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			The Cascade Effect of Migration Deals: Culture, Human Rights and Neo-Colonialism


			This book offers a critical and interdisciplinary analysis of the intersections between migration governance, tourism development, and territorial transformation across the European Union’s external borders. Starting from a re-reading of the 2015 migration crisis and the informal agreements that followed, the study argues that the externalisation of migration management has become a structural feature of EU policy, with far-reaching consequences for fundamental rights, spatial organisation, and geopolitical relations.


			Blending legal, geopolitical, and territorial perspectives, the work reveals how instruments originally designed to contain migratory flows have evolved into tools for redefining borders, selecting mobility, and restructuring power dynamics between the EU and third countries. Particular focus is placed on the EU’s agreements with Turkey, Libya, Tunisia, and Albania, viewed as manifestations of a cascading logic that normalises exceptional measures, erodes accountability, and institutionalises human rights’ violations.


			Beyond this, the book explores the often-overlooked entanglement between migrant containment and tourism promotion in marginal territories. In places such as Lampedusa, the Greek islands, coastal Albania, Turkey, and Tunisia, the externalisation of migration management coexists – and often collides – with strategies of territorial branding and economic valorisation. These spaces become hybrid “filter zones,” tasked with both deterring “undesirable” mobility and attracting desirable flows of capital and visitors. Both processes – the externalisation of migration management and overtourism – function as complementary forms of neocolonialism, subjecting border territories to extractive exploitation, selective control, and value production for external centers of power.


			Through two emblematic case studies – Lampedusa and Lesvos – the book examines how surveillance, detention, and narrative framing converge in the production of doubly exposed spaces, caught between security imperatives and market logics. In its concluding section, the work outlines alternative models of mobility governance rooted in transparency, territorial justice, and the effective protection of fundamental rights. The Mediterranean thus emerges as a political laboratory where Europe’s material and symbolic borders are being contested and redefined.


		




		

			


			Introduction


			Since the end of World War II, and especially following the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, global patterns of human mobility have undergone profound transformation. A growing and uneven circulation of people across borders, whether forced or voluntary, short-term or long-term, has been shaped by the interplay of political upheavals, economic disparities, environmental crises, and globalized market dynamics. This mobility is neither neutral nor evenly distributed. It is shaped by intersecting political, economic, and spatial asymmetries that determine who may move, under what conditions, and at what cost. Within this wider mobility regime, two intersecting trends have come to dominate the political and territorial landscape of the European Union: on the one hand, the intensified securitization and externalization of migration governance; on the other, the expansive development and branding of tourism economies, particularly in border and peripheral regions. While often treated as distinct, these processes are deeply entangled, governed by selective logics of visibility, desirability, and control. 


			The 2015 migration crisis marked a critical juncture in this landscape, triggering both a reactive shift in EU asylum policies and an acceleration of informal practices of containment, whose spatial and political effects reverberate across regions already subjected to intense touristic pressure and territorial commodification. In this context, the EU-Türkiye Deal, signed in March 2016, emerged as the paradigmatic instrument inaugurating a new phase of externalized and informalized migration governance. Ostensibly aimed at halting irregular crossings and enabling orderly resettlement, the Deal quickly revealed deeper legal and ethical tensions. Behind its technocratic veneer, the agreement raised significant concerns regarding democratic accountability, legal enforceability, and human rights compliance. In fact, the Deal was not only controversial in its content but also in its form: it was adopted as an informal statement, deliberately circumventing parliamentary oversight and avoiding classification as a binding legal treaty. This shift toward flexible, opaque, and non-binding arrangements signaled the beginning of what this volume conceptualizes as the Cascade Effect.


			The Cascade Effect refers to a twofold dynamic. First, the Deal triggered the redirection of migration routes thereby creating the need for further externalization agreements. Second, it normalized the informalization of policy-making and the erosion of accountability, allowing subsequent deals to be concluded with even greater disregard for fundamental rights. What was publicised as an emergency measure evolved into a structural logic of EU border externalization, institutionalizing a form of governance that prioritizes deterrence and delegation over legal safeguards and democratic oversight.


