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Abstract

Internal disorder in Syria, starting in 2011, led to mass population movements. Turkey, soon,
became both a host and a transit country for migrants. 2015, when transitions to Europe heavily
intensified, was the year of revival in terms of Turkey-EU relations. With Readmission

1. Dr., Independent Researcher, Agreement, signed on March 18, 2016, both sides became solution partners of the migration
zuhal.dora@yahoo.com, crisis. But by virtue of the increasing number of the Syrians and the prolonging war, conditions
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3954-2208 and the perspectives started to change in years and aroused divergence both within Europe and

Turkey. Despite Turkey’s full commitment to its obligations, EU still unrealized its
commitment of visa liberalization and there happened many problems in allocating the

Ar:’;t?rkn“:;e]\};:;:esi R’;';:rcc'f] B’gﬁle promised financial support of 6 billion Euros in time and properly. Combined with these;
handling a humanitarian issue in a financial and political approach has led to a shift in
cooperation paradigm which had normally been supposed to be permanent and burden-sharing
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DOI Suriye'de 2011 yilinda baslayan i¢ karisiklik, kitlesel niifus hareketlerine yol agmustir. Tiirkiye,
10.20875/makusobed. 745754 kisa bir siire zarfinda, hem ev sahibi iilke hem de bir transit {ilke konumuna gelmistir.

Avrupa'ya gegislerin yogun bir sekilde yasandig1 2015 yili, Tiirkiye-AB iligkileri agisindan bir
doniim noktasi oldu. 18 Mart 2016'da imzalanan Geri Kabul Anlagmasi ile her iki taraf da go¢
" This article is based on the official documents | krizinin ¢dziim ortagi oldular. Ancak Suriyelilerin sayismin artmasi ve savasin uzamasi
as referenced and personal observations and | nedeniyle, kosullar ve perspektifler yillar i¢inde degismeye basladi ve hem Avrupa i¢inde hem
experiences of the writer as she attended EU | de Tiirkiye ile fikir ayriliklari yasanmasina neden oldu. Anlagma yiikiimliiliiklerinin Tiirkiye
FACILITY STEERING COMMITTEE | tarafindan tam olarak yerine getirilmesine karsin, AB’nin taahhiidii olan vize serbestisinin hala
MEETINGS as the head of delegation for | gerceklesmemis olmasi ve 6 Milyar Avroluk Mali destegin zamaninda ve diizgiin bir sekilde
Turkey in the years 2016 and 2017. gonderilmesinde yasanan eksiklikler; normal sartlarda kalici ve yiik paylasimi odakli olmasi
gereken insani bir meselenin finansal ve politik bir yaklagimla ele alinmig olmasi gercegiyle
birlesince, igbirligi paradigmasinda eksen kaymasina yol agmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirkiye, Avrupa Birligi, Geri Kabul Anlagmasi, Vize Serbestisi,
Suriye Krizi, Miilteci
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

2011°de Suriye’de baslayan i¢ savas hizli bir sekilde tilkeyi kaosa siiriiklemis ve basta Tiirkiye gibi komsu
iilkeler olmak iizere bdlgesel ve kiiresel capta bir miilteci akini yasanmasina neden olmustur. Miilteci akininin
maksimum seviyelere ulastigi 2015 yilinda AB, bu konuda Onlemler almak istemis ve uzun zamandir iyelik
miizakerelerinin yeniden canlandirilmasini ve vize serbestini bekleyen Tiirkiye ile 18 Mart 2016'da AB ile Geri Kabul
Anlagmast’nt imzalamigtir. Zamanla Tiirkiye agisindan tam bir hayal kirikligina doniisen bu anlasmada AB miiltecileri
biiyiik oranda kendi topraklar1 disinda tutmay1 basarmigken Tiirkiye agisindan istenen sonucun alinmadigi bir siirece
doniismiistiir. Bu makale, Suriye krizinin baslangicindan miizakerelere kadar Geri Kabul Anlagmasi siirecini ele
almakta ve anlagsma maddelerinden yola ¢ikarak sonraki siirecin analizinin yapilmasi suretiyle hedeflerin ne dlgiide
basarili oldugunu agiklamayi amaglamaktadir.

Bu ¢alismanin aragtirma sorulari su sekildedir:

- Geri Kabul Anlagmasi ger¢ekten de Suriye’den kaynakli miilteci sorununu ¢éziime kavusgturdu mu?
- Miizakereler ve Anlagmalar AB-Tiirkiye iliskilerini canlandirdi mi1?

- Anlagmanin taraflari istedikleri sonucu elde etti mi?

- Insani bir krizin finansal yonii agir basan bir anlagma ile ¢6ziimii gerecekten miimkiin mii?

Caligmada literatiir taramasi 6ncelikli olarak arastirmanin omurgasin teskil eden “Miizakereler ve Anlagmalar”
kisminin amacina uygun olacak sekilde yiiriitiilmiis ve bu kisimlarda birincil kaynak olarak Avrupa Komisyonu’nun
raporlari, toplant1 tutanaklari ve sonug¢ raporlari ile Disisleri Bakanligi’nin resmi raporlarindan yararlanilmistir.
Akademik caligmalarin da yogun olarak kullanildigi makalede, makalede yer verilen donemlerin gazete haberlerine ve
uluslararasi kuruluslarin raporlarina da siklikla bagvurulmustur.

Calismada, verilere ulagsma ve bu verileri ¢alismanin amacina uygun bigimde analiz etme noktasinda
dogrulayici dokiiman analizi yontemi benimsenmistir. Mevcut durumun tespiti kisminda betimsel arastirma yontemi,
sonug¢ kisminda ise baglantisal yontem kullanilmis olup 6rnek olaylar ele alinirken tarihsel yonteme de yer verilmistir.

