Turkey

AKESBI, NAJIB. Institut Agronomique et Vétérinaire Hassan II. Morocco

AKL, ZIAD. Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies. Egypt

AKOPYAN, ANAIT. PhD researcher. College of Europe. Armenia

AKROUT, SALEM. Unité de Gestion du Programme d’Appui à l’Accord 
d’Association et du Plan d’Action Voisinage Tunisie. Tunisia

AKSOY, OKTAY. Turkish Foreign Policy Institute. Turkey

AKTAS, GURHAN. Dokuz Eylul University, Faculty of Business. Turkey

AL ACHKAR. RANI. Centre libanais pour la conservation de l’énergie 
(LCEC). Lebanon

AL EMAM, MAHASEN. WMC. Jordan

AL HMAIDI, MOHAMMAD. Palestine Water Authority. Palestine

AL KHOURI, RIAD. DEA Inc. Jordan

ALAGHA, JOSEPH. Radboud University Nijmegen. Lebanon

ALAOUI, ABDELMALEK. Cabinet Guépard. Morocco

AL-ASHWAL, ALI M. Labanese International University, Sana’a. Lebanon

AL-ASMAR, WADIH ANGE. SOLIDA (Soutien aux Libanais Détenus 
Arbitrairement). France

AL-ATTAR, SAHAR. L’Orient-Le Jour. Lebanon

ALBARRACÍN, JAVIER. IEMed. Spain

ALBERTI, FABIO. Un ponte per / MEDLINK. Italy

ALBINYANA, ROGER. IEMed. Spain

ALCARAZ, BORJA. College of Europe. Spain

ALCHIKH OUGHLLI, NOUR. Euro-Mediterranean Women’s Foundation 
(EMWF). Syria

ALESSANDRINI, SERGIO. University of Modena and Reggio Emilia. Italy

AL-GHAZALI, NASER. Damascus Center for Theoretical and Civil Rights 
Studies. Syria

AL-HASSAN, SA’EB. We are All Jordan Youth Commission. Jordan

ALI, SAMIR ABDULLAH. Palestinian Economic Policy Research Institute, 
MAS. Palestine

ALI, HUSSEIN. Mission de la République Arabe Syrienne auprès de l’UE. 
Syria

ALIBONI, ROBERTO. Istituto Affari Internazionali, Rome. Italy

ALKAN, DAVID. Working for Tahal Cons. Eng. Ltd. Israel

ALLAOUI, MOHAMED. Freelance. Morocco

ALMERAS, GUILLAUME. bgv. France

ALSHGAIRAT, HUSSEIN MAHMOUD. Jordan

ALSOUFI, AREF. Lebanese University, Ministry of Education and Higher 
Education. Lebanon

ALTUNISIK, MELIHA. Middle East Technical University. Turkey

AMARA, AMINE. Institut Amadeus. Morocco

AMATO, ANDREA. iMed. Italy

AMBRÓSIO, VITOR . Escola Superior de Hotelaria e Turismo do Estoril. 
Portugal

AMIYETO, MARCELO. Secrétaire général de l’Organisation 
démocratique des travailleurs immigrés. Morocco

AMMASH, MUHAMMED. Global Political Trends (GPoT) Center. Israel

LIST OF RESPONDENTS 

The European Institute of the Mediterranean ensures the absolute 
anonymity of the replies by participants. The data has been processed 
after coding each questionnaire. In addition, there is a minimum number of 
respondents per country to ensure that the responses cannot be traced 
back to any of them. 

In addition, respondents had the option of not appearing on this final list 
of participants. 109 out of 807 respondents chose not to be included; 
therefore this list has a total of 698 names. 
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AMMENDOLA, CARMELITA. Ministry of Interior. Italy

AMMOR, FOUAD. Groupement d’Études et Recherches sur la 
Méditerranée (GERM). Morocco

ANTHONY, IAN. Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI). United Kingdom

ARTAL TUR, ANDRÉS. Technical University of Cartagena. Spain

ARTEIL, ZEINAB. Lebanon

ARVANITIS, RIGAS. Institut de recherche pour le développement IRD. 
France

ASSAF, NABIL. FAO. Lebanon

ATEF, LIMAM. United Nations Environment Programme / Mediterranean 
Action Plan. Tunisia

ATIEH, ADEL. Conseiller (European Parliament). Palestine

ATTAR, SAMAR. Independent scholar. Syria

ATTINÀ, FULVIO. Jean Monnet Euro-Med Centre, Università di Catania, 
Italy

AVANZI, ENZO. Employers Association Public Sector. Italy

AWAD, IBRAHIM. The American University in Cairo (AUC). Egypt

BAATI, MONCEF. Association des Études Internationales. Tunisia

BACARIA, JORDI. CIDOB - Barcelona Centre for International Affairs. 
Spain

BADDAWI, DINA. Jordan

BADIA, MARÍA. Director General of Foreign Relations Government of 
Catalonia. Spain

BADÍA, ANNA MARÍA. Universitat de Barcelona. Spain 

BAIJOU, AHMAD. Al Akhawayn University in Ifrane. Morocco

BALÁZS, DÉRI. Eötvös Loránd University Budapest. Hungary

BALDWIN-EDWARDS, MARTIN. Mediterranean Migration Observatory. 
United Kingdom

BANIA, RADOSLAW. Department of Middle East and North Africa 
University of Lodz, Poland

BANK, ANDRE. German Institute of Global and Area Studies (GIGA). 
Germany

BARABRAHEM, ABDULMESIH. YBY - Foundation. Germany 

BARAJ, BESNIK. Parliament of Albania. Albania

BARDAK, UMMUHAN. European Training Foundation. Turkey

BARGHOUTY, REEM. Jordan Forum for Business and Professional 
Women. Jordan

BARHOUM, SAMIR. The Jordan Times. Jordan

BARNEA, AARON. Parents Circle - Families Forum. Israel

BARÓN CRESPO, ENRIQUE. European Foundation for the Information 
Society. Spain  

BARRENADA, ISAÍAS. Universidad Complutense de Madrid. Spain

BARRIOS, CRISTINA. ECDPM. Spain

BATALLA, LAURA. European Parliament. Spain

BAYANER, AHMET. Centre for Economics Research on Mediterranean 
Countries, Akdeniz University. Turkey

BAYOUMI, GAMAL. Twinning National Contact Points – South. Egypt

BÉDRAANI, SLIMANE. École nationale supérieure d’agronomie. Algeria

BEGA, ERMAL. Albanian Center for Oriental Studies (ACFOS-
ALBANIA). Albania

BEHNASSI, MOHAMED. Director of the North-South Centre for Social 
Sciences (NRCS). Morocco

BELAID, OULED ABDALLAH. Institut National du Travail et des Études 
Sociales. Tunisia

BELIOUZE, MOUNIA. Algeria

BEN FRAJ, BOUBAKER. Association des Études Internationales. 
Tunisia

BEN MILED, KAMEL. Ministère du Transport. Tunisia

BEN REJEB, HOSNI. CIDEM Centre Initiative Développement Euro-
Méditerranéen. France

BEN ZAGHOU, SALOUA. Institut Tunisien pour la Compétitivité et les 
Études Quantitatives. Tunisia

