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Abstract

This essay takes a critical perspective regarding the ongoing refugee
crisis in light of the roles, responsibilities and policies of many W.I.E.R.D
(Western, Industrialized, Educated, Rich, Democratic) countries (see APA,
2010). Nevertheless, we also call into attention the role played by the
wider global community, particularly the complacency displayed by oil
rich Gulf States. We use the immigration policies of Angela Merkel as the
focal point to bring to fore not only the main issues but also the lurking
fragmentation on broader issues within the EU. As such, using Merkels
politics and policy, the essay questions the basis of some of the divides
on refugee crisis within Europe; from the framing of the crisis (refugee vs
migrant crisis) to fundamental differences in European policies.

Dealing with questions of multiculturalism, assimilation, borders, in-
equality, suffering and military adventures, the essay presents the reader
with a multidisciplinary yet critical perspective on Merkels refugee poli-
cies. In this vein, the essay argues for a rational albeit humane response
to the recent migrant crisis that takes into account sensitivities of both
the host country populace as well as the oft ignored migrants absorp-
tive capacity. The essay considers arguments on both sides. For example,
why the movement of refugees should be severely curtailed and why it
should not. However, upon close scrutiny we find that most arguments
aimed at curbing the exodus to be unfounded, paranoiac and lacking any
economic, scientific or moral justification. We challenge the conventional
wisdom that the ’Merkel experiment represents Merkels overly liberal and
ambitious approach. On the contrary, we show the experiment was des-
tined to fail not because of its ambition but precisely because lack thereof.
Furthermore, drawing on the Singaporean experience and Orderly Depar-
ture Program (ODP), we provide policy advice on steps that can greatly
mitigate if not resolve the crisis.
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1 Introduction

The fruit tree that bears no fruit
is called sterile who
examines the soil?
The branch that breaks
is called rotten but
wasnt there snow on it?

Bertolt Brecht, ”On Sterility”

The ongoing refugee or migrant cri-
sis in Europe has put under great
strain not only the idea of politically
united Europe but also the moral con-
science of the global community on
both sides of the Atlantic. This is
not to say that the policy response has
been a moral one. Nonetheless, the
graphic scenes of a desperate people
cowering for shelter has already left
its mark on the European psyche. To
add insult to injury, these events are
unfolding midst of a protracted debt
crisis that has shook the very foun-
dations of united Europe. As if all
the bickering over how to amicably re-
solve the debt crisis was not enough,
there is now the controversial issue of
dealing with the refugee crisis. Every-
thing from ’what should it be framed
as?’ to ’how should it be dealt with?’
has been a source of contention and di-
vide amongst the members of the Eu-
ropean Union (EU). Fingers have been
raised, allegations levelled and scape-
goats named. On the one hand, some
quarters are being alleged to be too lib-
eral in their approach where the fleeing
population is labelled as opportunis-
tic economic migrants. While, on the
other hand, people are being criticized
for their harsh treatment of refugees
fleeing from war-torn places. This dif-
ference of framing the new arrivals -
as economic migrants vs refugees - is
key. Lest we forget, how a situation

is dealt with is hugely dependent upon
how it is framed and understood (see
Kahneman and Tversky, 1981). These
seemingly trivial labels have profound
political implications not only on the
value formation of the society at large
but also how policy makers approach
the problem politically.

Germany, or more appropriately
Merkel (and her cabinet) chose to go
with the term refugee crisis and with
that began the much-needed moraliza-
tion of the right of people to move
across national boundaries fleeing from
war and strife. Especially when the
prospects of living a life of dignity -
or living a life at all were bleak at
best. Before we delve deeper as to why
Germany framed the crisis differently
relative to its European peers, let us
contextualize the politics of this crisis,
howsoever one may choose to frame it.
In a bordered world of nation-states,
it is relatively easier to separate ’our-
selves’ from the ’others’, hold the ’oth-
ers’ responsible for the problems that
they may have created for themselves
within their borders. Case in point
is the Syrian civil war; why should
any EU member state be responsible
for the situation that the Syrians or
the Iraqis for that matter have created
within their borders for themselves?