Miilteci krizinin digsartya havale edilerek kontrol altina alinmis olmasi, AB’nin sadece deger temelli degil,
insan haklarina dayali bir topluluk olma vizyonuna da golge diisiirmektedir. Avrupa Birligi, miilteci krizinin uzun
vadede parcalayici etkisi olabilecek kaotik diigiimlere doniismesini istemiyorsa; giinii kurtarmaya yonelik ¢oziim
arayislar yerine, sorunun kdkiinden ¢oziilmesini hedefleyen kalict politikalar: tercih etmelidir. Bunun i¢in de temelde
yapmasi gereken sinir komsularia her an patlamaya hazir bir yiik birakmak yerine, bu yiikii ger¢ek anlamda hafifletici
ve birlikte omuzlamay1 6n géren samimi bir igbirligi icerisinde olmalidir. Ciinkii tampon iilke olarak goriilen bu iilkeler,
bir yandan sosyal ve mali yonden miilteci krizinin en biiylik kiilfetini ¢ekerken, diger yandan da kendi i¢ kamuoyunun
tepkileri ve miiltecilerin uyumu gibi kirilgan politikalar1 da hassasiyetle yiiriitmek durumunda kalmaktadirlar.

AB’nin, aday iilkeler arasinda vatandaslarina vize uygulanan yegane i{ilke konumundaki Tirkiye’ye,
halihazirda zaten daha ileri bir agamaya gelmis olmasi beklenen vize goériismelerini bir miikafatmis gibi sunarak,
gocmen sorununu kendi sinirlarinin diginda ¢ézmenin bir araci haline getirmesi; temel insani degerlerle ve Avrupa
normlari ile bagdagsmamaktadir. Vize serbestisi miizakerelerinin bir tiirlii sonuca ulasmayan ve ulagmayacagi algisi her
gecen giin daha da pekisen ve bundan yorulmus olan Tiirk halki, 2019 yilinda tamamlanmis olmasi gereken toplam 6
milyar Avroluk mali destegin 2020 yilina gelinmis olmasina ragmen ni¢in hala tamammin aktarilmamis oldugu
ger¢egini sorgulamaya ve zaten bu mali destegin Tiirkiye’nin yaptigt harcamalarin yaninda ¢ok ciddi bir 6neme sahip
olmadigini diisiinmeye baglamistir.

Tiirkiye-AB isbirligi “aday iilke” mantig1 ve ruhu cergevesinde ele alinmalidir. Bu kapsamda yeni miizakere
basliklarinin agilmasti, miilteci krizinde isbirligine karsilik olarak degil, miilteci krizi ile daha etkin isbirliginin bir araci
olarak giindeme gelmelidir. 15 Temmuz 2016 darbe tesebbiisiiniin ardindan yayinlamis oldugu Tiirkiye raporlarinda,
Tiirkiye’nin giivenligini tehdit eden unsurlar1 yok sayarcasina sert bir islup kullanarak siklikla “insan haklar1”
kavramina deginen Avrupa Birligi; 6znesi “insan” olan miilteci krizini bir pazarlik araci haline donistiirerek kendi
demokratik yaklagiminin sorgulanmasina yol agmaktadir. Nitekim Tiirkiye — AB miilteci anlagmalari, AB’nin jeo-
stratejik ¢ikarlarini hak ve 6zgiirliiklere olan normatif bagliligindan fiili olarak daha 6n planda tuttugunu gostermistir.

Yiik paylasiminin kiiresel 6lgekte adilane bir yaklagimla ele alinmasinin; gociin biitlin taraflar1 agisindan (ev
sahibi iilkeler, go¢gmenler ve destek veren iilkeler) ilk asamada en faydali sonucu verecegini iddia etmek yanlis
olmayacaktir. ikinci asamada ise gdge kaynaklik eden insani krizlerin iilkelerin bireysel gikarlari perspektifinden degil
de, “insan” perspektifinden ele alinmasi ve ¢dziim odakli siirdiiriilebilir politikalara doniistiiriilmesine ihtiya¢ vardir.
Her ne kadar mevcut politikalara bakildiginda fazla iyimser bir 6neri olarak disiiniilebilirse de; gog, uluslararasi
diizeyde ortak bir yaklasimla yonetilmedigi ve kitleleri goge zorlayan nedenlere odaklanilmadigi; yani Suriye’deki
savas sona ermedigi siirece tampon {ilkelerin i¢ meselesi olmaktan kolaylikla ¢ikabilecek ve daha biiyiik capta kiiresel
bir krize doniigebilecektir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Social movements which is called as Arab Spring and led off in North African countries, leaped to
Syria in the beginning of March; and, opposition groups claimed Bashar al Assad and the Ba’ath Party to
cease the power (Demir et al., 2015, p. 9). Escalating tension and increasing domestic turbulence, soon,
started to threaten the security of the public. Syrian people, hence, began fleeing their country in large
masses leaving not just their homeland behind but also their achievements, belongings and dreams. Turkey,
having historically and geopolitically been a safe shelter for migrants, became the center of this migration
process which has created largest wave of refugees since the World War 1.

Turkey, embracing the first group of 252 refugees on April 29, 2011; applied Open Door Policy for
the refugees regardless of their religion, language and race after that date and offered safe conditions for the
victims of the crisis. Thereafter, number of the refugees increased rapidly in direct proportion to increasing
violence in Syria. The number of the refugees reached up to 14.237 in the year 2012; to 224.665 in 2013, to
1.519.286 in 2014, and to 2.503.549 in 2015 (DGMM, 2019). This means that in the year 2015, namely in
only 4 years after the conflict started; the number of the refugees having been hosted by Turkey was more
than the populations of 7 EU member states.

In the meantime, Turkey; while continuing to host the largest number of refugees worldwide
(UNHCR, 2019), called the other states and especially EU countries for raising awareness worldwide,
sharing burden, launching a sustainable joint aid system, applying open door policy and bringing the matter
to a solution at international level. However, this call did not make any kind of impact until September 2,
2015, when the photo of a three year old toddler Alan Kurdi’s washed ashore body touched the conscience of
international public throughout the world. The effects of the Syrian war were then being felt not only in the
spread of violent instability in the broader region but across the world (Barnes-Dacey et al., 2015, p. 1).