BENABBAS-KAGHOUCHE, SAMIA. Université Mentouri Constantine. 
Algeria

BENACHIR, RHIZLAINE. Morocco

BENBRAHIM, ABDESSLAM. Secrétariat National du Réseau Euromed 
ONG Maroc. Morocco

BENCHEHIDA, HAFIDA. Algeria

BENDRIOUCH, ABDELGHANI. UIC. Morocco

BENNOUR, KARIM. APW d’Alger. Algeria

BENZAKOUR CHAMI, ANISSA. Organisation Marocaine des Droits 
Humains. Morocco

BERGERET, PASCAL. CIHEAM/IAMM. France

BERNECKER-THIEL, ANABELLE. International Centre for Migration 
Policy. Austria

BERTHOMIEU, CLAUDE. Centre d’Études en Macroéconomie et 
Finance Internationale (CEMAFI). France 

BESSEDIK, MADANI. Département de l’hydraulique, Faculté de 
technologies, Université de Tlemcen. Algeria

BEUSCH, DIRK. Deutsche Welle International Broadcaster. Germany

BILGIC, ALI. Bilkent University Department of International Relations. 
Turkey

BLANCO DIAZ, RAUL. Government of Catalonia. Spain

BLINDA, MOHAMMED. Plan Bleu - Regional Activity Centre. Morocco

BLOCKMANS, STEVEN. Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS). 
Belgium

BNEIJARA, MOHAMED. ONG ADIG (Association pour le 
Développement Intégré du Guidimakha). Mauritania

BOJINOVIC FENKO, ANA. Centre of International Relations (CIR). 
Slovenia

BOLLE, MICHAEL. Jean-Monnet Center of Excellence Berlin. Germany

BÖLÜKBASI, TOLGA. Center for European Studies. Middle East 
Technical University, Bilkent University. Turkey

BORG, STEFAN. Swedish Institute of International Affairs (UI/SIIA). 
Sweden

BOSTAN UNSAL, FATMA. Capital City Women’s Platform. Turkey



Management of Human Movements and Migrations in the euro-Mediterranean region 17107 EuroMEd survEy

BOUMGHAR, MOHAMED YAZID. Centre de recherche en économie 
appliquée pour le développement (CREAD). Algeria

BOUNOUA, CHAIB. Université de Tlemcen. Algeria

BOURAOUI, SOUKAINA. CAWTAR. Tunisia

BOURDET, YVES. Lund University. France

BOURGUIBA, TAWFIK. Faculté des lettres et des sciences sociales de 
Sousse. Département de Géographie. Tunisia

BOUSNINA, MONGI. Tunisia

BOUTON, KARINE. Centre Culturel de Rencontre Abbaye de 
Neumünster, Luxembourg. France

BOUZGUENDA, AHMED. Institut Arabe des chefs d’entreprise. Tunisia

BOUZID, AMAR. Institut National d’Études de Stratégie Globale. Algeria

BOZTEMUR, RECEP. Middle East Technical University Northern Cyprus 
Campus. Turkey

BRANDSMA, CHARLOTTE. German Marshall Fund of the United States 
(GMF). The Netherlands

BREMBERG, NIKLAS. Swedish Institute of International Affairs/Dept. of 
Political Science, Stockholm University. Sweden

BSAISO, FARIZA GADANFAR. CIVITAS Institute. Palestine

BUČAR, MAJA. Center of International Relations (CIR). Slovenia

BUDEANU, BOGDAN. General Inspectorate of the Romanian Border 
Police. Romania

BUENO PADILLA, LUIS MIGUEL. European External Action Service 
(EEAS). Spain

BUGAIGHIS, HALA. Libya

BURGEROVA, HELENA. Institute of International Relations (IIR). Czech 
Republic

BUSEK, ERHARD. European Forum Alpbach. Austria

BUSQUETS, GABRIEL. Ministerio de Asuntos Exteriores. Spain

BUSTOS, RAFAEL. Universidad Complutense de Madrid/Universidad 
Autónoma de Madrid . Spain

CACHIA, JEAN CLAUDE. Institute for European Studies, University of 
Malta. Malta

CALATRAVA, ADOLFO. Departamento de Ciencias Sociales. 
Universidad Carlos III de Madrid. Spain

CAMACHO, JOSE A. University of Granada. Spain

CAMPESI, GIUSEPPE. Università di Bari. Italy

CARNERO, CARLOS. Fundación Alternativas. Spain

CARUSO, IMMACOLATA. Istituto di Ricerche sull’Economia 
Mediterranea - Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche, Naples. Italy

CASANOVAS, MONTSERRAT. Consultant. Spain

CASU, BARBARA. Cass Business School, City University London. 
United Kingdom

CATINIS, GEORGE. Syrian Enterprise and Business Centre (SEBC). 
Greece

CECIARINI, SANDRA. Italy

CHAABAN, HASSAN. Directorate General of Land & Maritime Transport. 
Lebanon

CHAFIAI, ABDELHAKIM. Morocco

CHAHDA, NAJLA. Migration Services & Development. Lebanon

CHAIB, MOHAMED. Associació Socio Cultural Ibn Batuta. Spain

CHAREF, MOHAMED. Observatoire Régional des Migrations: Espaces 
& Sociétés (ORMES), Université Ibn Zohr d’Agadir. Morocco

CHATER, MOHAMMED. INSEA. Morocco

CHATZIMPIROS, ALEXIS. Conference of Peripheral and Maritime 
Regions of Europe. Greece

CHERIFI, RACHIDA. Le Centre UNESCO Droits et Migrations 
(CUDM). Morocco

CHERKAOUI, ABDELJALIL. Réseau marocain d’économie sociale et 
solidaire, (REMESS). Morocco

CHEUNG, SAMUEL. UNHCR - Beirut Office. Lebanon

CHIAPPERO-MARTINETTI, ENRICA. Department of Public Economics 
University of Pavia. Italy

CHMIELEWSKA, ALEKSANDRA. IEMed. Poland

CHOCKRI, MEMNI. Tunisia

COHEN-HADRIA, EMMANUEL. IEMed. France

COLOMBANI, PHILIPPE. Direction Générale du Trésor. France

COLOMBO, SILVIA. Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI). Italy

CONDYLIS, HÉLÈNE. Université Nationale d’Athenes. Greece

CORDINA, ELAINE. Institute for European Studies, University of Malta. 
Malta

CORM, GEORGES. Université Saint-Jospeh, Beirut Georges Corm 
Economic and Financial Consultant Office, Beirut. Lebanon

COSSU, SILVIA. College of Europe. Italy

COSTEA, CARMEN. Spiru Haret University Bucharest ASE Bucharest. 
Romania

COURBAGE, YOUSSEF. Institut National d’Études Demographiques. 
France

COUSTILLIERE, JEAN-FRANÇOIS. Association EUROMED-IHEDN. 
France

CRAGGS, SARAH. IOM. United Kingdom

CREA, ANTONINO. European Commission - DG NEAR. Italy

CRISTEA, ADRIAN. Parish Based Integration Project - Churches in 
Society Forum / Dublin City Interfaith Forum / Center for Migration 
Studies, New York. Ireland

CSICSMANN, LÁSZLÓ. Institute for International Studies of the 
Cornivus University of Budapest. Hungary

DABROWSKI, MAREK. CASE - Center for Social and Economic 
Research. Poland

DAGUZAN, JEAN-FRANÇOIS. Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique 
(FRS). France