			This book analyzes the Cascade Effect in both its legal-institutional and spatial-economic dimensions. It is argued that these agreements do not only regulate human mobility, they also reconfigure territorial sovereignty, transform local economies, and reinforce unequal power relations between the EU and its “partner countries” and even its most peripheral Member States. Nowhere is this more evident than in the border regions and islands tasked with implementing these policies, many of which are simultaneously positioned as tourist destinations and buffer zones of securitized migration management. In these hybrid spaces, mobility is not simply managed, but stratified: desirable flows of capital, tourists, and investment are welcomed, while undesirable populations – namely migrants and asylum seekers – are contained, expelled, or rendered invisible.


			To that end, the volume adopts an interdisciplinary lens, combining insights from law, policy analysis, postcolonial theory, and critical tourism studies. The aim is to expose the material and symbolic violence embedded in informal migration deals, to trace their effects across scales, from EU policymaking to local detention infrastructures, and to explore their entanglement with broader neocolonial logics of territorial governance and economic extraction. The analysis is anchored in two emblematic case studies – Lampedusa and Lesvos – which serve as sites of both border enforcement and touristic commodification, caught in the paradox of being simultaneously sold and sealed off.


			This perspective also necessitates a critical interrogation of the neocolonial logics underpinning EU border management. Far from being neutral instruments of pragmatic governance, migration deals often replicate asymmetrical power relations between the EU and its so-called partner countries. By incentivizing containment through financial support, development promises, and political recognition, these agreements reinscribe colonial patterns of dependency and subordination. In many cases, they also bolster authoritarian regimes, enabling domestic repression in the name of regional stability. Moreover, as Chapters 6 and 7 elaborate, the coupling of containment with strategies of territorial branding and investment often results in the double dispossession of border populations: first as sites of enforcement, then as sites of commodification.


			This volume traces the temporal and spatial evolution of the Cascade Effect: from the closure of the Eastern Mediterranean route through the EU-Türkiye Deal, to the redirection of flows via Libya, the adoption of the Italy-Libya and Malta-Libya Memoranda, the EU-Tunisia agreement in 2023, and the Italy-Albania offshore asylum processing agreement. Each new iteration reflects an escalation in the disregard for human rights, enabled by the absence of legal accountability mechanisms, a phenomenon this study aligns with the concept of the normalization of deviance. As accountability is progressively eroded, new agreements become increasingly brazen in their legal ambiguity and humanitarian consequences.


			From a normative standpoint, it is maintained here that informality and opacity are not incidental to these arrangements but are essential features of their design. By sidestepping treaty formalities and judicial scrutiny, the EU and its Member States insulate themselves from legal obligations and public debate, effectively placing critical aspects of migration policy beyond democratic oversight. This legal grey zone allows the outsourcing of responsibility, the perpetuation of impunity, and the instrumental use of migrants’ lives as leverage in geopolitical bargaining.


			Yet the inquiry does not stop at critique. In its final section, the volume explores alternative governance models rooted in transparency, territorial justice, and rights-based approaches to mobility. Drawing on theoretical and empirical insights, it calls for a reimagining of Europe’s borders not as fixed lines of exclusion but as dynamic spaces of cohabitation, negotiation, and shared responsibility. In this regard, the Mediterranean is not just a site of crisis or containment, it is a political and ethical frontier where Europe’s future is being negotiated.


			In bringing these dimensions together, the volume seeks to make visible the cascading consequences of informal migration deals, not only for those on the move, but for the territorial and institutional fabric of the European Union and its borderlands. The structure of the book reflects this approach. Part I, Foundations of the Cascade Effect, traces the emergence of informal migration governance, focusing on the 2015 migration crisis and the EU-Türkiye Deal as its critical inflection point. Part II, The Cascade in Action, analyzes the proliferation of subsequent agreements with Libya, Tunisia, and Albania, highlighting how the logic of deterrence, externalization, and legal informality has become routinized and expanded. This section also explores the policy reproduction mechanisms and the neocolonial power relations that underpin the EU’s evolving approach to migration management. Part III, Migration Meets Tourism: Territorial and Economic Consequences, shifts the focus to the intersection between border governance and tourism development. It examines how migration containment and touristic branding coexist and conflict in peripheral regions, and how these dynamics shape local realities. Through detailed case studies of Lampedusa and Lesvos, this section demonstrates how securitization and spectacle operate together to produce doubly exposed and extractively managed spaces. Part IV, Toward Ethical and Sustainable Migration Governance, concludes by outlining normative reflections and policy alternatives. It calls for a fundamental reorientation of EU mobility governance toward accountability, equity, and the defense of human dignity.