Of course, European leadership are
not the only ones that subscribe to this
rhetoric. This kind of demonization of
us versus them in the context of mi-
grant crisis is even more pronounced
in the US and Oil Rich Arab coun-
tries. Yet, it does not exonerate Eu-
rope from doing the right thing. If
that was indeed the case, perhaps the
moralization of the issue by Germany
was exactly what was needed. When
the economic benefits of products and
services can be shared through a pro-
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motion of a ’borderless’ free trade ar-
rangement then why refuse to bear the
moral obligations? What Merkel did,
albeit rather half-heartedly (as we will
see), was in essence a sharing of moral
responsibility in a world that is more
connected and complex than ever.

We want goods and services to
move around freely in the world but
why not afford a semblance of similar
dignity to living, breathing human be-
ings? For better or for worse, we live
in a world where it not so easy to sep-
arate the moral, social or psychologi-
cal argument from the economic one.
A world where no single state or en-
tity can be credited with the creation
of something as trifling as a single lead
pencil (see Reed, 1958), how, can the
global community be completely exon-
erated for not playing any part in cre-
ating war and conflict in the Middle
East?

Of course, taking the ’moral’ path
does not always equate to an econom-
ically sound path. However, it is too
soon to judge the so-called ’Merkel ex-
periment’ failed based on anecdotal ac-
counts of incidents of ’Muslim’ men
and their ’uncivil’ attitude towards Eu-
ropean women and European progres-
siveness. The irony of the situation is
highlighted by the fact that the Eu-
ropean right has, all of a sudden, as-
sumed the position of the symbolic
flag-bearer of ’European Progressive-
ness’. Where the perceived threat to
their ’progressive’ outlook on gender
issues and way of life is under threat
from the Muslims. Case in point:
NPDs (National Democratic Party of
Germany) recent election campaign in
the Baden-Wrttemberg region show-
cased a plethora of racist and xeno-
phobic posters. Amongst many ab-
surd posters was one with the objec-

tified body of a female with a skirt
next to a falling minaret with the
caption miniskirts instead of minarets
and another one where the figurative
black sheep is being kicked out of
the herd. The German right and es-
pecially the NPD can classify them-
selves as anything but progressive. In
fact, the German Federal Council had
filed a request to ban the NPD, be-
cause they believed that the party
to be the most significant neo-Nazi
party to emerge after 1945 and a
threat to constitutional order (Davies
and Lynch, 2002). These are the
same progressives of the ’modern’ Eu-
rope who have pejoratively dubbed
Merkel as Mutti-Multikulti (Mommy-
Multicultural). This characterization
of Mutti-Angie (yet another rhetorical
slander) is based on the assumption
that her approach is more concerned
with being multicultural and ethical
than securing the interests of the Ger-
mans.

Both conservatives and her sup-
porters consider Merkels policy as eth-
ical. However, can their disparage-
ment of Merkels initiatives be justified
by any rational principle or statisti-
cal evidence? Let us look closely on
the much hyped open-door policy im-
mediately following the influx. Many
forget, that the open door was com-
bined with a call for integration and
assimilation into the German culture
and values, particularly by the flag-
bearer of German values, the German
right. However, we believe that the
expectations from the migrant ’others’
were unrealistic and steep. It is argued
that the requirement from the refugees
who were not only suffering from war
trauma but also had completely differ-
ent sets of life experiences, hopes and
desires when forced by circumstance
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into a new country to drink the de-
fined state culture and assimilate as
part of the great favor bestowed upon
by the host state as not only unreason-
able but totalitarian. It is expected,
she or he has the sole responsibility
of adopting, practicing and conform-
ing to the hosts countries defined val-
ues as if values are static or can be de-
fined by the state. There is no doubt
that the newcomer should make an ef-
fort to adapt to the cultural sensitiv-
ities of host countries. Nevertheless,
the question of the hosts responsibil-
ity in designing and implementing con-
crete structural economic and social
policies to achieve societal harmony is
dropped without any scrutiny and – as
such – all the responsibility or more
appropriately blame is pinned down
on the other, the victim in this case.
Within such a sociopolitical discourse
lies a narrative that involves scape-
goating the migrants and their limited
absorptive capacity to integrate and
conform to the new and better values
of their hosts.