DAHMEN, ABDELKRIM. Movement for a Peaceful Society. Algeria

DALI, AOMAR. Université de Biskra. Algeria

DANIEL, JAN. Institute of International Relations (IIR). Czech Republic

DAOUDOV, MURAT. President of Middle East Development Network. 
Turkey

DARWICHE, NAWLA. New Woman Foundation. Egypt

DE STEFANI, PAOLO. Padua University. Italy
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DE VASCONCELOS, ÁLVARO. Arab Reform Initiative. Portugal

DERNINI, SANDRO. Forum on Mediterranean Food Culture. Italy

DESSI, ANDREA. Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI). Italy

DI BARTOLOMEO, ANNA. Migration Policy Center. Italy

DI BENEDETTA, CARLO. Community of Mediterranean Universities 
(CMU). Italy

DIAA EL-DIN, MARAM. Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic 
Studies. Egypt

DIAFAT, ABDERRAHMANE. Enseignement supérieur et recherche 
scientifique. Algeria

DÍEZ, PEDRO. Ministry of Security and Justice. The Netherlands

DIMITRIS, KATSIKAS. Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign 
Policy (ELIAMEP). Greece

DINGU-KYRKLUND, ELENA. Sweden

DIONIGI, FILIPPO. London School of Economics and Political Science. 
Italy

DOKOS, THANOS. Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy 
(ELIAMEP). Greece

DOÑORO DE LOS RÍOS, JOSÉ ANTONIO. Spanish Embassy in 
Algiers. Spain

DOS-SANTOS, MARIA JOSÉ. Escola Superior de Comunicação Social 
(ESCS). Portugal

DOVC, DUSAN. Center for Contemporary Arts (SCCA). Slovenia

DRIOUCHI, AHMED. Al Akhawayn University. Morocco

DRIS, CHERIF. École Supérieure de Journalisme d’Alger. Algeria

DRISS, AJJOUTI. Programme Concerté Maroc. Morocco

DUBESSY, FRÉDÉRIC. econostrum.info. France

DUJMOVIC, KRSEVAN ANTUN. Institute for International Relations. 
Croatia

DURAC, VINCENT. University College Dublin. Ireland

DUSZCZYK, MACIEJ. Poland

DÜVELL, FRANCK. Centre on Migration Policy and Society (COMPAS). 
Germany

DZEMIC, MIDHAT. Directorate for European Integration (EU Funds). 
Bosnia Herzegovina

EL ENEIN, MOHAMMED ABOU. Euro-Mediterranean Parliamentary 
Assembly. Egypt

EL GASS, BAHIA. Office Français de l’Immigration et de l’Intégration. 
France

EL HINDI, ELIE. Notre Dame University-Louaize (NDU). Lebanon

EL KESRI, FATIMA. Délégation de l’UE au Maroc. Morocco

EL KHAYAT, MUSTAPHA. Association Marocaine pour la Logistique 
(AMLOG). France

EL KHAYAT, GHITA. Médecin Psychiatre Psychanalyste Anthropologue. 
Morocco

EL MAHDI, ALIA. Faculty of Economics and Political Science. Cairo 
University.  

ELBADAWI, OMAR. Center for Environment and Development for the 
Arab Region and Europe. Egypt

ELBAHTITI, NERMIN MOHAMED. Start Initiative for Community Justice 
and Human Rights (SICJHR). Egypt

ELEFTHERIOU, ELEFTHERIOS HECTOR. Representation of the 
European Commission in Cyprus. Cyprus

ELHACHIMI, MOHAMED. Centre d’Études et des Recherches en 
Sciences Sociales (CERSS). Morocco

ELHAIJ, AHMED. Association Marocaine des Droits Humains. Morocco

ELJAFARI, MAHMOUD. Al Quds University of Jerusalem. Palestine

ELKHIDER, ABDELKADER. Faculté des sciences juridiques 
économiques. Morocco

ELMADMAD, KHADIJA. Université Hasan II Ain Chok. Morocco

ELMEHDAOUI, KAMAL. Groupement d’Études et Recherches sur  
la Méditerranée (GERM). Morocco

ELNUR, IBRAHIM. The American University in Cairo. Egypt

ELWAKEEL, RANA. Mahatat for Contemporary Arts. Egypt

EMILSSON, HENRIK. Sweden

ENHAILI, AZIZ. Tolerance.ca. Morocco

ERDEM, SÜKRÜ. Economic Research Centre on Mediterranean 
Countries (CERMC). Turkey

ERDOGAN, MURAT. Haceteppe University. Turkey

ESCOBAR STEMMANN, JUAN JOSÉ. Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Spain 

ESCRIBANO, GONZALO. Real Instituto Elcano. Spain

ESDRAS, DANIEL. International Organisation for Migration. Greece

EVIN, AHMET. Istanbul Policy Centre. Turkey

EZZINE, ABDELFATTAH. Institut Universitaire de la recherche 
scientifique (IURS) - Université Mohammed V Souissi, Rabat. Morocco

FABBRI, FRANCESCA. European Policy Centre. Italy

FAHIM, ZAKARIA. BDO (Business Angels). Morocco

FAIROUZ, BENAOUDA. Algeria

FARHAT, ZEINEB. El Teatro. Tunisia

FASSMANN, HEINZ. University of Vienna. Austria

FEIDY, LILY. Palestine

FERNANDEZ ALFARO, BERTA. Institute for European Studies, 
University of Malta. Spain

FERNÁNDEZ MOLINA, IRENE. University of Exeter. Spain

FERRAGINA, EUGENIA. Istituto di studi sulle Società del Mediterraneo 
(ISSM) CNR. Italy

FERRAGINA, ANNA. University of Salerno (DISES and CELPE). Italy

FERRERO, RUTH. Departamento de Ciencia Política. Universidad 
Complutense de Madrid. Spain

FIBLA, CARLA. Spain

FIKRY, MARWA. Cairo University. Egypt

FISUNOGLU, H. MAHIR. Çukurova University Department of Economics 
Adana. Turkey

FITUNI, LEONID. Centre for Strategic and Global Studies Russian 
Academy of Sciences. Russia

FOUCHIER, ESTHER. Le Forum Femmes Méditerranée. France

FOX, ANNE. Bloggers Network. United Kingdom
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FRANCO, MARC. Egmont-Royal Institute for International Relations. 
Belgium

FRINGS, MARC. Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung. Germany

FUNK, MARKO. European Policy Centre. Germany

GALAI, AHMED. Ligue Tunisienne pour la Défense des Droits de 
l’Homme. Tunisia

GALLET, STEPHANE. Ministry of Foreign Affairs. France

GAMAL EL DIN, KARIM. Studio Masr. Film Studios. Egypt

GARCÍA-HERRÁIZ, MIGUEL. Permanent Representation of Spain to the 
European Union. Spain

GARGOURI, TAOUFIK. Agence Nationale de Protection de 
l’Environnement. Tunisia

GARITO, MARIA AMATA. Nettuno-Network per l’Università Ovunque e 
Mediterranean Network University (MEDNET’U). Italy

GARRIGUES WALKER, ANTONIO. Garrigues Abogados. Spain

GAZZO, YVES. Ordre souverain de Malte. France

GEORGES, ZOUAIN. Gaia Heritage. Lebanon

GEORGIOU, KYRIAKOS E. Cyprus Center of European and 
International Affairs. Cyprus