This photograph soon turned into the symbol of the horror of the Syrian internal war and highlighted
that migration flow was an international issue and Turkey’s call is to be responded. It was obvious that small
scaled attempts and temporary solutions were no longer answering the purposes. 2015 was also the year that
refugees flocked and forced the borders and shores of the EU in illegal ways and loss of lives came out on
top. According to the Frontex, just under 900.000 refugees and irregular migrants crossed the EU’s sea
borders via the Eastern Mediterranean route in 2015 (Arisan Eralp, 2016, p. 21). In October 2015, the
monthly number of the refugees entering Europe, 218.394; was almost equivalent to the total that entered
over the whole of 2014, and more than 50 per cent of these were Syrians (Miles et al., 2015).

This was the worst migration crisis ever for Europe and in order to keep the immigrants out of its
borders, EU came up with the idea that Turkey would become a buffer zone. Turkey who had long been
waiting for the revival of membership negotiations and visa liberalization until then, signed an agreement
with the EU called Readmission Agreement on March 18, 2016. According to this agreement both sides were
supposed to get what they were looking for; however, in time, it turned out to be a complete disappointment
from Turkey’s perspective. This paper seeks to reveal the process of Readmission Agreement from the very
beginning of the Syrian crisis to the negotiations and then to the post-signature process from the perspective
of a humanitarian issue. Besides, it claims that the agreement was a regional and indeed a temporary
solution; though the migration crisis was a global issue and needed to be addressed in a more cooperative
and sustainable way.

2. REVIVAL OF THE EU-TURKEY NEGOTIATIONS AND READMISSION
AGREEMENT

Until the year 2015, European states prioritized its own border security against refugees by
supporting them only with small scaled monetary assistances at regional levels. With the outbreak of public
oppression, EU states, still keeping its prior objective alive, organized the EU Leaders Summit which ended
up with the adoption of a course of action like strengthening cooperation in struggling with irregular
immigration and supporting the Syrians under temporary protection and Turkey as the hosting state. Just
after this summit, the dialogue process which had previously been initiated by the German chancellor Angela
Merkel, were turned into joint action plan. In the Meeting of Heads of State or Government with Turkey-EU-
Turkey statement Turkey-EU Summit, held just after one month on November, 29, 2015 in Brussels,
following remarks were adopted:
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- Turkey’s accession process to EU membership needs to be re-energized,
- Both sides agree to have regular Summits twice a year,

- Both sides agree that the EU-Turkey Readmission Agreement will become fully applicable
from June 2016 in order for the Commission to be able to present its third progress report in Autumn 2016
with a view to completing the visa liberalization process i.e. lifting of visa requirements for Turkish citizens
in the Schengen zone by October 2016,

- The EU is committed to provide an initial 3-Billion-Euro of additional resources (EC,
2015a).

Though, many EU member countries, just after the Baby Alan case dominated the headlines, agreed
that refugee crisis is a humanitarian issue; these conclusion remarks of the leaders’ summit show that refugee
issue were preferred to be handled as a financial issue. On the other hand, the method of shifting burden to
Turkey, instead of sharing it, still remains to be another topic of discussion.

Following this summit, just after 2 weeks later, simultaneous terrorist attacks around Paris killed
more than one hundred people and wounded hundreds. The fact that these attacks were coordinated and
carried out by the migrants of foreign origins, one of whom were Syrian and had illegally crossed the borders
of Europe through Greece; alerted the people throughout Europe (BBC, 2016). This case was more than
enough to turn the tables on for the EU policy-makers. While the opinion of international public towards
migrants, which had converted to a humanitarian perspective, started to change rigorously. Dedication of the
EU to stop illegal immigration on the outer side of its borders, speeded up the process, but this time with a
well support of the public. Within only two weeks, another summit was held on 29 November, 2015 and a
joint action plan was adopted to deal with the refugee crisis. The EU-Turkey Readmission Agreement of
March 18, 2016 was signed under these developments in Brussels.

The articles of the agreement, in brief, are as below:

- All new irregular immigrants crossing from Turkey into Greek islands as from March 20,
2016, will be returned to Turkey,

- For every Syrian being returned to Turkey from Greek islands, another Syrian (1 for 1) will
be resettled from Turkey to the EU (in the first instance, 18.000 places and any further need for resettlement
will be carried out through a similar voluntary arrangement up to a limit of an additional 54.000 persons),

- The EU, in close cooperation with Turkey, will further speed up the disbursement of the
initially allocated 3-Billion-Euro under the Facility for Refugees in Turkey (FRIT),

- The fulfillment of the visa liberalization roadmap will be accelerated vis-a-vis all
participating Member States with a view to lifting the visa requirements for Turkish citizens at the latest by
the end of June 2016 (EC, 2016a).

This agreement, also called as “18 March Statement” is based on the perception of stopping the
refugee flow to Europe; within this context, it could have been hope-inspiring from the viewpoint of the EU
in regards to solving the issue on the other side of the European territories. On the other hand, for Turkey, it
was a sign of revival in the EU-Turkey relations which had been remaining inactive for a long while. It could
even have been regarded as a political achievement in aspect of visa liberalization corresponding to the
public expectation. However; from another point of view, it might have been no more than making the
routine visa liberalization process clearer and foreseeable from Turkey’s perspective.