			The research is conducted from a position that seeks to denaturalize existing policy practices, interrogate the spatial and symbolic violence of border externalization, and advocate for the primacy of human rights in mobility governance. 


		




		

			


	

			PART I


			Foundations of the Cascade Effect


		

















			Chapter 1: Genesis of the Cascade Effect


			The migration crisis of 2015 sent shockwaves across Europe, prompting a desperate search for solutions. By the end of 2015, the EU witnessed an influx of over one million refugees and migrants, predominantly arriving via Türkiye. Before the Deal came into effect, Greece was the main entry point into Europe for refugees and migrants. Driven from their homes by the Syrian civil war, as well as upheavals in Afghanistan, Iraq, and parts of Africa, many undertook perilous journeys across land and sea. The challenge was twofold: address the urgent humanitarian crisis and form a cohesive, pan-European response. Although most of the migrants sought refuge in neighboring countries such as Türkiye, Lebanon and Jordan1, the magnitude of arrivals in Europe put a strain on reception facilities, border controls, and asylum processing systems. These were further complicated by growing political divisions within the EU about sharing the responsibility of hosting refugees.


			This general framework led to new and unforeseen policy tools, namely informal migration agreements with non-European countries, such as Libya and Türkiye. As a matter of fact, the twenty-first century has been characterized by progressively more informal deals between European countries and transit countries. This informalization trend paved the way for the Cascade Effect originated by the EU-Türkiye Deal, allowing countries to avoid accountability thanks to the informal nature and vagueness of the documents.


			This chapter provides a clear picture of the 2015 migration crisis and of the informalization trend – two factors fundamental in the origin of the EU-Türkiye Deal and thus of the Cascade Effect – and it then explains the concept of the Cascade Effect itself and the academic debates around it.





			1.1 The migration crisis


			Broadly speaking, the migratory upheaval in Europe during 2015-2016 can be traced back to civil unrest, dire humanitarian conditions, rampant poverty, and widespread disorder in the Middle East and Africa. The governmental instability and the persistence of conflicts in those regions “have fostered ongoing political, social, and economic instability; human rights violation; violent conflict; and other major security concerns” (Stobbe, 2022), that have only been exacerbated by the involvement of global superpowers. However, it is possible to trace back the 2015 migration wave to some specific events. To begin with, the Assad government changed the passport rules in Syria – a country torn by an extremely bloody civil war since 2011 – to rid the country of its opposition, thus making emigrating from the country more accessible and making Syrians the primary group among the migrants (Dagi, 2020). Concurrently, Türkiye, already home to over three million migrants (mostly Iranians, Iraqi Kurds, refugees from the Balkans and Afghans2) and serving as the principal migration pathway to the EU, began overlooking illegal border crossings, primarily of Syrians (Dagi, 2020). Moreover, Macedonia’s government, after some tragic accidents involving migrants traveling through Macedonia on the way to other European countries, eased its immigration restrictions, enabling migrants to travel westward using public transport and avoiding jail if they left within three days from their arrival in the country3. 


			The consequences were staggering: according to the UNHCR, 2015 saw over a million migrants arriving in Europe via the sea, primarily docking in Greece and Italy. About 80% of these arrivals are estimated to have traveled through the Aegean Sea from Türkiye to Greece, severely straining Greece’s resources4. This influx persisted into 2016 and Europe’s lack of a unified migration response put essential agreements like the Dublin regulation and Schengen visa policy at risk. To guard against the surge of migrants, countries implemented measures ranging from erecting physical barriers, as occurred on the Hungarian-Serbian border5, to temporarily shelving the Schengen agreement, as witnessed in the actions of Austria and France. 


			Among the Member States the initial “welcome culture,” which mostly characterized German and Swedish governments in 2015, was gradually replaced by a “burden sharing” approach, aimed at reducing to the minimum the impact the crisis could have on their own country. Indeed, the secondary migration of refugees within the EU brought forth significant challenges. This change in approach violated the Dublin regulations and simultaneously burdened the Mediterranean countries, the primary entry points for migrants. The situation was deeply unsettling for the European Union, as the influx posed demographic, economic, and political challenges. The limited – if any – solidarity with and support to the border countries drew skepticism from its citizens, especially since the countries most impacted by the migration crisis were also the ones still under significant economic strain following the 2008 and 2012 financial crises (Stobbe, 2022). In addition to this, the media narratives often linked rising crime rates and terrorist activities to recent immigrants, and the cultural contrast of predominantly Islamic migrants versus Western norms fanned societal concerns. This climate provided an advantageous backdrop for populist anti-migrant parties, thereby undermining the EU’s stability. 