GHALI, SOFIANE. ESSECT, Université de Tunis. Tunisia

GHARIB, SHERIN. Austrian Institute for International Affairs (OIIP). 
Austria

GHECHIR, BOUDJEMA. Ligue Algérienne des Droits de l’Homme 
(LADH). Algeria

GIANNIOU, MARIA. Hellenic Centre for European Studies (EKEM). 
Greece

GILLESPIE, RICHARD. University of Liverpool. United Kingdom

GIOVANNETTI, GIORGIA. Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced 
Studies, European University Institute. Italy

GMATI, NABIL. ENIT - LAMSIN. Tunisia

GÖLL, EDGAR. Institute for Future Studies and Technology Assessment. 
Germany

GOMBAR, EDUARD. Charles University Prague. Czech Republic

GOMBAROVA, JANA. Czech-Arab Society. Czech Republic

GOMES, RUI. Council of Europe. Portugal

GOMES, ANA. European Parliament. Portugal

GÖRANSON, GÖRAN. Österlens Folkhögskola. Sweden

GOREN, NIMROD. Mitvim - The Israeli Institute for Regional Foreign 
Policies. Israel

GORTÁZAR ROTAECHE, CRISTINA. Comillas Pontifical University. 
Spain

GRAU, MARTÍ. House of European History, European Parliament. Spain

GREEN, SARAH. Department of Social Research. University of Helsinki. 
United Kingdom

GRUCZKUN, PATRICK. Sweden

GUERREIRO, MARTA. Associação Pédexumbo. Portugal

GUILD, ELSPETH. University of London. United Kingdom

GULSEVEN, OSMAN. Middle East Technical University. Turkey

GÜVEN LISANILER, FATMA. Department of Economics, Faculty of 
Business & Economics, Eastern Mediterranean University. Cyprus

GZESH, SUSAN. University of Chicago. United States of America

HABACHE, YOUSEF. Health Work Committees. Palestine

HABER, MARIO. Malta Police Force. Malta

HADDAD, SAÏD. Maître de Conférences, Écoles de Saint Cyr 
Coëtquidan. France

HADJ SALEM, HAYKEL. LEM, Université de Lille (France), FSEG de 
Mahdia, Université de Monastir. Tunisie

HADZIBEGOVIC, AJSA. Civic Alliance. Montenegro

HAIDAR, HAIFA (WAHIDA). Association of Building Bridges. Jordan  

HAILU SENBETA, ABEY. LIEIS. Luxemburg

HALL, ROBERT. Global Ecovillage Network. Sweden

HAMDOUCHE, BACHIR. INSEA - Université Mohammed V, Rabat. 
Morocco

HAMDY, ATEF. Centre International de Hautes Études Agronomiques 
Méditerranéennes (CIHEAM), The Mediterranean Agronomic Institute  
of Bari, Italy. Egypt

HAMDY, ASHRAF. Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Egypt

HAMED ALI MASOUD, ATIYA. University of Sirte. Libya

HAMMOND, TIMMOTHY G. Mediterranean Regional Analyst. United 
Kingdom

HAMMOUDA, NACER EDDINE. Centre de Recherche en Économie 
Appliquée pour le Développement. Algeria

HAREL, YARON. Bar Ilan University. Israel

HAROUN, TAHAR. Université de Batna. Algeria

HARTUNG, ANNE. Germany

HAYTHEM, KAMEL. Sustainable Development Association. Egypt

HEDDA ELLOUZE, DONIA. Cabinet Maître Donia Hedda, Tunis. Tunisia

HEDI SEHILI, MOHAMED. Institut Tunisien des Études Stratégiques 
(ITES). Tunisia

HELLGREN, ZENIA. GRITIM - Interdisciplinary Research Group on 
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ZAHARIS, NIKOS. South East European Research Centre. Greece

ZAJAC, JUSTYNA. Univeristy of Warsaw, Institute of International 
Relations. Poland

ZAJAZI, KELMEND. NALAS. Macedonia

ZALDO, JOSÉ MIGUEL. Comité empresarial. Spain

ZATARA, SHADI. JUZOOR. Palestine

ZDECHOVSKÝ, TOMÁŠ. European Parliament. Czech Republic

ZEIDAN, MOHAMMAD. Arab Association for Human Rights (HRA). 
Israel

ZEKRI, AHMED. Association Marocaine d’Études de Recherches sur les 
Migrations. Morocco

ZELKOVITZ, IDO. Mitvim - The Israeli Institute for Regional Foreign 
Policies. Israel

ZENIA, SALEM. Algerian journalist and writer in Tamazight language. 
Hosted in Barcelona by Catalan PEN, Refuge Writer Programme. Algeria

ZENON, MAGDA. Hands Across the Divide. Cyprus

ZERTAL, HACHEMI. Cirta Films. Algeria

ZETTER, ROGER. University of Oxford. United Kingdom

ZIAD, AYOUB ARBACHE. Damascus University and Private Institutions 
and Universities. Syria

ZIADA, DALIA. The Liberal Democracy Institute of Egypt (LDI). Egypt

ZOGHLAMI, MOHAMED. La Financière Interactive. France

ZOHRY, AYMAN. Egyptian Society for Migration Studies (EGYMIG). 
Egypt

ZOROB, ANJA. Institute of Development Research and Development 
Policy, Ruhr-University Bochum. Germany
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Answers 2012 Answers 2013/14 Answers 2015 Answers 2016

Country Total
% Total 
Survey 

Total
% Total 
Survey 

Total
% Total 
Survey 

Total
% Total 
Survey 

Morocco 62 7.4%  85 10.1% 72 9.5% 70 8.7%
Algeria 45 5.6%  40 4.8% 41 5.4% 36 4.5%
Turkey 43 5.1%  43 5.1% 30 3.9% 39 4.8%
Egypt 40 4.7%  46 5.5% 41 5.4% 37 4.6%
Tunisia 43 5.1%  42 5.0% 45 5.9% 44 5.5%
Syria 12 1.4%  15 1.8% 11 1.4% 12 1.5%
Israel 26 3.1%  21 2.5% 21 2.8% 20 2.5%
Occupied Palestinian Territories 24 2.8%  25 3.0% 23 3.0% 21 2.6%
Lebanon 29 3.4%  33 3.9% 26 3.4% 37 4.6%
Jordan 26 3.1%  26 3.1% 12 1.6% 15 1.9%
Mauritania 8 0.9%  7 0.8% 5 0.7% 9 1.1%
Libya 1 0.1%  1 0.1% 2 0.3% 3 0.4%
Croatia (before 2014) 12 1.4%  
Albania 3 0.4%  5 0.6% 3 0.4% 5 0.6%
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4 0.5%  6  0.7% 3 0.4% 5 0.6%
Montenegro 3 0.4%  4 0.5% 3 0.4% 1 0.1%
Monaco 0 0.0%  1 0.1% 0.0%