In this vein, much can be learned
from Singapore’s multicultural experi-
ence where even the ’hard to integrate’
Muslims are very well integrated. For
example, Singaporean policy makers
ensured that migrants are granted so-
cial housing (in locales where more
than eighty percent Singaporeans live).
This balanced the mix of the three
main ethnicities, an idea inspired by
Google Labs which was designed for
idea generation through interactions
disallowed ghettoization, a large con-
cern in Europe and the US which many
experts also associate with radicaliza-
tion and and terrorism. In the Singa-
porean case, a specific quota for mi-
grant placement had significant har-
monious effects. It not only greatly

eased but almost obliterated initially
feared ethnic tensions (see Tulshyan,
2015 for details). In this manner, the
Chinese, the Tamils and the Malay
were nudged into living together as
Singaporeans with not only mutual re-
spect but mutual regard (see Zakaria,
2015). Without this nudge keeping in
mind the European case in particu-
lar, we would invariably observe one
community to be relegated physically
to the periphery but perhaps more
alarmingly confined to the thicker bar-
riers of religious, cultural and socioeco-
nomic stagnation. Perhaps the other’
no matter how ’backward’ his culture,
just needs the right kind of structural
policies as shown by the effective so-
cial experiment in Singapore. There-
fore, even if we ignored the cold re-
action of wider European community
to Merkels policy, it was not followed
by a concrete effort aimed at assimi-
lation, integration and harmonization.
Clearly, some ply-cards in Germany
reading welcome refugees does not suf-
fice as adequate overarching policy re-
sponse! Sadly, far too often, this ac-
ceptance and inclusivity ends up being
a publicity stunt, only adding to the
positive image of the host nation with-
out accounting for the fact that what
they have accepted within the confines
of their borders is a human being sim-
ilar to them in his/her complexity and
disposition.

Over time, the situation only wors-
ens for refugees; fear and paranoia soon
grips the host population. An illu-
sion of being too welcoming and ac-
commodating takes over. We have
seen this not only in present day Ger-
many, but also in 20th century Amer-
ica. For example, soon to be Gover-
nor of Louisiana, John Parker declared,
upon mass Italian immigration to the
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US, that mass lynching of Italians was
justified since Italians were just a lit-
tle worse than the Negro, being if
anything filthier in [their] habits, law-
less, and treacherous. Similar emotions
were echoed by soon to be President of
the United States, Theodore Roosevelt
(see Falco, 2012 for details). Therefore,
this paranoia often leads the majority
to believe that the other will exploit
the locals accommodating nature, de-
stroying the local culture and values.
In line with this, Appadurai (2006)
notes that even an exceedingly small
number of immigrants is irrationally
perceived as a mortal threat to the cul-
tural values and socioeconomic inter-
ests of the majority. This fear fuels the
delusion where the minority is tackled
with a heavy hand.

This is perhaps why the exodus of
refugees is already coming to an end.
In fact, many who risked their lives
to make the toilsome journey to Eu-
rope are already on their way back. Im
tired of being treated like an animal []
Ahmed, a 24-year-old pronounced on
his way back to Iraq (quoted in LA
Times, 2016). Another Syrian refugee
noted that he would rather risk dy-
ing with his family than without any
chance of bringing his family with him.
Chancellor Merkels policy was in fact
unambitious not only because of the
lack of clarity on what to do with
the migrants? but also was specifically
vulnerable to sudden swings. For in-
stance, Chancellor message at the end
of 2015 ”We can do it” in few months
transformed to: ”We expect that you’ll
go back to Syria once there’s peace
there and Islamic State has been de-
feated. We expect you’ll go back to
your homes.” Wars and strife some-
times take decades. Will the refugees
who might have had children and fam-

ily by the time the war in Syria is over,
be required to leave their family? Will
children who do not know the culture
of Syria, attend German schools and
have assimilated into the German so-
ciety be required to move back? What
will be the mechanism behind this de-
portation? The German government is
silent on all these issues, again reflect-
ing the lack of policy clarity in dealing
with the refugee crisis.