			In essence, the 2015-2016 migration crisis critically challenged the EU’s migration policies, raising multifaceted questions that lacked straightforward solutions. These events destabilized long-standing institutions and rules. EU leaders grappled with preserving core “European values” like inclusivity and asylum rights, while also addressing public dissent concerning open border policies. This discord within Member States was rendered evident when the EU Migration Commissioner remarked that Europe’s future hinged on its ability to devise enduring migration solutions. Consequently, under immense pressure due to the absence of a solidarity framework and the failure of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) (Costello & Mouzourakis, 2016), the EU sought to retain migrants in third countries before they reached EU borders (Dagi 2020). It became apparent that persuading Türkiye, irrespective of President Erdoğan’s defiance and its deteriorating human rights record, to seal its borders was pivotal to ensuring Europe’s security. Thus, the “refugee crisis” in the Euro-Mediterranean area highlighted the EU’s focus on border management, which was prioritized regardless of the human toll of such policies. This “iron fist” stance has resulted in thousands of migrants perishing in their quest to enter Europe – more than 25,000 have died in the Mediterranean since 2015 according to the International Organization for Migration (IOM)6.





			1.2 Informal migration agreements in the EU


			European countries have a longstanding tradition of bilateral collaboration with origin and transit countries on matters of migration, border control, and return, using both formal treaties and informal arrangements established since the 1990s. Since the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1999 shifted migration and asylum to a shared competence, the EU began emphasizing traditional treaties with third countries, especially the EU readmission agreements (EURAs) – bilateral agreements with clear obligations and procedures for the authorities of the non-EU country and of EU Member States as to when and how to readmit people who are irregularly residing in the EU, such as the agreements with Hong Kong, Russia and the 2014 agreement with Türkiye7. Yet, challenges in negotiation and implementation coupled with the limited results of these formal treaties prompted the EU to rely more on informal migration deals. This shift was especially targeted at origin and transit countries, with the primary aim of ensuring practical cooperation in migration management (Roman, 2022).


			Notably, the EU’s shift towards informal cooperation became evident after the 2011 Arab uprisings. Rather than solely pursuing EURAs, the EU opted for Mobility Partnerships under the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM) framework for broader and more flexible collaboration on migration with North African nations (Roman, 2022). The 2015 migration crisis further intensified this trend: facing heightened migratory challenges European institutions and some Member States opted for quicker and more adaptable cooperation tools outside of the standard EU or national legal frameworks, instead of building comprehensive EU-wide solutions. By May 2015, official EU documents were acknowledging a strategy that favored informal agreements, especially regarding return and readmission policies, while traditional international treaties took a backseat. Therefore, “the migration crisis has somehow acted as a ‘catalyst’ for the crisis of the rule of law, as it has prompted the EU institutions and the governments of frontline Member States to react and take actions which have often been characterized by controversial features, raising problems in terms of compliance with the principle of the rule of law and some of its essential components” (Gatta, 2019).


			This trend towards an “informalization” process, consisted in the increased relevance of informal non-legally binding agreements such as treaties. The term “informalization” in migration policy indicates a shift towards soft law, which may not always have clearly defined legal obligations associated with it, or as Carrera, Santos Vara and Strik (2019) call them “policy ghosts in search of EU normative identity and constituting venues [...] where various actors seek the right interlocutors to pursue their interests and build alliances,” such as memoranda of understanding – with respect to more traditional and legally binding documents. This shift towards the use of instruments with questionable legal standing (Pauwelyn, 2012; Kassoti & Idriz, 2022), as depicted by Roman (2022), can be categorized in two significant ways.


			To better understand this trend, it is essential to define informal agreements and their characteristics. In 1991, Lipson posited that international agreements are informal when they do not have the complete and authoritative stamp of a state, most evident in treaty ratification. In a comprehensive study on “informal international lawmaking,” Pauwelyn, Wessel, and Wouters (2012) expanded on this definition. According to the authors, an agreement is termed informal if it eschews certain traditional international law formalities. These formalities could relate to the output, the process, and the actors participating.