Total MPCs 383 45.4%  400 47.7% 338 44.5% 354 43.9%

France 61  7.5%  71 8.5% 77 10.1% 59 7.3%
Spain 63 5.7%  59 7.0% 57 7.5% 66 8.2%
Italy 48 5.6%  49 5.8% 54 7.1% 73 9.0%
Germany 47 3.1%  43 5.1% 40 5.3% 35 4.3%
United Kingdom 26 1.2%  17 2.0% 17 2.2% 17 2.1%
Belgium 10 1.4%  11 1.3% 9 1.2% 14 1.7%
Portugal 12 3.0%  10 1.2% 10 1.3% 9 1.1%
Greece 25 1.5%  20 2.4% 18 2.4% 27 3.3%
Netherlands 13 1.9%  12 1.4% 8 1.1% 7 0.9%
Poland 16 0.8%  17 2.0% 14 1.8% 13 1.6%
Romania 7 1.1%  7 0.8% 8 1.1% 7 0.9%
Denmark 9 1.2%  5 0.6% 5 0.7% 4 0.5%
Czech Republic 10 1.4%  7 0.8% 11 1.4% 10 1.2%
Finland 12 1.4%  11 1.3% 9 1.2% 7 0.9%
Sweden 12 0.8%  13 1.6% 9 1.2% 10 1.2%
Austria 7 0.9%  9 1.1% 7 0.9% 8 1.0%
Ireland 8 0.9%  4 0.5% 4 0.5% 6 0.7%
Hungary 8 1.5%  10 1.2% 8 1.1% 8 1.0%
Cyprus 13 0.2%  9 1.1% 8 1.1% 9 1.1%
Slovakia 2 0.8%  4 0.5% 4 0.5% 2 0.2%
Slovenia 7 0.5%  10 1.2% 8 1.1% 9 1.1%
Lithuania 4 1.1%  3 0.4% 2 0.3% 3 0.4%
Malta 9 0.4%  7 0.8% 5 0.7% 9 1.1%
Latvia 3 0.8%  3 0.4% 3 0.4% 1 0.1%
Bulgaria 7 0.2%  5 0.6% 6 0.8% 6 0.7%
Estonia 2 0.7%  2 0.2% 2 0.3% 4 0.5%
Luxembourg 6 0.0% 3 0.4% 4 0.5% 2 0.9%
Croatia (from 2014 onwards)  8 1 7 0.9% 7 0.2%
Total EU 447 53%  429 51.2% 414 54.5% 432 53.5%
Other* 13 1.5%  9 1.2% 8 1.1% 21 2.6%
TOTAL 843 100%  838 100% 760 100% 807 100%

SAMPLE OF THE SURVEY

* Other (2016): United States of America (7); Russia (2); Sudan, FYROM, Serbia, Yemen, India, Switzerland, Iraq, New Zealand, Australia, Canada, Congo RD, Armenia.
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management of human movements and migrations in the euro-mediterranean region 18707 EurOMEd SurvEy

In order to facilitate the data processing and to improve the statistical analysis, we would be very pleased if you could provide us with the following 
information: 

Gender

☐ Male      ☐ Female

Nationality

Position (optional)

Institution (optional)

What is your main area of specialisation?

Sector

☐ Governmental

☐ Diplomatic 

☐ EU institution 

☐ Other international organisation

☐ Political party

☐ Think tank

☐ Academic

☐ Media

☐ NGO

☐ Trade union

☐ Company (Business sector)

☐ Political Cooperation and Security 

☐ Economic and Financial Cooperation 

☐ Social, Cultural and Human Exchanges 

☐ Migration Justice and Home Affairs

☐ Albania 

☐ Algeria 

☐ Austria 

☐ Belgium 

☐ Bosnia Herzegovina 

☐ Bulgaria

☐ Croatia 

☐ Cyprus 

☐ Czech Republic

☐ Denmark 

☐ Egypt 

☐ Estonia 

☐ Finland 

☐ France 

☐ Germany

☐ Greece 

☐ Hungary

☐ Ireland 

☐ Israel 

☐ Italy 

☐ Jordan 

☐ Latvia 

☐ Lebanon 

☐ Lithuania 

☐ Luxemburg 

☐ Libya 

☐ Malta 

☐ Mauritania 

☐ Montenegro 

☐ Morocco

☐ Netherlands 

☐ Occupied Palestinian Territories 

☐ Poland 

☐ Portugal 

☐ Romania 

☐ Slovakia 

☐ Slovenia 

☐ Spain 

☐ Sweden 

☐ Syria 

☐ Tunisia 

☐ Turkey 

☐ United Kingdom 

☐ Other



BLOCK 1
General perCeption
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Comments:

Other elements / comments:

   Very low extent                                                                                      Very high extent

War in Syria and resulting destabilisation  
of the region ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Destabilisation of Libya ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Conflicts in some African as well  
as South and Central Asian countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Lack of sustainable livelihoods 
in origin countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Migration and refugee policies  
by the EU and its member states ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Lack of an efficient international refugee 
protection system ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

   Western Corridor Central Corridor Eastern Corridor

Armed conflicts destabilising the region

Socioeconomic situation in origin countries 
(including unemployment and inequalities)

Climate change

Socio-political situation in origin countries 
(including lack of political reforms)

Demographic transition

Q1. The migration and refugee situation in the Mediterranean is unprecedented. To what extent do the following elements explain  
this situation?

 
Q2. In the next ten years, the following elements are likely to be key drivers of possible migratory movements in the region.  
Please rank these elements according to their importance. (Mean 1 – least important to 5 – most important)   
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Others:

Other comments (including on countries not mentioned above):

   Very low extent                                                                                      Very high extent

Inflow of refugees ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Inflow of migrants ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Mixed flows of migrants and refugees ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Transit migrations ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Outflow of emigrants ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

   Very bad                                                                                                            Very good

First EU countries of arrival (Italy, Greece) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Main EU destination countries  
(Germany, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Main Southern Mediterranean receiving countries 
(Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Main transit countries in the EU (Bulgaria,  
Hungary, Austria, Croatia, Slovenia) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Western Balkan transit countries (FYROM, Serbia) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Main Southern Mediterranean transit countries 
(Turkey, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

 
Q3. To what extent is your country* affected by the following human movements?

 
Q4. How would you assess the policy response to the present migration and refugee situation by:

* as marked in question 2 in Block 1, data information.
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Other comments:

Other elements:

   Very low extent                                                                                      Very high extent

Tensions between local and refugee population ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Impact on the political stability of host countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Impact on the socioeconomic stability of host 
countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Marginalisation of refugee communities ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

 
Q5. Please rank the following elements according to what you believe has been the main driver conditioning policy response in transit  
and receiving countries. (Mean 1 – most significant to 4 – least significant)   

 
Q6. To what extent can the following elements be seen as a potential source of domestic and regional instability?

 

First EU
countries
of arrival

(Italy, Greece)

Main EU 
destination 
countries                  
(Germany, 
Sweden,  

Netherlands, 
Austria)

Main Southern 
Mediterranean 

receiving 
countries 
(Jordan, 
Lebanon, 
Turkey)

Main transit 
countries 
in the EU 
(Bulgaria, 
Hungary, 
Austria, 
Croatia, 

Slovenia)

Western 
Balkan transit  

countries 
(FYROM, 
Serbia)

Main Southern 
Mediterranean 

transit 
countries 
(Turkey,  

Morocco, 
Algeria, 
Tunisia)

Capacity of governments to cope  
with the inflow of refugees and migrants

Humanitarian considerations

Short-term political and electoral  
considerations

Concern to create “pull factor”  
effect for further migrants
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Q7. To what extent should the current international refugee protection system1 somehow integrate the dimension of the host communities 
providing protection?