2 A European crisis or
a humanitarian cri-
sis?

No one leaves home unless home
is the mouth of a shark [. . . ]
You have to understand, that no
one puts their children in a boat
unless the water is safer than the
land.

Warsan Shire, ”Home”

The Syrian war or rather the much-
preferred euphemism ’Syrian crisis’ im-
pacts more than 13.5 million peo-
ple according to UNs OCHA (Office
for the Coordination of Humanitar-
ian Affairs). These are more peo-
ple than those affected by the 2004
Tsunami, Hurricane Katrina and the
Haiti Earthquake combined. Naming
it a ’crisis’ instead of a war perhaps
keeps us from thinking about it as a
global and international phenomenon
and rids us from thinking about how
our governments in the West (Rus-
sia and Turkey included) may have
contributed to it. Of course, we are
reminded that the problem is more
global than we would like to believe,
when unfortunate events like the Paris
or Brussels attacks take place. Never-
theless, framing it as a ’crisis’ makes it
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easier to relegate it as a local event;
local in terms of time and place, in
a void of any historical process, and
without a stakeholder outside the ge-
ographic confines of Syria. Surely it
is an open secret that the ongoing
Syrian war cannot be separated from
the interventionist military endeavors
of NATO and its allies and the war on
terror. However, this large part of the
story is conveniently ignored by lead-
ers of the free world. While our demo-
cratic governmental institutions should
enable us (the citizens) to hold our gov-
ernments accountable to the repercus-
sions of their local and foreign policy
actions, we see that in the name of se-
curity and stability we are willing to
let our governments get away with any-
thing. However, at what price? Are we
in fact even getting the promised se-
curity and stability for turning a blind
eye towards the war crimes of our lead-
ers?

The Global Terrorist Index 2015
Report prepared by the Institute for
Peace Research leaves one to confront
with revealing metrics on global ter-
rorism around the world. It codes all
terrorist events across the world down
to the local level. It documents an
80 percent increase in terrorist activ-
ities by the end of 2014 and a nine-
fold increase in the number of terror-
ism related deaths since the United
States and its allies began their war
on terror (to make the world a more
”peaceful” place). The report goes
on to document that only 0.5 percent
of these deaths have occurred in the
West and that the majority of these
instances cannot be linked to Islamic
fundamentalism. In fact, a whop-
ping 80 percent of all terrorism re-
lated deaths in the West have occurred
at the hands of ”lone wolf terrorists

[...] driven by right wing extrem-
ism, nationalism, anti-government sen-
timent and political extremism and
other forms of supremacy (GTD 2015;
IEP, 2015). Furthermore, what is key
for the purpose of this essay is the un-
precedented increase in terrorism re-
lated deaths and strife in non-western
countries. This in turn is plausibly
cited for large number of displacement
and people seeking refuge in the West
(GTD, 2015; IEP, 2015). Ironically
though, in his address to the Syrian
people back in 2013, Mr. Obama
shamelessly explained why he was in
favor of carrying targeted” military
strikes in Syria.

This is not a world we should ac-
cept.This is whats at stake. And that
is why, after careful deliberation, I de-
termined that it is in the national se-
curity interests of the United States to
respond to the Assad regimes use of
chemical weapons through a targeted
military strike. (Office of the Press Sec-
retary, 2013)

However, let us leave that discus-
sion for later and get back to the
current affairs of this war. Even
though the war has been going on for
a few years, why was 2015 the year of
refugees? i.e. why now?