Agreement between the EU and the Republic of Turkey on the Readmission of Persons Residing
without Authorisation had first been proposed by the EU in 2003 and, after years of negotiations, it was
signed in January 2011. Council of the European Union declared on June 21, 2012 that European
Commission had the permission of initiating the Visa Liberalization Dialogue (EC, 2013) which were
expected to be ended up with lifting the Schengen Visa for Turkish citizens. Concurrently with the initiation
of the Visa Liberalization Dialogue, Readmission Agreement were signed on December 16, 2013, in Ankara.
Yet, readmission were mostly referring to the own nationals (and their family members regardless of their
nation) of the parties in that version. According to the Agreement “the readmission obligation for third
country nationals or stateless persons becomes applicable only three years after the entry into force of the
whole agreement (EC, 2012).” which points to the year 2016.
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One important obligation, taking part in the Roadmap of Visa Liberalization, is the effective
application of the EU-Turkey Readmission Agreement. When viewed from this aspect; bringing the visa
liberalization matter, which had already been started but running dead slowly, back to the table at a time
when refugee crisis hit peak could be rendered as far from the EU norms and seems like playing politics with
the humanitarian issue. A similar problem arouses in the clause of “l1 for 1”. According to this clause,
number of the refugees that will be taken from Turkey and resettled in Europe is maximum 72,000 in total.
But there seems no such limitation for the refugees to be sent away to Turkey (Saatcioglu, 2017, p. 229).
This situation opens the door for discussions whether the parties are handling the burden sharing issue from
the humanitarian perspective and from the same principle of goodwill. In the matter of fact; the report,
released by the Commission of the EU at the end of the same year, emphasizes that only 2,217 Syrians were
resettled in the EU territories between April and November under the framework of this agreement (EC,
2016a). This clause of the “Readmission Agreement” also includes and implies that non-Syrian immigrants
would unconditionally be sent back to Turkey without resettling one instead. When we look at the number of
the readmitted irregular immigrants since the date April 4, 2016; we see that Pakistani immigrants take the
first place, not the Syrians. Only 369 out of 1,978 irregular immigrants were Syrians (DGMM, 2019). This
agreement of which main purpose is to stop non-Syrian asylum seekers (Erdogan, 2017, p. 177) is,
therewithal, too much far from the spirit of the Dublin Regulation which regulates the implementations of the
EU member states towards asylum applications. The Regulation entered into force on January 1, 2014,
setting down the criteria and the mechanisms of determination of the member state in change of examining
the request of international protection presented by a third-country national or by a stateless person in one of
the European states (Ammirati, 2015). As things stand, it would not be a wrong inference to claim that the
EU is inclined to go against its own values when it comes to its own interest.

3. THE EU FACILITY FOR REFUGEES IN TURKEY (FRIT)

The Commission, set up to plan and allocate the financial support of 3 billion euros within the scope
of “burden sharing” to meet the needs of the Syrians in Turkey, assembled its first Steering Committee
Meeting on February 17, 2016. Until its 5th meeting on January 12, 2017, the Committee tried to resolve the
disagreements on basic principles. However; those disagreements were not solved satiably and rosily for
Turkey, despite the fact that the whole of the first 3-Billion-Euro fund were bound by contract at the end of
December, 2017 (FRIT, 2017). Increasing disagreements during the process proved, in time, that the 18
March Statement would not have the same impact of functionality as the expectation it had led.

In the first Annual Report of the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, it is stated that;

“In answer to the call from EU Member States for ‘significant’ additional funding to support
refugees in Turkey, the Commission established the Facility for Refugees in Turkey by means of the
Commission Decision of 24 November 2015, amended on 10 February 2016.” (FRIT, 2017).

In order to understand whether Facility is a “significant” funding or not, it is helpful to take a glance
at the OECD research, carried out across Europe, on the cost of a refugee for the hosting states. According to
the report; the cost for processing and accommodating asylum seekers is estimated around 10,000 Euro per
application for the first year but can be significantly higher if integration support is provided during the
asylum phase (OECD, 2017). Considering that there were 2,834,441 Syrians in Turkey in the year of
signature of the Agreement (DGMM, 2019), the cost of the first year of the refugees would simply reach up
more than 28 billion Euro. Devotion of Turkey in the issue of refugee can well be seen in the Global
Humanitarian Assistance Report, 2018. According to the report, Turkey preserved its leading position with a
0,85 ratio between its national income and humanitarian assistance, as the “most generous country” in the
world (Euronews, 2018). Beside its economic cost, there are also social and political costs that Turkey had to
take the brunt, which could be the main theme of another study. Thus, when compared with full commitment
of Turkey, defining a financial support of 3-Billion-Euro as “significant”, could lead to bring the approach of
the EU under question.

Another expression that takes place in the First Annual Report is;

“Implementation of assistance is conditional upon strict compliance by Turkey with undertakings
reflected in the EU-Turkey Joint Action and the EU-Turkey Statements from 29 November 2015 and 18
March 2016.” (FRIT, 2017).
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This clearly states that the EU seeks the Syrian asylum seekers to stay in Turkey; in other words,
prefers to solve the global refugee crisis in a financially way (Ercan, 2016, p. 4) by cutting the corners. The
expression in the Annual Report might well mean that a humanitarian issue was held only politically by the
EU. Let alone lighten the burdens of Turkey; it could be seen as a step to put all the weigh singly on
Turkey’s shoulders in the long run.

Another statement taking part in the First Annual Report is another sign that not only the target was
far from goodwill but also the process itself was:

“The Commission's cooperation with the International Financial Institution (IF1)s takes place within
the framework of indirect management (Financial Regulation Articles 60 & 61) where the Commission
entrusts the management of the implementation to the IFI concerned.” (FRIT, 2017).

This was the point that Turkey insistently objected to and specified as “red line” during all steering
committee meetings. Because the EU was declaring to disburse the Facility through the medium of
International Financial Institutions (IFI) like United Nations, Development Banks, Investment Banks
including NGOs accredited by the EU. None of the Turkish NGOs, carrying on business in Turkey, were
fulfilling the conditions of the EU accreditation criteria; thus, only foreign NGOs and international financial
institutions were able to be active in disbursement of the Facility. After negotiations of more than one year;
in the end, only 3 official Turkish authorities (Ministry of Health, Ministry of National Education and
Ministry of Interior) and one Turkish university (TOBB ETU) became a part of 4 projects -but with IFI
partners- among 72 projects in the allocation plan of the first 3 Billion Euro financial support (FRIT, 2018) .
These Turkish institutions did not have the right to receive the money directly, for every project, the amount
was being allocated to the account of the related IFI and the payment was being done by that IFI. Besides,
preparation of the projects and the approval of the appropriate ones among proposed projects were requiring
a while; hence, the disbursement of the Facility was not fast and bunched (Ozer, 2017, p. 50).

Again during this process, some of the NGOs, who did not have official authorization from Turkish
authorities, were made partners of some of the projects and this issue increased the tension between parties at
times as EU representatives were not willing to accept Turkish NGOs as partners of the projects.
Additionally, the fact that all IFIs were getting commissions per project at varying rates opens the discussion
of the real amount of Facility to be disbursed for the Syrians in Turkey.