          Very low extent                                                                                                                                                           Very high extent

☐ 0          ☐ 1          ☐ 2          ☐ 3          ☐ 4          ☐ 5           ☐ 6           ☐ 7           ☐ 8           ☐ 9           ☐ 10           ☐ Don’t know                

Further comments:

1. The international Refugee Protection Regime is defined as “a set of rules and procedures that aims to protect, first, persons seeking asylum from persecution, 
and second those recognized as refugees under the relevant instruments”(Geneva Academy of International Humanitarian Law and Human Rights).

The Convention relating to the Status of Refugees (also known as the 1951 Convention) and the United Nations High Committee for Refugees (UNHCR) are two 
key elements in international refugee protection.

The 1951 Convention recognises the refugee’s right to remain and right to return, the principle of non-refoulement, and the right of first asylum; it also defines 
minimum standards of treatment for refugees and outlines determination procedures and eligibility criteria for refugee status.

The UNHCR has the mandate to provide international protection to refugees and to seek a permanent solution to the problem in cooperation with national govern-
ments, NGOs, and other international organisations. UNHCR’s task is to provide protection for refugees by putting together international treaties and supervising 
their application. It promotes measures to improve the refugee situation and assists government efforts to encourage voluntary repatriation or entry and assimilation 
in a new country.



BLOCK 2
eu ChallenGes and instruments
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Q8. How do you assess the European Union management of the migration and refugee situation since 2014?

 
Q9. To what extent do you consider the following actors within the EU responsible for this?

          Very negative                                                                                                                                                                   Very positive

☐ 0          ☐ 1          ☐ 2          ☐ 3          ☐ 4          ☐ 5           ☐ 6           ☐ 7           ☐ 8           ☐ 9           ☐ 10           ☐ Don’t know                

If the answer to Q8 is from 0 to 5:

Further comments:

   Very low extent                                                                                      Very high extent

European Council (decisions taken collectively  
by the 28 Heads of State and Government) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

European Commission ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Greece as the most exposed frontline state ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Unilateral decisions by EU countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Visegrad Group (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland 
and Slovakia) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

EU countries along the Balkan route (Bulgaria, 
Croatia and Slovenia) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

General
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Q10. To what extent do you consider that the following options should be pursued by the EU and its member states?

   Very low extent                                                                                      Very high extent

Focus less on a reactive  
and security-based approach ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Better integrate internal and external policies
(including through strengthening the role  
of EU delegations on migration issues)

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Provide legal alternatives  
to irregular secondary movements2 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Upgrade and improve the implementation  
of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS)3 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Better share and redistribute the “burden”
among member states ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

 
Effectively apply the EU’s return system4 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Improve mechanisms to filter  
out refugees from irregular migrants ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

2. Refugees and asylum-seekers who have found protection may also move on to other countries. Such “secondary movements”of asylum-seekers and refugees 
can be of concern, both to States and to UNHCR, if they take place without the requisite authorizing documentation. Irregular secondary movements generally 
reflect a lack of available protection for refugees and asylum-seekers, including access to timely durable solutions. (UNHCR)

3. Common European Asylum System (CEAS): In 1999 the Tampere European Council outlined the creation of a Common European Asylum System (CEAS) 
based on the full implementation of the Geneva Convention. From 1999 to 2005 several legislative measures harmonising common minimum standards for asylum 
were adopted. This first phase included directives on Qualification, Reception Conditions and Asylum Procedures and comprised two regulations, the Dublin and 
Eurodac regulations. In the framework of the Hague Programme (2005-2009) the CEAS was to be completed by 2010. In 2007, the Green Paper on the Future of 
the Common European Asylum System reflected the gaps in European asylum legislation that were prevalent at that time and recommended improved cooperation 
between member states. The EU has been working on overcoming dysfunctional issues of the adopted legislation through the revision of key legislative elements 
(directives and regulations revised in 2013). The CEAS has only been fully applicable since July 2015, a date that marked the end of the transposition period for 
the remaining recast asylum Directives adopted in 2013. 
In this process it is important to take into account that “throughout the evolution of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS), the Dublin system of responsi-
bility allocation for the examination of asylum claims has been, it is claimed, its ‘cornerstone’. This is despite it being neither fit for its intended purpose nor designed 
as a solidarity measure” Enhancing the Common European Asylum System and Alternatives to Dublin (2015) European Parliament. LIBE Committee.

4. EU’s return system: The Return Directive lays down common standards and procedures for the return of non-EU nationals who are staying in the EU irregularly. 
This supposes cooperation of EU countries with third countries that the EU has tried to promote through readmission agreements.

Other options:

Do you have advanced knowledge of the EU policy framework on Migration Management?

☐ Yes: Go to Q11

☐ No: Go to Q17
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5. Temporary EU Relocation System: Adopted in 2015, it sets out provisional measures to relocate 160,000 asylum seekers staying in Italy and Greece to other EU member 
states. The system establishes criteria and “distribution keys” to determine the respective responsibilities of EU states.

 
Q11 a. The European Commission’s relocation plan (the Temporary EU Relocation System)5 has not been implemented consistently.  
What measures should be prioritised? Please rank the following measures (Mean 1 – least important to 3 – most important) 

 
Q12. Please rank the following proposals of the European Agenda on Migration according to what you believe should be prioritised. 
(Mean 1 – least important to 4 – most important) 

 
Q11 b. To what extent do you think that the relocation plan is in any case not enough to face the nature and magnitude of the crisis?

Penalising member states for failing to fully implement the Common European Relocation Mechanism

Modifying the relocation scheme breakdown per member state

Improving coordination between the European Commission and the member states

Reducing the incentives for irregular migration

Border management: saving lives and securing external borders

Strengthening the common asylum policy

Developing a new policy on legal migration

Further comments:

Other comments on the EAM:

          Very low extent                                                                                                                                                             Very high extent

☐ 0          ☐ 1          ☐ 2          ☐ 3          ☐ 4          ☐ 5           ☐ 6           ☐ 7           ☐ 8           ☐ 9           ☐ 10           ☐ Don’t know                
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Q13. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to reduce the incentives for irregular migration  
in the Euro-Mediterranean region?

 
Q14. To what extent do the following elements offer an adequate response to improve asylum procedures?

   Very bad extent                                                                                     Very good extent

Addressing the root causes of irregular migration  
in origin countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Fighting smugglers and traffickers ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Effectively apply the EU’s return system ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Tailored communication in origin countries aiming  
at dissuading potential irregular migrants ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Broadening labour migration opportunities ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

   Very bad extent                                                                                     Very good extent

Better implement the EU Visa Code6 to include 
humanitarian visas enabling third-country nationals 
to apply in situ for entry to EU territory on humanitar-
ian grounds

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Allow asylum seekers to work and earn their own 
money while their applications are being processed ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Activate and further develop the EU Temporary 
Protection Directive7 from 2001 that establishes 
an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees  
immediate protection”

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Establish EU competence to process asylum 
procedures ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Greater focus on reception capacities ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

6. EU Visa Code: An important element of the common visa policy is the EU Visa Code. It sets out the procedures and conditions for issuing visas for the purpose 
of short stays and airport transit.

7. The EU Temporary Protection Directive establishes an “exceptional scheme to offer refugees immediate protection” and “minimum standards for giving tem-
porary protection in the event of a mass influx of displaced persons.”