Two factors played a fundamen-
tal role. The first has to do with
the gradual escalation of what started
as pro-democracy protests against re-
gional autocrats back in 2011 (HRW,
2016; Rogers et al, 2016). Much like
the Euromaidan protests in Ukraine,
after the arrest and torture of disillu-
sioned youth who was critical of the
government in Syria. People took to
the streets where they faced brutality
at the hands of their own government;
the security forces ended up shooting
several dead (Kuhio, 2015). As was
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the case in Ukraine, this gross viola-
tion of the rights of the Syrians was the
tipping point for nation-wide protests
and the involvement of opportunists.
The second factor has to do with the
prolonged suffering of the Syrian pop-
ulation suddenly took a sharp turn for
the worse. A vicious circle of violence
had drawn regional and international
powers to the fore. Russian bomb-
ing of the rebel forces in an effort to
help Assad on one side and Western
help of the rebels in an effort to end
Assads rule on the other only added
insult to injury making the situation
go from bad to worse. At the same
time, complacency of the oil rich gulf
states not only shows their deep rooted
morally bankrupt policy responses but
also their drought of idea leadership in
coming up with innovative solutions to
new complex crises. They responded
in their characteristic manner of con-
demning the West, downplaying the
whole issue, strengthening the stran-
glehold on their people through their
typical oppressive and dictatorial ways
of greater media censorship and lock-
ing up dissenters (HRW, 2016). Con-
sequently, this has cumulated into a
greater suffering for great many peo-
ple in and around Syria. As time
has elapsed not only did the aerial
bombardments, indiscriminate killings
and beheadings increased, but so did
the uncertainty regarding a resolution
(HRW, 2016; Rogers et al, 2016).

Under this backdrop, the crisis ma-
terialized in 2015 that precipitated the
migration. At this point, in stark con-
trast to the economic migrant side of
the debate. It should be noted that
the majority of migrants – more than
7 million – took refuge locally. This is
important and underscores that most
people did not just move in the tra-

ditional sense of economic migrants
seeking a better future in the land of
wealth and prosperity. To illustrate the
unfoundedness of paranoia associated
with opening of borders by a rich coun-
try to poor, one needs to look no fur-
ther than Romania and Sweden. For
instance, the inclusion of Romania into
the EU with Swedish income four times
that of Romania did not depopulate
Romania. Only a mere 4% of the
population moved to Western Europe,
and most of them, only temporarily
(Legrain, 2007).

Without going into the internal and
external political process involved, let
us concentrate on the observable data.
It is important to note that the ma-
jority of externally displaced Syrians
have taken refuge in Turkey, Jordan
and Lebanon i.e. more than 4 mil-
lion have taken refugee in these three
countries. Lebanon, with a domes-
tic population of about 4 million hosts
a staggering 1.2 million or more that
30% of its population. This should
make the global community shudder.
Europe, by contrast, has given refuge
to around a million Syrians by the
most liberal of estimates - that is less
than 0.2% of its population (UNHCR,
2016). While Germany and Sweden
have taken in the majority of these
refugees they have also been criticized
by the European right for potentially
destroying the cultural fabric of Eu-
rope. This catastrophic mistake they
say, will haunt Europe for decades.
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3 Merkel and a frag-
mented European
Union (EU)

Germanys image took a complete
U-turn within the timespan of few
months. Merkels Germany went from
being the bully of Europe to the hu-
manitarian of Europe. A year ear-
lier, everybody was talking about the
Germanys paymaster-like role in the
European Debt Crisis and its heavy-
handedness towards Greece,but sud-
denly the focus turned on Merkel’s
mother-like role in the European
refugee crisis. Her initial open-door
policy approach ma instead garnished
a positive image of Germany under her
leadership in the international press
and some quarters of the liberal me-
dia. Nevertheless, many within Ger-
many and Europe were not pleased.

Chancellor Merkel, speaking at the
World Leaders Summit in Turkey last
year declared that she believed in ev-
ery individuals right to pursue happi-
ness. That Europe wants to help the
innocent refugees who are fleeing from
war and terror. The euphoria of help-
ing others in times of need however,
faded out soon thereafter. This was re-
flected not only in the decline of pub-
lic interest on the matter but also in
the steps the European leadership and
Chancellor Merkel undertook.

By the end of last year, the Chan-
cellor was already talking about drasti-
cally decreasing the number of refugees
entering Germany, at a party congress.
Nonetheless, she resisted demands to
put a cap on the number of refugees
that Germany should accept and, as a
result, won a nomination for the Nobel
Peace Prize.

Politicians across the political spec-

trum seem to be undivided on the
need for new immigration law. How-
ever, they differ greatly on what
exactly these legislations should en-
tail. For example, the leaders seem
to be agree that the rise of groups
such as PEGIDA (Patriotic Europeans
Against the Islamization of the West)
is a sign people are discontent with
the current immigration regulation.
Bavarian State Governor and coali-
tion partner Horst Seehofer, for ex-
ample, has been very vocal regard-
ing his disagreements. Mr Seehofer is
adamant that Bavaria will file a com-
plaint against Merkel’s refugee policies
at Germany’s Federal Constitutional
Court if an agreeable upper limit is not
established soon.