			In the realm of migration management, the tangible results or “output” of informal cooperation manifest in various non-traditional instruments, deviating from conventional international treaties, including diverse bilateral and multilateral tools like memoranda of understanding (MoUs), administrative arrangements, operational protocols, correspondence exchanges, joint statements, political declarations, common agendas, and standard operating procedures (Roman, 2022).


			Regarding the “process,” the creation of international law and policies in informal cooperation on migration occurs outside the “traditional fora of international negotiation” (Roman, 2022) and may not adhere to the typical procedural standards set for such processes.


			In terms of the “actors” involved, informal international cooperation in migration involves a wider array of participants beyond the traditional diplomatic figures like heads of state or foreign affairs ministers. This expanded involvement includes government ministers, domestic regulators, semi-independent agencies, home affairs ministers, heads of police, as well as international organizations like the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). At the EU level may also participate in this informal policy-making process, including Frontex, the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), EU institution representatives, Member States.


			Applying this three-dimensional definition to migration, it becomes evident that informal cooperation has brought forth various instruments different from traditional international treaties. The appeal of informal agreements to policymakers stems from several features. They offer flexibility, allowing quick adaptations and renegotiations. These agreements can also be negotiated and implemented rapidly, bypassing lengthy parliamentary ratification processes. Furthermore, they often fly under the radar, avoiding mandatory official publications. This opacity means the most sensitive aspects of an agreement can remain vague or even hidden, giving the possibility to policy makers to agree about issues that would not be politically popular or supported by the international community, disregarding human rights and trading border security for money. 


			The first change saw informal agreements expand from national to EU levels. This began in the latter half of the 2000s, under the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility – a comprehensive strategy adopted by the EU to address irregular migration and human trafficking as well as to manage migration and asylum through cooperation with third countries. Here, Mobility Partnerships emerged as the EU’s primary tool for migration cooperation with third countries. The importance of this approach grew after the 2011 Arab uprisings and became especially pronounced following the 2015 refugee crisis. The second change involved broadening the informal cooperation policies to cover not only migration and border management but also asylum management. This meant that informal readmission agreements started covering not just unauthorized migrants, as with traditional bilateral and EU readmission pacts, but asylum seekers as well.


			The Commission’s “Communication on an EU Action Plan on Return” in September 2015 – a document outlining a set of specific measures aimed at allowing EU Member States and the European Union to enhance the effectiveness of their return system – marked a significant departure from the EU’s traditional approach to returning migrants to transit countries. While it did not discount the importance of ongoing EURA negotiations, there was a notable emphasis on enhancing operational cooperation and leveraging political dialogue for more favorable outcomes from third countries. This perspective was underscored during the EU-Africa Valletta Summit in November 2015, wherein EU Member States committed to enhancing practical cooperation on returns (Roman, 2022). 


			In March 2016, the EU-Türkiye Statement was negotiated and undertaken. This Deal stands out both for being the first of its kind but also for its peculiar characteristics. Its elements – the format as a press statement, the ambiguity over its legal or political nature, the lack of clarity about the entities involved in its negotiation, the bypass of required parliamentary scrutiny, and the unofficial method of its publication – all stress the emphasis on informal, flexible agreements in EU’s migration cooperation strategy. Indeed, the EU-Türkiye Deal can be seen as the first actual informal migration agreement in Europe made on behalf of the European Union, the one that acted as a blueprint for the subsequent agreement with other North African countries both on a bilateral and on a communitarian framework.


			This shift was then officialized a couple of months later, in June 2016 in the New Partnership Framework, where the EU-Türkiye Deal was described as an effective tool to use as a blueprint. This was a turning point for the EU’s external migration policy, signaling an “informal turn” largely directed towards African countries, not limited solely to dialogues but also extended to more systematic and practical arrangements with third countries. Under this framework, a slew of informal agreements was established, varying from memoranda of understanding to joint declarations like the Common Agenda with Nigeria, and agreements with Ghana, Afghanistan, and Bangladesh. Notably, all these informal agreements emphasized their non-binding nature, differentiating them from formal treaties, which are subject to specific procedures, including scrutiny by the European Parliament.