Others:
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Q15. The European Commission has presented a proposal to reform the Common European Asylum System (CEAS).  
To what extent should the following actions be prioritised?

 
Q16. To what extent should the following legal migration channels be promoted to enhance human mobility in the Euro-Mediterranean region? 

   Very low extent                                                                                    Very high extent

Achieving greater convergence among member 
states in the EU asylum system ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Reinforcing the Eurodac8 system (EU asylum 
fingerprint database) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Amend the Dublin Regulation9 which establishes 
the criteria for determining which member state  
is responsible for examining an application  
for international protection

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Regulation of secondary movements10 within the EU ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Reinforced mandate for the EU’s asylum Agency 
(European Asylum Support Office, EASO)11 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

   Very low extent                                                                                    Very high extent

Creating bilateral labour market information systems 
as a stepping stone of a future regional (EU-Med) 
labour market information system

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Promoting and concluding effective Mobility 
Partnerships12 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Differentiated approach towards partner countries 
when offering incentives for channelling legal 
migration

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Visa facilitation schemes to encourage temporary 
stays ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Open labour market access to asylum seekers 
and refugees ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Enhance the mobility of “students, researchers 
and business persons” ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

8. Eurodac: The 2003 EURODAC regulation establishes an EU asylum fingerprint database that collects fingerprints during the asylum application procedure.

9. The Dublin Regulation establishes the criteria to determine which state is responsible for the asylum application. In principle, the first state of entry is the one 
responsible for the examination of the asylum claim.

10. Refugees and asylum-seekers who have found protection may also move on to other countries. Such “secondary movements”of asylum-seekers and refugees 
can be of concern, both to States and to UNHCR, if they take place without the requisite authorizing documentation. Irregular secondary movements generally 
reflect a lack of available protection for refugees and asylum-seekers, including access to timely durable solutions. (UNHCR)

11. European Asylum Support Office (EASO): Established in 2010 as an EU Agency, the EASO contributes to the development of the Common European Asy-
lum System by facilitating cooperation among member states and helps EU member states fulfil their European and international obligations in the field of asylum.

12. Mobility Partnerships: The EU has concluded three Mobility Partnerships so far: with Morocco (2013), Tunisia and Jordan (2014). Mobility Partnerships are 
supposed to ensure that mobility and legal migration between the EU and the Southern Mediterranean countries is well managed, cooperation is increased to 
prevent irregular migration and trafficking in human beings, the impact of migration on development is maximised and the capacity of Southern Mediterranean 
countries in the field of asylum and international protection is increased. Under some conditions, the implementation of the Mobility Partnerships should include 
opening negotiations on an agreement for facilitating the issuing of Schengen visas for certain groups of people.

Other channels:
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Border manaGement: sea resCue, seCurinG the external Borders and hotspots

 
Q17. Some Schengen countries reintroduced controls at internal Schengen borders in autumn 2015. 
Do you agree with the following statements? 

   Yes No

The “last resort” and “temporary” nature of these checks have been respected

The reintroduction of these controls has not been carried out in a manner consistent  
with the member states’ international obligations to refugees

The reintroduction of these internal checks should be further limited

The possibility of reintroducing these internal checks should be further extended

Strengthening Frontex role and capacity

More support to frontline states

Set up a European Border and Coast Guard

Externalise/outsource border control to third countries (such as Turkey)

Comments:

Other comments:

 
Q18. In order to restore the full functioning of the Schengen area, including the protection of the Schengen external borders,  
what measure should be promoted as a matter of priority? Please select one option. 

Do you have advanced knowledge of the EU policy framework on Border Management?

☐ Yes: Go to Q19

☐ No: Go to Q20
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Q19. How would you assess the performance of the following instruments in dealing with the inflow of refugees and migrants? 

   Very bad                                                                                                            Very good

The hotspot13 approach to assist frontline member 
states ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Mare Nostrum14 sea rescue operation ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Triton15 sea rescue operation ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

NATO’s Aegean Sea migrant patrols  
in Turkish and Greek territorial waters16 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

EUNAVFOR MED:17 European Union maritime 
operation in the Southern Central Mediterranean 
(Operation Sophia)

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Other instruments:

13. Hotspot approach: EC coordinated assistance to identify and register incoming migrants and refugees.

14. Mare Nostrum: Italian sea rescue operation ended in November 2014. 

15. Triton: Frontex border security operation replacing Mare Nostrum. Expand its initial operational area, to enhance sea rescue.

16. NATO Maritime Group 2 (SNMG2) patrolling in the Aegean Sea to cut the lines of illegal trafficking and illegal migration.

17. EUNAVFOR MED: Maritime operation undertaking systematic efforts to identify, capture and dispose of vessels as well as enabling assets used or suspected 
of being used by migrant smugglers or traffickers.



BLOCK 3
ChallenGes in and for southern
and southeast mediterranean 
Countries
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Jordan Lebanon Turkey

Humanitarian assistance to the most vulnerable segments of the refugee population

Socioeconomic integration of refugees residing under temporary protection, especially  
for those out of camps

Capacities of the health, education, water and sanitation service systems at local 
and national levels

Legal alternatives to irregular onward movements (e.g. humanitarian admission programmes)

Support schemes for host community members

Specific approach for refugees arriving at existing Palestinian camps

Protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling and other human rights violations

Don’t know

 
Q20. What should be the main priority issues of the following governments when dealing with human movements and migrations?
(Please choose two options for each country)

Better manage 
the arrival 

of migrants 
and refugees

Strengthen national 
protection 
capacities 

(including through 
international 
assistance)

Challenges related 
to emigration 

(including brain 
drain and labour 

market distortions)

Addressing 
secondary 

movements

Return  
arrangements 
for irregular 

migrants 
and alternative 

migration  
options

Don’t know

Algeria

Morocco

Tunisia

Libya

Egypt

Jordan

Occupied  
Palestinian Territories

Lebanon

Turkey

 
Q21. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees  
in the following countries? (Please choose three options for each country)
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Algeria Morocco Tunisia Libya

Mechanisms to better identify persons in need of international protection 
among present mixed migratory flows

Develop appropriate reception arrangements (registration and temporary documentation)

Legal alternatives to irregular onward movements (e.g. humanitarian admission programmes)

Achieve an effective implementation of mutual obligations with regard to return, including
through readmission agreements

Protection from violence, trafficking, smuggling and other human rights violations

Don’t know

 
Q22. To what extent should the following elements be enhanced in order to better manage the arrival of migrants and refugees?
(Please choose two options for each country)



BLOCK 4
Bilateral, reGional and 
international Cooperation
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Q23. To what extent can the following regional cooperation mechanisms be useful frameworks to improve the management of human  
movements and migrations in the Euro-Mediterranean region? (Mean 1 – most useful to 3 –  least useful)

The European Neighbourhood Policy

The Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)

5+5 Dialogue on Migration in the Western Mediterranean18

Comments:

Comments:

18. 5+5 Dialogue on Migration involves 10 Western Mediterranean countries: Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Mauritania, Portugal, Spain, France, Italy and 
Malta. It provides a platform of exchange and cooperation on migration and border management.

19. EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points: On 18 March 2016, following on from the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan activated in November 2015, 
the European Union and Turkey presented an agreement with the objective of targeting the people smugglers’ business model and removing the incentive to seek 
irregular routes to the EU. Under the agreement:
1) All new irregular migrants crossing from Turkey to the Greek islands as of 20 March 2016 will be returned to Turkey; 
2) For every Syrian being returned to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian will be resettled in the EU; 
3) Turkey will take any necessary measures to prevent new sea or land routes for irregular migration opening from Turkey to the EU;
4) Once irregular crossings between Turkey and the EU end or have been substantially reduced, a Voluntary Humanitarian Admission Scheme will be activated;
5) The fulfilment of the visa liberalisation roadmap will be accelerated with a view to lifting the visa requirements for Turkish citizens at the latest by the end of June 
2016. Turkey will take all the necessary steps to fulfil the remaining requirements;
6) The EU will, in close cooperation with Turkey, further speed up the disbursement of the initially allocated €3 billion under the Facility for Refugees in Turkey. Once 
these resources are about to be used in full, the EU will mobilise additional funding for the Facility up to an additional €3 billion to the end of 2018; 
7) The EU and Turkey welcomed the ongoing work on the upgrading of the Customs Union;
8) The accession process will be re-energised, with Chapter 33 to be opened during the Dutch Presidency of the Council of the European Union and preparatory 
work on the opening of other chapters to continue at an accelerated pace; 
9) The EU and Turkey will work to improve humanitarian conditions inside Syria.

 
Q24. To what extent do you consider adequate the following measures set out in the EU-Turkey joint statement on additional action points19 
(March 2016), completing the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (November 2015)?

   Very low extent                                                                                       Very high extent

Return of all new irregular migrants crossing from 
Turkey to the Greek islands as from 20 March 2016 ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

1 to 1 deal: For every Syrian being returned  
to Turkey from the Greek islands, another Syrian 
will be resettled from Turkey to the EU taking  
into account the UN Vulnerability Criteria

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

EU financial support (speeding up the disburse-
ment of the initially allocated 3 billion euros under 
the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and mobilising 
an additional 3 billion euros up to the end of 2018)

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Do you have advanced knowledge of bilateral, regional and international cooperation frameworks in the field of migration?

☐ Yes: Go to Q25

☐ No: You have finished. Go to Block 5
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Q25. One of the thematic priorities of the ENP review20 is to offer an intensified cooperation on both regular and irregular migration.
Do you agree with the following statements?          

   Completely disagree                                                                         Completely agree  

The ENP could effectively be better connected  
to the overall migration architecture of the EU, thereby 
contributing to the consistency between the EU 
internal and external dimension of migratory policies

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

The ENP could be used as a framework  
for more effectively addressing the primary  
causes of migrations

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

The ENP could help promote a transregional  
approach, i.e., a broader collaboration of EU  
countries and ENP countries with ENP neighbours  
and relevant international organisations

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

The ENP is an irrelevant framework to deal  
with migrations ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Comments:

20. The Joint Staff Working Document that accompanies the document Review of the ENP highlights three elements that require special attention. Firstly, within 
the field of ENP interaction with other policies, “a greater consistency between internal and external strands of EU policy in migration” becomes necessary. Sec-
ondly, and more at the level of design and implementation of policies, it notes that the challenges in the field of migration can be more appropriately addressed in 
collaboration with ENP countries and their neighbours. Finally, also an element of design and implementation, it calls for “the ENP to be used as a framework for 
addressing more effectively the root causes of the issue in partner countries.”
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   Not effective                                                                                               Very effective

Dialogues on migration21, mobility and security  
proposed to Southern Mediterranean countries ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Mobility Partnerships22 (Morocco, 2013; Tunisia
and Jordan, 2014) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Euromed Migration23 programmes I, II and III ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

The Euro-African Dialogue on Migration
and Development with Western and Central  
African countries24 (the Rabat Process)

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative25

(the Khartoum Process) ☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know

Comments:

 
Q26. How do you assess the following dialogue and cooperation mechanisms established with Southern Mediterranean countries?

21. Dialogues on migration, mobility and security with the Southern Mediterranean countries: Established within the framework of the Global Approach to 
Migration and Mobility (GAMM), the dialogues aim at engaging a dialogue between the EU and each partner country that can materialise in Mobility Partnerships.

22. Mobility Partnerships: The EU has concluded three Mobility Partnerships so far: with Morocco (2013), Tunisia and Jordan (2014). Mobility Partnerships are 
supposed to ensure that mobility and legal migration between the EU and the Southern Mediterranean countries is well managed, cooperation is increased to 
prevent irregular migration and trafficking in human beings, the impact of migration on development is maximised and the capacity of Southern Mediterranean 
countries in the field of asylum and international protection is increased. Under some conditions, the implementation of the Mobility Partnerships should include 
opening negotiations on an agreement for facilitating the issuing of Schengen visas for certain groups of people.

23. Euromed Migration programmes I, II and III: The overall objective of these EU-financed programmes is to foster cooperation and reforms on migratory issues 
between the EU and Southern Mediterranean countries, as well as to assist partner countries in their efforts to govern international migrations.

24. Euro-African Dialogue on Migration and Development with Western and Central African Countries (the Rabat Process). Launched in 2006, the Rabat 
Process brings together more than fifty countries of origin, transit and destination with the objective to better deal with migration flows from and via West and 
Central Africa through information exchange, dialogue and practical initiatives.

25. EU-Horn of Africa Migration Route Initiative (the Khartoum Process): Launched in 2014, the Khartoum Process is led by a Steering Committee comprised 
of five EU member states (Italy, France, Germany, UK, Malta), five partner countries (Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, South Sudan, Sudan) as well as the European Com-
mission, the European External Action Service and the AU Commission on the African Union. The objective is to establish a long-standing dialogue on migration 
and mobility aimed at enhancing the current cooperation, including through the identification and implementation of concrete projects. In the first phase, activities 
should concentrate on addressing trafficking in human beings as well as smuggling of migrants.
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Q27. In the framework of the Valletta Action Plan (November 2015) the European Commission launched an “Emergency Trust Fund  
for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa”26 made up of €1.8 billion.  
In relation to the EU Emergency Trust Fund, do you agree with the following questions?

   Very low extent                                                                                       Very high extent

Are the projects which have been so far selected, 
relevant to the most urgent needs in the field  
of migration?

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know                

Are these projects well connected to the more 
global goals supported by the EU development 
assistance?

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Is the administrative process set up to manage 
the Trust Fund genuinely promoting a close 
coordination between all the actors which need 
to be involved (EU Commission, EEAS, 
EU member states, African partners,…) 
and efficiently delivering appropriate actions 
where needed?

☐ 0    ☐ 1    ☐ 2    ☐ 3    ☐ 4    ☐ 5     ☐ 6     ☐ 7     ☐ 8     ☐ 9     ☐ 10     ☐ Don’t know               

Other comments on the Valetta Summit on Migration and on the EU Emergency Trust Fund:

26. Emergency Trust Fund for stability and addressing root causes of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa: Launched by the European 
Commission, this Fund is made up of €1.8 billion from the EU budget and European Development Fund, combined with contributions from EU member states 
and other donors. The Trust Fund benefits a wide range of countries across Africa that encompass the major African migration routes to Europe and aims to help 
foster stability in the regions and to contribute to better migration management. More specifically, it aims to address the root causes of destabilisation, forced 
displacement and irregular migration, by promoting economic and equal opportunities, security and development.