While selling the humanitarian
cause has been tough at home it has
been even tougher to sell it in other
EU members states, especially in the
central and eastern European states.
Hungarys Prime Minister has blatantly
refused to accept any refugees. He has
dubbed any prospective quota imposed
by the EU as Germanys moral im-
perialism. Likewise, Slovakian Interior
Ministry announced that Slovakia will
only be able to host Christian refugees
fleeing Syria if it is to take any refugees
at all.

[] we don’t have any mosques in
Slovakia so how can Muslims be inte-
grated if they are not going to like it
here? Ivan Netik, Spokesman for the
Slovakian Interior Ministry is quoted
to be saying.

Under such pressure, both home
and abroad, Merkel is finding it in-
creasingly hard to argue for the hu-
manitarian path, this is perhaps the
reason she is beginning to fall short on
the open-door policy, which by now is
starting to seem like a cheap PR gim-
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mick. Germany reinstated some tem-
porary border controls along its bor-
der with Austria in September 2015.
By January 2016 five other EU mem-
ber states had followed suit. This of
course is one of the biggest blow to
the Schengen agreement since its in-
ception. Denmark, one of the five
to reinstate temporary border controls
accompanied with it controversial laws
restricting immigration. The least of
which was increasing the waiting time
for asylum seekers from a maximum
one to three years. Similarly, another
legislation included heavy handed tac-
tic that allows the Danish authorities
to confiscate any cash and valuables
above 1500 from refugees in an ef-
fort to make refugees contribute to the
social welfare system! Switzerland, as
well as some German states, have im-
plemented similar regulations of their
own. Joachim Herrmann, the Bavarian
interior minister, announced that any-
thing worth more than 750 can legally
be seized in his state and in the neigh-
boring Baden-Wrttemberg the maxi-
mum (in cash and valuables) an asy-
lum seeker can only keep 350. All these
governments justify their actions based
on the huge economic costs.

Refugees arriving in Germany are
bringing chaos, dirt and criminality.
Each costs the German taxpayer 9,500
a year – money that could be bet-
ter spent on German pensioners and
kindergartens. - Manuela Kokott, a
politician with the far-right National
Democratic Party (NDP) remarked at
a local rally in Eastern Germany.

This is ironic. This outcry about
refugees being a strain on the econ-
omy is not only ill-founded; on the

contrary, the relationship is perceived
to be positive for both greying de-
veloped economies by almost all mi-
gration economists. There might as
well be arguments made against free
flow of refugees or migrants but eco-
nomic cost argument is certainly the
most untenable one. As renowned
immigration scholar, Michael Clemens
notes in his review of years of research
on migration gains from free borders
make economists jaws hit their desk.
The gains to eliminating those barri-
ers amount to large fractions of world
GDPone or two orders of magnitude
larger amount larger than the gains
from dropping all remaining restric-
tions on international flows of goods
and capital Clemens (2011, p. 84).

Second and perhaps more precari-
ous is the misdirectedness of this out-
cry. Tax evasion by big corporations
costs the EU states roughly 70 billion
a year, according to a recent report
presented to the European Parliament
and no stricter laws could be passed to
curb this loss (Reuters, 2016). How-
ever, a few billion spent on helping
refugees (which in the long run is paid
back with interest) is a cost that Eu-
rope or wider international community
cannot bear. It should be noted that a
proposed package of simple measures1

to make corporate tax data more trans-
parent and to control some of the most
common schemes used by multination-
als to encourage evasion could not be
passed - but - stricter laws were swiftly
put in place to make refugees pay their
fair share.