			The Council’s “Conclusions on the Expulsion of Illegally Staying Third-Country Nationals” in May 2016 further endorsed this shift. By May 2016, the Council was expressly advocating for informal cooperation, noting that, alongside readmission pacts, non-binding arrangements could also be established with third countries at the EU level. These arrangements would be aimed at facilitating identification and return, and would be aligned with existing bilateral readmission agreements. The Commission’s 20168  Communication reiterated this, emphasizing the urgent need for swift and functional returns over formal readmission treaties. Subsequently, the Commission unequivocally expressed its intent to prioritize readmission agreements or equivalent informal arrangements on the 2017 “Action Plan on measures to support Italy, reduce pressure along the Central Mediterranean route and increase solidarity,” where it also emphasized the critical role of Member States in ensuring the success of these agreements. Subsequent communications, like a letter to the European Parliament’s Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice, and Home Affairs in November 20179, echoed these sentiments and reiterated the importance of EU’s readmission policy. Importantly then, both entities prioritized operational cooperation, with formalization becoming secondary (Roman, 2022). 


			However, the new EU’s preference for bypassing traditional formalities raises concerns: while informal agreements might be seen as effective, they pose rule of law and accountability challenges. The negotiation and adoption processes are not transparent, bypassing legal safeguards and sidestepping democratic and judicial oversight at both national and EU levels (Gatta, 2019), therefore they essentially deprive the Parliament of the power conferred on it by Article 218 TFEU (Santos Vara & Pascual Matellán, 2022). Thus, the inclination to finalize informal agreements raises concerns regarding public transparency and accountability. However, this is not an unintentional side effect, indeed, by intentionally opting for tools beyond the EU legal framework, EU institutions and Member States sidestep judicial and democratic oversight, avoiding the need for the Parliament to pass the agreement and casting doubts on the jurisdiction of the deals in court, despite being aware that these agreements might conflict with their responsibilities under international and EU legislation. This approach in the EU- Türkiye Deal resulted in the absence of legal safeguards for migrants and their rights (See 2.2).


			Additionally, the accountability issue is particularly troublesome in the case of potential breaches of migrants’ fundamental rights, making checks and balances almost impossible and increasing the vulnerability of the migrants, and it is what ultimately made possible the Cascade Effect on migrants’ human rights that this volume aims to demonstrate. At the same time, informality brings up core questions about these agreements’ legal status. This ambiguity extends to questions about their jurisdiction under international courts and how they relate to other norms of international law, including human rights, further hindering the parties’ accountability.


			On top of all that, the establishment of non-binding migration agreements – i.e. an agreement that cannot be enforced by law and does not create strict legal obligations or rights on both sides – doesn’t always result in enhanced migration cooperation in practice, especially when it comes to increasing the number of irregular migrants being returned, and It appears that the process of negotiating and finalizing informal readmission arrangements can take as much time, if not more, than the process for formal agreements (Santos Vara & Pascual Matellán, 2022). 


			Finally, there is significant concern in the humanitarian and international community that “by creating the possibility to shift the ‘asylum burden’ from the Global North to the Global South, informal deals serve to perpetuate existing imbalances in the worldwide distribution of refugees” (Kassoti & Idriz, 2022), thus perpetrating neo-colonial relationships as some experts have underlined (See chapter 5).





			


			1.3 The Cascade Effect in EU’s migration deals


			The general “Cascade Effect” theory posits that an inevitable and sometimes unforeseen series of events results from a single initial action affecting a system. This concept conveys the idea of a series of developments stemming from the first action, often in a logical or systematic manner, similar to a “chain reaction.”10 


			This study will demonstrate that the EU-Türkiye Deal stands as the trigger for a twofold Cascade Effect. First and foremost, the Deal ultimately diverted migration routes towards more perilous paths – notably transitioning from the relative safety of the Aegean Sea to the treacherous waters of the Central Mediterranean –, thus creating the need for further agreements (See 2.1 and chapter 3). Additionally, its ontological lack of accountability – which has already been discussed in the previous section – paved the way for new agreements that further disregarded human rights, thus generating a Cascade Effect migrants’ rights. The twofold nature of the hypothesized Cascade Effect lends itself to an analysis from the perspective of two distinctive topics that characterized the human rights debate recently: the effects of externalization migration deals and the importance of accountability in the deterrence of human rights abuses.