Similarly, when we analyse the table, published by the EU (FRIT, 2020), which shows the
distribution of the funds, a very important point takes the attention: more than 36 Million Euro budget is
allocated to the technical assistance (purchased by the EU staff), expenses of audit (carried out by the EU
staff) and the salaries, expenses and subsistences of the administrative staff (assigned by the EU) for the first
and second tranche of 3 Billion Euro. Though, the salaries, expenses and subsistences of all Turkish staff
who serve for the same function, and all other expenses being made for the same purpose are covered by the
ministerial budgets of Turkey. As a consequence of this fact, the credibility of the total 6-Billion-Euro
budget of the “Facility for the Refugees in Turkey”, expected to be gracious and to fit the real purpose, goes
under question. Under these circumstances, the real amount is needed to be re-calculated, taking out the
percentages given to the IFIs which had been chosen by the EU and other expense items. Therefore; whether
sensible it is to call the “Facility for the Refugees in Turkey”, shortly as “6-Billion-Euro support” or not is,
then, better to be re-evaluated.

4. VISA LIBERALIZATION DIALOGUE AND JULY 15 COUP ATTEMPT

Visa Liberalization Dialogue between Turkey and the EU, aims to lift the Schengen visa being
applied for Turkish citizens. The EU, as a consequence of its policy to sign Readmission Agreements with
the source or transit countries in illegal immigration towards the EU, in return for the Readmission
Agreement, adopts the method of signing Visa Facilitation Agreements first and if the country meets the
technical conditions (visa liberalization action plan) in due course, then, approving the visa liberalization.

Under the framework of conditionality principle of the EU, this strategy of visa liberalization,
adopted as an encouraging policy tool for the neighboring countries, is designed to defend the EU’s
enlarging easterly borders from illegal immigration. Therefore, it could be said that the readmission
agreements are playing a function of a prior step on the way of visa liberalization process with the purpose of
making its borders more secure and consolidated. It means that the EU loads with the eastern countries, like
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Turkey, a charge of buffer zone (Demir et al., 2015, p. 37) and by doing so, shifts its responsibilities to other
countries (Elmas, 2016, p. 298).

Turkey, in response to the sign of Readmission Agreement demand from the EU, uttered its
aspiration of visa liberalization -not visa facility- since the very beginning of the process. In this main axis,
Visa Liberalization Dialogue were launched on the same date with the signature of Readmission Agreement
on December 16, 2013 (EC, 2016c). The requirements Turkey had to meet were specified in the Visa
Liberalization Roadmap as 72 items. These 72 requirements listed in the Roadmap are organised in five
thematic groups: document security; migration management; public order and security; fundamental rights
and readmission of irregular migrants (EC, 2016c).

Though it was well known and stated by the EU in progress reports clearly that fulfilling all the
requirements needed a longer timeline due to practical and procedural reasons (EC, 2016c¢), it is worth
questioning and emphasizing why the EU did ignore this reality and promised Turkey to lift the visa fully in
the same year of 2016. In the Readmission Agreement signed on 18 March 2016, it was declared that the
Visa Liberalization Dialogue would be initiated in June, 2016. Within this period, Turkey entered into the
process of reforms and consecutive legislative regulations to meet the criteria. Indeed, in the third report of
Visa Liberalization Dialogue released on May 4, 2016, the Commission confirmed that Turkey met the 65
requirements out of 72 (EC, 2016c), in the case that the remaining requirement are met, modification
proposal of the Code on visa liberalization were sent to the Parliament of the EU and the Commission. The
non-met requirements in the report were as below:

- adopting the measures to prevent corruption foreseen by the Roadmap, i.e. ensuring an
effective follow-up to the recommendations issued by the Council of Europe's Group of States against
Corruption (GRECO),

- aligning the legislation on personal data protection to EU standards, notably to ensure that
the data protection authority can act in an independent manner and that the activities of law enforcement
agencies fall within the scope of the law,

- negotiating an operational cooperation agreement with Europol. This also depends upon the
above changes to the data protection legislation,

- offering effective judicial cooperation in criminal matters to all EU Member States,

- revising the legislation and practices on terrorism in line with European standards, notably
by better aligning the definition of terrorism with that set out in Framework Decision 2002/475/JHA as
amended in order to narrow the scope of the definition and by introducing a criterion of proportionality,

- fully implementing the provisions of the EU-Turkey readmission agreement, including those
related to the readmission of third country nationals,

- entering EU-Turkey Readmission Agreement into force with all its provisions,

- upgrading the existing biometric passports so as to include security features in line with the
latest EU standards (EC, 2016c).

While all the process of negotiations on Visa Liberalization Process were going smoothly,
everything completely and abruptly changed with the attempted coup d’état in Turkey on July 15, 2016. Due
to the fact that some of the EU states abstained condemning the attempted coup d’état openly and did not
officially, swiftly and clearly declare that they were standing with Turkey on this issue; this date became the
date of breaking point of the relations from Turkey’s perspective. Turkey, after declaring emergency rules,
focused heavily on the security-centered policies and affirmed that it would be far-fetched to change the
definition of terrorism and revise the legislation and practices on terrorism under those circumstances.
However, this approach of Turkey did not attract the expected attention in the presence of the EU. Lack of
empathy and callousness of the EU and its harsh criticism towards Turkey by expressing that the measures
taken by the Turkish government were out of proportion and unlawful and then Parliament of the EU’s
decisions reaching up to the suspension of the negotiations; worsen the tensed up relations (Ozer, 2017, p.
38). When considered that Turkey, having serious security problems and concerns would not surrender its
security in favor of democracy in the freedom-security dilemma; the possibility of strengthening the
membership perspective weakened and, at this point, the idea of keeping relations alive formally and
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discursively by cooperating in certain fields without leaving the goal of participation, directed by mutual
interests, started to dominate (Ozer, 2017, p. 38).

The visa liberalization, which was expected to be completed in June 2016, is still on the agenda as an
unresolved issue; yet, it also includes a different sensitivity in the context of the refugees. Because Article 24
of the Readmission Agreement states that unilateral termination of the agreement is possible if the visa
dialogue process is not concluded within the stipulated period and Turkey's approach in this direction were
clearly recorded and notified to the EU (MFA, 2019). This signaled that the Readmission Agreement could
enter into critical turns at any moment in line with the political developments and, thus, the fate of millions
of Syrian refugees could remain unclear for a long time.