1The recent whistleblower initiative in the form of Panama Papers will add to the debate
of how much big corporations and the elite are stealing from the public and help in a concrete
economic and statistical assessment of who needs to pay their fair share.
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4 Actions needed

Over the longer term, what policy
makers need to do is work on a com-
prehensive strategy that tries to de-
crease cross-border inequalities while
at the same time encourages transna-
tional stability. As alluded to ear-
lier, taking our fair share of refugees
in these trying times is necessary but
not sufficient. Clearly, encouraging mi-
grants to live within the heartland of
respective host countries through per-
haps a quota, as demonstrated by Sin-
gaporean experience is a step in the
right direction going forward. Since, it
frames the liberal immigration policies
not only in letter but also spirit.

Furthermore, reining in the arms
industry is of exigent importance. This
needs to be a key aspect of any policy
that might that aims to limit the hor-
rors of war and strife since perverse in-
centives generated through arms trade
generates instability and chaos. At this
point, it is worth outlining that the
EU arms exports totaled at 36.7 bil-
lion in 2014 alone (the main exporting
countries being France, United King-
dom and Germany). Likewise, the
United States fared even worse, signing
an arms sale-transfer agreements with
developing nations alone of worth 32.3
billion in 20142 (Stockholm Interna-
tional Peace Research Institute, 2015).

The pretext is of course, that these
funds will be benevolently and pre-
cisely used to fight terrorism. Unfor-
tunately, it is an open secret that it is
a ploy to buy off leaders in develop-
ing world who use the weapons invari-
ably to garner support for their oppres-
sive military and dictatorial regimes

and fighting parochial political battles.
This is ironic since it is thought this
policy can fight terrorism when polit-
ical oppression and lack of civil lib-
erties is considered the fundamental
root cause of terrorism according to
decades of research (see Gassebner and
Lechinger, 2011 for a review of this lit-
erature). Therefore, helping autocratic
regimes, pursuing military adventures
and as with the case of Putins Rus-
sia and Al Saud familys Saudi Ara-
bia, the explicit propping up repres-
sive and rapacious dictators like Assad
gives rise to fertile breeding ground for
terrorism. The silence on the matter
of wider global leaders (in policy re-
sponse) of course makes the whole cha-
rade of fighting terrorism seem like a
bad joke.

While there is a dire need of a
non-military long term policy, the cur-
rent refugee situation demands an even
prompter action for a short term plan
to resettle the millions of Syrians.
Much can be learned from the Or-
derly Departure Program (ODP) of
1979 (Thompson, 2010). At the time
United States government had ostensi-
bly realized that its actions in South-
east Asia played an important role
in displacement of millions of Viet-
namese fleeing from war. Whether
out of a moral obligation or collective
outrage by many segments of society
(e.g. movement spearheaded by no-
table scholars and activists e.g. Noam
Chomsky, Eqbal Ahmed, Philip Berri-
gan) the United States and its allies
negotiated a program that aimed to
provide a framework for the resettle-
ment of Vietnamese refugees; which
came to be known as the Orderly De-

2Equally disturbing is the fact the Middle East has been one of the main destinations
for these arms exports; more than 26 billion of the United States 32.3 billion exports were
channeled to the Middle Eastern countries and Pakistan (SIPRI, 2015).
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parture Program (ODP) devised under
the auspices of UNHCR which involved
a sharing of responsibility to harbor
Vietnamese refugees. Under this pro-
gram almost 2 million resettlement
visas were granted to displaced South-
east Asians (mainly Vietnamese). The
United States alone took in about 1.3
million refugees while Canada, Aus-
tralia, France, Germany, the United
Kingdom, Japan, the Netherlands and
New Zealand gave refuge to about 0.7
million (Weil and Mann, 2015).

There are two reasons why a simi-
lar program can and should be imple-
mented to help the people who are flee-
ing for safety today. To begin with, the
unhesitant role that the Unites States
and its Allies played in bringing about
power vacuums in volatile states like
Iraq and Libya can be seen as play-
ing fundamental roles in bringing many
of the current problems to the current
state of chaos in the region; ISIS and
the refugee crisis are just two of them.
As such, the moral obligation to help
the civilians of these areas is not only
due but necessary. Secondly, introduc-
ing such a program would mean that
people would have a proper channel
to get to safety and will thus reduce
the number of people willing to take a
dangerous journey by sea i.e. it aligns
the incen- tives in the right direction!
(Weil and Mann, 2015).