			Regarding the first, several authors have noted how containment measures do not effectively halt migration flows; instead, they tend to redirect or channel them (Weinblum, 2016), generally towards more treacherous routes (Webber, 2017). Breen (2016), for example, pointed out how already in 2012 after the implementation of measures to limit entry at the Türkiye-Greece land border in August 2012, there was an increase in the number of individuals crossing to Greece via the sea, and a growing influx started entering Bulgaria. Building on these findings, this volume shows how the Deal shifted once again the flows’ coming from Türkiye, this time towards Libya. Indeed, although European and Turkish politicians praised the effectiveness of the Deal in stemming the flows (Terry, 2021) and the figures from UNHCR11 seem to corroborate these statements, a main driver of said “effectiveness” has been the contextual closure of the Balkan route that happened in the beginning of March (See 2.1). Furthermore, the decrease in arrivals via the Eastern Mediterranean route is actually coupled with an increase in arrivals from the Central one (See 3.1). 


			Moreover, the anti-migration discourse that has been flourishing in the EU since 2015, depicting the arrivals of migrants as an insurmountable problem that needs to be pushed away, shouldn’t be overlooked. The absence of solidarity in the EU enhanced this discourse especially in the countries of arrival (particularly in Italy and Greece), giving rise to repatriation and containment agreements in the first place. Indeed, after the staggering numbers of 2015 and the initial solidarity in Greece and Europe more broadly, the absence of a communitarian migration policy and a true solidarity mechanism, gave rise to anti-immigration sentiment in the political sphere and in the public opinion more broadly. In order to tackle this new sentiment, the European Union undertook the Deal with Türkiye, with all of its human rights problems. However, this did not stop the migration flows but rather it diverted them to Libya first and then Tunisia – countries known for their even more contentious human rights landscapes – which created a new flow of migrants arriving in Europe and thus a new anti-migration wave that was matched by new deals (See Chapter 3).


			Consequently, under the Cascade Effect hypothesis, one can expect that the redirection of flows resulting from pressure on one route will necessitate the establishment of further informal agreements with additional countries, given that the context of absence of solidarity and anti-immigration sentiment remained unchanged. And indeed, this pattern is evident in the cases of Libya and Tunisia: the former signed a MoU when most migrants began opting for the Libyan route due to increased challenges along the Turkey-Greece route, the latter has recently inked the latest EU-Tunisia Deal as a result of the redirection of migrant flows toward the country. More recently, this same logic has extended to the Western Balkans with the Italy–Albania agreement, which represents a further development of the Cascade and a novel application of the externalization strategy through the offshoring of asylum processing. Hence, it can be anticipated that the Cascade Effect will not be over by itself, on the contrary each agreement is just another step of the Effect that continues its path (See 3.4).


			


			The second aspect of the hypothesis in analysis stems from the “Justice Cascade” theory posited by Lutz and Sikkink (2001) and further developed by the Sikkink (2011) and Kim (2013). In these studies, it is demonstrated how the emergence and spread of human rights prosecutions has generated important political effects, among which the deterrence from reiterating such human rights abuses not only in the country where the abuses happened but in the whole neighboring region (Sikkink, 2011). On the other hand, the absence of public accountability (not just criminal, but of any kind) for the human rights abuses derived from the Deal paved the way for further abuses’ acceptance in the following agreements. Indeed, as stated by the Assistant Secretary-General Ilze Brands-Kehris (2021) and indicated by the United Nations Human Rights Council (2023) the preventive potential of accountability is fundamental to avoid further injustice. Moreno Lax’s insights from 2019 also elucidate that the agreement inadvertently outsourced EU’s border controls to geopolitically unstable locales, cascading human rights predicaments far beyond EU and Turkish territories – including Syria and the North African region. Ranging from forced repatriations infringing the non-refoulement principle to harsh detention settings and child rights breaches, the pact raises profound ethical and juridical quandaries.



OEBPS/font/GillSansMT.TTF


OEBPS/image/Scardigno_Cascade_Cover_fronte.jpg
THE CASCADE EFFECT
OF MIGRATION DEALS

Culture,

ism

ial

Colon

ights and Neo

Human R

Riccardi

ina

Mart

7/

igno

Anna Fausta Scard






OEBPS/font/GillSansMT-Italic.TTF


OEBPS/font/TimesNewRomanPSMT.ttf


OEBPS/font/AGaramondPro-Bold.otf


OEBPS/font/AGaramondPro-Italic.otf


OEBPS/font/GillSansMT-Bold.TTF


OEBPS/font/AGaramondPro-Regular.otf