5. MANNERS OF THE MEMBER STATES ALONG REFUGEE CRISIS:
DISSOCIATION OF THE UNION

In April 2015, a ship carrying refugees sank off the Island of Lampedusa, killing more than 800
refugees after which Matteo Renzi, the Prime Minister of Italy, said “We closed our eyes about what
happened in Srebrenica 20 years ago, but today we cannot close our eyes against this refugee drama.”
(Anadolu Ajansi, 2015) and he stated that the refugee problem should not be a problem only for the countries
that have borders to the Mediterranean Sea.

Immediately afterwards, the EU interior and foreign ministers, led by Grederica Mogherini, High
Representative for EU Foreign and Security Policy, agreed on a 10-point action plan; and together with
Mogherini, Dmitris Avramopoulos, European Commissioner for Migration, Home Affairs and Citizenship
made a joint statement with the emphasis on “Europe taking responsibility and working together” (EC,
2015Db). Similar statements were made at the EU Leaders Summit in October of the same year, where the
migration and refugee crisis was intensively addressed; however, instead of seeking solutions to eliminate
the factors causing migration, steps have been taken to stop the migration to Europe through Readmission
Agreements. While these talks continued, the terrorist attacks in Paris on November 13, 2015 and the one in
Brussels on March 22, 2016, just 4 days after the Readmission Agreement on March 18, 2016, strong
rhetoric of the political leaders made the Europe's already negative perception of immigration and migrants
even worse.

The intense use of the term of “refugee” in combination with the concept of “terror” put the refugees
to exactly the focal point of social hatred. In line with these terrorist incidents, political actors who did not
want refugees in their countries increased the dose of racist rhetoric as if they had found a legitimate basis
for their discourse and started to develop measures that would be incompatible with the fundamental values
within the EU which could violate fundamental human rights. That the EU press and some EU leaders
labeled the refugees as “security-threat”, * financial burden”, “organized crime groups”, “groups trying to
escape to the EU by boats”, “Islamist terrorists”, “foreigners”, “threat to EU identity” increased anti-refugee

tendency in Europe and highlighted refugees as a security issue (Ozcan, 2017, p. 10).

Following the European Union's confrontation with the refugee crisis, many countries, particularly
Germany, passed passport control applications on land borders and suspended the Schengen System (Cetin,
2015). The steps that shook the Schengen system were later taken by Hungary, Austria, Slovakia, Denmark,
France, Germany, Sweden, Norway and Belgium, and abandoning the common practice within the EU,
countries turned to individual policies. Similarly, Germany and Hungary stated that they suspended the
Dublin Convention for the refugees coming from Syria, which is the only agreement adopted by the EU
member states in the field of border controls, visas, asylum or immigration law (Akkaya, 2016, p. 38).

During the refugee crisis; Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban stated that “Christian and Muslim
communities would never unite” and called refugees as “Muslim invaders” (Sputniknews, 2018); Polish
Prime Minister Ewa Kopacz claimed that “Poland, as a Christian country, had a special responsibility for
helping Christian Syrians” and that “they would only choose Christian Syrians”; Interior Minister of
Slovakia declared that “they did not have a mosque in their country, therefore, they could not accept Muslim
refugees” (Rettman, 2015); Estonian Social Policy Minister Margus Tsahkna told that “they, eventually,
belonged to the Christian culture and they are closed to Muslim refugees” (ERR News, 2015); Czech
President Milos Zeman said that “refugees coming from a completely different culture in the background
could not be in a good position in their country” and called Muslim refugees as “potential terrorists”
(Werber, 2015); and Bulgarian Prime Minister Boyko Borissov said that “if more Muslims came from
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abroad, the demographic structure of their country might be at risk of radical change” (Zhelev, 2015). They
all proved that anti-refugee perception is not only based on population and cost but also on religion and
culture.

Austria held a summit on February 24, 2016, inviting 9 of the Western Balkan countries to discuss
stopping the refugee influx and, at this summit, where Greece was not invited, consensus was reached on
measures to prevent refugees from reaching their borders via Greece (DW, 2016). In the face of this
exclusionary attitude, Greek Prime Minister Alexis Tsipras made an official complaint against Austria,
stating the country's decision of refugee restriction as “an attitude from the 19th century” and recorded that
the EU was, in general terms, moving away from the principle of solidarity (Saatgioglu, 2017, p. 225). The
fact that the “quota system” decision, taken at the EU Council of Ministers of Justice and Interior on
September 22, 2015, was taken despite the vetoes of Hungary, Czechia, Romania and Slovakia is an
indication that this divergence spread not only to discourse but also to decision mechanisms.

Refugee crisis revealed divergences between member states and the EU's weakness in the
establishment of common policies and it even turned into a crisis of solidarity within the EU (Ozer, 2017, p.
43). Although member states have tried to cooperate in the face of an external crisis, it is difficult to argue
that the EU reflects the value-based community model at this point, since this is not ideally realized. Indeed,
the EU states, having failed to solve the problem through solidarity within themselves, came to the point of
solve the problem by transferring the crisis to a third country such as Turkey (Saat¢ioglu, 2017, p. 228).

6. CONCLUSION

The refugee issue is not a regional issue but a global one, and each country needs to develop a
common language and play an active role in sharing this responsibility (Karakag, 2016, p. 2). The control of
the refugee crisis by shifting it to the outside undermines the EU's vision of being a community based on
human rights, not only value-based (Saatcioglu, 2017, p. 230). If the European Union does not want the
refugee crisis to turn into chaotic nodes that may have a disruptive impact in the long run, instead of seeking
solutions to save the day; they should prefer permanent policies aiming to solve the problem from the root.
For this purpose, instead of leaving a burden, ready to explode at any moment, to the border neighbors, what
the EU has to do is to cooperate in a truly mitigating and sincere cooperation that anticipates joint
shouldering. Because these countries, which are seen as buffer countries, suffer the biggest burden of the
refugee crisis in social and financial terms, while having to carry out fragile policies such as the reactions of
the internal public opinion and the harmony of refugees. This, in particular, is only possible by analyzing the
internal dynamics of a country like Turkey, who is hosting more than 4 million refugees together with the
Syrian population whose number reached up to 3.579.332.

That the EU presented visa negotiations that were already expected to be far advanced, as if it was a
reward to Turkey, the only candidate country whose citizens are required visa, and that it chose to solve the
immigration problem outside its borders, contradicts basic human values and European norms. The Turkish
people who are tired of the processes of visa liberalization negotiations, which have not reached any result
and seems not to reach in the near future, are questioning why total 6-Billion-Euro package of Facility -
which had to be disbursed between 2016 and 2019 (FRIT, 2020)- have not yet been fully disbursed.
Nevertheless, it needs to be highlighted that these amount is too little when compared with the amount that
Turkey already spent.

In brief, Turkey-EU cooperation, should be dealt within the framework of logic and spirit of
candidate state. In this context, the opening of new negotiation chapters should come to the agenda not as a
response to cooperation in the refugee crisis but as a means of more effective cooperation with the refugee
crisis (Kutlay et al., 2015, p. 12). In the reports, released after the attempted coup d’état on July 15, the EU
used a harsh style ignoring the security threats towards Turkey and frequently touched upon the concept of
“human rights”. However, on the other hand, by turning refugee crisis, the subject of which is “human”, into
a bargaining tool, the EU leads its perception of democracy under question. In fact, Turkey - EU refugee
agreements showed that the EU holds its geo-strategic interests in the foreground before the normative
commitments to freedom virtually (Saat¢ioglu, 2017, p. 230).

In the final analysis; it would not be wrong to argue that it would be most beneficial for all parties
(host countries, migrants and supporting countries) to handle the migration issue in a fair approach on a
global scale. In an advanced stage, humanitarian crisis stemming from migration need to be addressed from a
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“human” perspective, not from the perspective of individual interests of countries, and need to be turned into
solution-oriented sustainable policies. Although, it might be considered to be a very optimistic proposal in
terms of current policies, migration can easily cease to be an internal issue of buffer countries and turn into a
global crisis on a larger scale; unless it is managed jointly at an international level and unless all the parties
focus on the reasons that force the masses to migrate.

109



REFERENCES

Akkaya, A. (2016). Almanya’nin zorunlu tercihi: Miilteci krizi ekseninde Tirk-Alman iligkilerini yeniden
diisinmek. Regional Studies, 1(1), 23-49.

Ammirati, A. (8 December 2015). What is the Dublin Regulation? Open Migration.
https://www.openmigration.org/en/analyses/what-is-the-dublin-requlation/

Anadolu Ajanst. (2015). 20 il once Srebrenitsa’da gozlerimizi kapattik.
https://www.trthaber.com/haber/dunya/20-yil-once-srebrenitsada-gozlerimizi-kapattik-180028.html

Arisan Eralp, N. (2016). Challenges of the German-led refugee deal between Turkey and the EU. CESifo
Forum, 17(2), 21-24.

Barnes-Dacey, J. and Levy D. (2015). Syrian diplomacy renewed: from Vienna to Ragga. European Council on
Foreign Relations. https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/195404/Syria_memo_ 1127 1550.pdf

BBC. (27 April 2016). Paris attacks: Who were the attackers? https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-
34832512

Cetin, K. (2015). Miilteci kriziyle yiizlesen AB. Ankara Strateji. http://www.ankarastrateji.org/yorum/multeci-
kriziyle-yuzlesen-ab/

Demir, O. O. and Soyupek Y. (2015). Miilteci krizi denkleminde AB ve Tiirkiye: ilkeler, ¢ikarlar ve kaygilar.
Global Politika ve Strateji. http://maddel4.org/images/5/50/GloballlkeCikarKaygi2015.pdf

DGMM. (2019). Istatistikler - Giincel veriler. Directorate General of Migration Management, Ministry of
Interior, Turkey. https://www.goc.gov.tr/geri-alim

DGMM. (2020). Yillara gore gegici koruma kapsamindaki Suriyeliler. Directorate General of Migration
Management. Ministry of Interior, Turkey. https://www.goc.gov.tr/gecici-koruma5638

DW. (2016). Avusturya  miilteci  akinina  karst  harekete  gecti. Deutsche  Welle.
https://www.dw.com/tr/avusturya-miilteci-akinina-karsi-harekete-gecti/a-19069624

EC. (2012). Explanatory Memorandum, COM/2012/0239 final - 2012/0122 (NLE). Council of the European
Union. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2012:0239:FIN:EN:HTML

EC. (2013). Roadmap towards a visa-free regime with Turkey. Council of the European Union.
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-is-new/news/news/docs/20131216-
roadmap_towards_the visa-free regime with turkey en.pdf

EC. (2015a). Meeting of Heads of State or Government with Turkey-EU-Turkey Statement, 29/11/2015. [Press
Release]. Council of the European Union.

EC. (2015b). Joint Foreign and Home Affairs Council: Ten Point Action Plan on migration. [Press Release].
Council of the European Union.

EC. (2016a). EU-Turkey Statement, 18 March 2016. [Press Release]. Council of the European Union.

EC. (2016b). Seventh Report on Relocation and Resettlement, 9 November 2016 (COM): 720 final. [Press
Release]. Council of the European Union.

E

O

. (2016c¢). Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council, 4 May 2016 (COM):
278 final. European Commission.

Elmas, F. Y. (2016) Avrupa Birligi, gé¢ — dis politika iligkisinde paradigma degisimi. [Unpublished Doctoral
Thesis]. Ankara University.

Ercan, M. (2016). Miilteci krizi baglaminda Tiirkiye-AB {liskileri ve Geri Kabul Anlasmasi. Bdlgesel
Calismalar, 1(1), 1-22.

110


https://www.openmigration.org/en/analyses/what-is-the-dublin-regulation/
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/195404/Syria_memo_1127_1550.pdf
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-34832512
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-34832512
http://www.ankarastrateji.org/yorum/multeci-kriziyle-yuzlesen-ab/
http://www.ankarastrateji.org/yorum/multeci-kriziyle-yuzlesen-ab/
http://madde14.org/images/5/50/GlobalIlkeCikarKaygi2015.pdf
https://www.goc.gov.tr/geri-alim
https://www.goc.gov.tr/gecici-koruma5638
https://www.dw.com/tr/avusturya-mülteci-akınına-karşı-harekete-geçti/a-19069624
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2012:0239:FIN:EN:HTML
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-is-new/news/news/docs/20131216-roadmap_towards_the_visa-free_regime_with_turkey_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-is-new/news/news/docs/20131216-roadmap_towards_the_visa-free_regime_with_turkey_en.pdf

Erdogan, M. M. (2017). Suriyeliler barometresi: Suriyelilerle uyum iginde yasamanmin ¢ergevesi. Bilgi
University Publications.

ERR News. (30 June 2015). Roivas:  Refugees will be resettled across  Estonia.
https://news.err.ee/116210/roivas-refugees-will-be-resettled-across-estonia

Euronews. (21 June 2018). Tiirkiye insani yardimda diinya lideri. https://tr.euronews.com/2018/06/21/turkiye-
insani-yard-mda-zirvede

FRIT. (2017). First annual report on the facility for refugees in Turkey, COM: 130 final.
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-
enlargement/sites/near/files/170302_facility_for_refugees_in_turkey first_annual_report.pdf

FRIT. (2018). Tirkiye'deki miilteciler i¢in AB mali yardimi.
https://www.avrupa.info.tr/sites/default/files/uploads/181004 facility table tr%?20final.pdf

FRIT. (2020). EU Facility for Refugees in  Turkey. https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-
enlargement/sites/near/files/facility table.pdf

Karakas, D. (2016). Miilteci sorunu c¢ergevesinde Avrupa Birligi-Tiirkiye iliskileri. ORMER Ortadogu
Enstitiisii Perspektif Serileri, 16, 1-8.

Kutlay, M. and Akcali O. (2015). Miilteci krizi ve Tiirkiye — AB iliskilerinde eksen kaymasi riski. USAK
Avrupa Analizleri Serisi, 1(29).

MFA. (2019). Tirkiye-AB arasinda 18 Mart’ta varilan Mutabakata iligkin soru-cevaplar. Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Turkey. http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkiye-ab-arasinda-18-mart_ta-varilan-mutabakata-iliskin-
soru-cevaplar.tr.mfa

Miles, T. and Depetris M. (2 November 2015). October’s migrant, refugee flow to Europe roughly matched
whole of 2014. Reuters UK. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-un/octobers-
migrant-refugee-flow-to-europe-roughly-matched-whole-of-2014-idUSKCNOSR15P20151102

OECD. (2017). Migration policy debates and data briefs. https://www.oecd.org/migration/migration-policy-
debates.htm

Ozcan, M. (2017). AB-Tiirkiye iliskileri ve Suriye krizi. Center of Humane and Social Researh (INSAMER),
Research 40.

Ozer, Y. (2017). Miilteci sorununun Tiirkiye-AB iliskilerine yansimalari. In Giilcan, Y., Akgiingér, S. and
Kustepeli Y. (Eds.), Tiirkiye-AB iliskilerinde yeni bir konu: miilteci sorunu ve Tiirkiye-AB isbirligii
37-69. Iktisadi Kalkinma Vakfi Publications.

Rettman, A. (21 August 2015). EU States favour Christian migrants from Middle East. EU Observer.
https://euobserver.com/justice/129938

Saat¢ioglu, B. (2017). AB’nin miilteci krizi: normlar-gikarlar dikotomisi {izerinden AB’yi Yyeniden
degerlendirmek. In Giilcan, Y., Akgilingor, S. and Kustepeli Y. (EdS.), Tiirkiye-AB iliskilerinde yeni
bir konu: miilteci sorunu ve Tiirkiye-AB isbirligi, 212-236. Iktisadi Kalkinma Vakfi Publications.

Sputniknews (9 January  2018).  Orban, Miisliman  siginmacilar  i¢in  “istilact”  dedi.
https://tr.sputniknews.com/avrupa/201801091031731266-orban-musluman-siginmaci-istilaci-dedi/

UNHCR. (2019). Refugees and asylum seekers in Turkey. United Nations High Comissionary for Refugees
http://unhcr.org/tr/en/refugees-and-asylum-seekers-in-turkey

Werber, C. (30 August 2015). These European countries are willing to accept some migrants — but only if they
are Christian. Quartz. https://qz.com/490973/these-european-countries-are-willing-to-accept-some-
syrian-migrants-but-only-if-theyre-christian/

111


https://news.err.ee/116210/roivas-refugees-will-be-resettled-across-estonia
https://tr.euronews.com/2018/06/21/turkiye-insani-yard-mda-zirvede
https://tr.euronews.com/2018/06/21/turkiye-insani-yard-mda-zirvede
https://www.avrupa.info.tr/sites/default/files/uploads/181004_facility_table_tr%20final.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/facility_table.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/facility_table.pdf
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkiye-ab-arasinda-18-mart_ta-varilan-mutabakata-iliskin-soru-cevaplar.tr.mfa
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkiye-ab-arasinda-18-mart_ta-varilan-mutabakata-iliskin-soru-cevaplar.tr.mfa
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-un/octobers-migrant-refugee-flow-to-europe-roughly-matched-whole-of-2014-idUSKCN0SR15P20151102
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-un/octobers-migrant-refugee-flow-to-europe-roughly-matched-whole-of-2014-idUSKCN0SR15P20151102
https://www.oecd.org/migration/migration-policy-debates.htm
https://www.oecd.org/migration/migration-policy-debates.htm
https://euobserver.com/justice/129938
https://tr.sputniknews.com/avrupa/201801091031731266-orban-musluman-siginmaci-istilaci-dedi/
http://unhcr.org/tr/en/refugees-and-asylum-seekers-in-turkey
https://qz.com/490973/these-european-countries-are-willing-to-accept-some-syrian-migrants-but-only-if-theyre-christian/
https://qz.com/490973/these-european-countries-are-willing-to-accept-some-syrian-migrants-but-only-if-theyre-christian/

Zhelev, V. (24 April 2015). “Migration threatens demographic balance” says Bulgarian PM. EU Observer.
https://euobserver.com/beyond-brussels/128450

112


https://euobserver.com/beyond-brussels/128450