While the world leaders have fallen
short on delivering what is needed in
this humanitarian crisis, private busi-
nesses and citizens have boldly tried
to fill this moral vacuum. The UN-
HCR barely met one-third of about 4
billion that was originally pledged in
2015 to resolve this crisis; as such pri-
vate businesses, citizens and civil so-
ciety have jumped in to help. Some
11,000 families in Iceland have of-

fered to host refugees and many other
refugees are being helped through pri-
vate sponsorships of NGOs and various
private communities. Millions have
been pledged by the likes of Google,
Ikea and Chobani to the UN (UNHCR,
2016). Though the actions of the civil
society and private sector are com-
mendable they are not nearly enough
and the need comprehensive and reso-
lute support from governments is need
of the hour.

5 Concluding Re-
marks

In an effort to dissect the sociopolit-
ical and ethical conundrum that has
come to be known as the refugee cri-
sis, we took a critical look at Merkels
policy response to the said crisis. As
such, we discuss some of the initiatives
undertaken by the EU and Germany
in particular. However, we did not re-
strain our arguments to the EU alone.
In fact, it is asserted that in todays in-
terconnected world, it is impossible to
separate cause and effect or fix respon-
sibility on the geographical map. To
bolster our arguments, we drew on em-
pirical evidence and metrics in an effort
to limit the pull of our preconceived
notions about these sensitive issues.
However, the lack of policy response
by Germany and wider global com-
munity could neither withstand the
test of economic realism nor could it
muster any moral muscle. Pointing out
glaring flaws and half-heartedness in
the widely perceived open-door policy
of Merkel, we suggested some plausi-
bly effective alternatives not just for
Germany and the EU, but for the
wider global community. From short-
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term initiatives like the Orderly Depar-
ture program (ODP), quota housing
to long-term policy shifts that that re-
duces the stifling border controls that
continue to limit human endeavor to
reach its true potential.

6 Postscript: The EU-
Turkey deal

During the course of finishing this es-
say, a landmark deal between the EU
and Turkey was signed. Due to the rel-
evance with our topic, it was thought
to be important to discuss some of its
facets and consequent implications in
light of what was said above. The deal
was voted into legislation on the 1st
of April 2016, although the agreement
was made about a week earlier. Under
the agreement, or more appropriately
transaction, all irregular migrants ar-
riving in Greece from Turkey were
to be immediately deported (without
due process). Further, for every Syr-
ian refugee returned to Turkey from
Greece, the EU would accept a Syrian
refugee directly from Turkey (hence,
the transaction). Nevertheless, there
is a cap of 72, 000 put in place. In
return, the process of visa liberaliza-
tion for Turkish nationals will be sped
up; perhaps a back door ploy to get
the possibility of EU membership back
on the table. Even more seriously, this
move showcases the barefaced oppor-
tunism by Erdogans Turkey in trying
to profit from unspeakable plight and
suffering of the refugees.

Ever since the deal was struck the
number of people arriving in Greece
has witnessed a steep decline (UN-
HCR, 2016). As a result, the EU
is already hailing the deal as a suc-

cess and seem to be content with this
shortcut to solve the refugee crisis.
It is believed, however, that this is
not only short-sighted but also violates
fundamental human rights on multi-
ple counts. It is of course no coinci-
dence that various human rights orga-
nization are greatly uneasy and per-
turbed with the deal. They have ar-
guing for adverse (direct and indirect)
ramifications generated due to the per-
verse incentives generated due to the
agreement. Within days of the deal,
the UNHCR reported human rights vi-
olations especially regarding the man-
ner in which irregular migrants were
treated. In particular, deportation to
Turkey was so swift that many indi-
viduals were not even given a chance to
register nor apply for asylum. The lack
of transparency is another valid con-
cern raised. Specifically, UNHCR and
other human rights organizations have
voiced their concern regarding how lit-
tle transparency Turkey is displaying
in handling the individuals once they
are under its jurisdiction (UNHCR,
2016). There has been a definite lack
of clarity Katerina Kitidi, Public In-
formation Officer at UNHCR lament-
ing upon trying albeit unsuccessfully
to gain access to Turkeys deportation
camps (quoted in the Guardian, 2016).
At the same time, refugees in dire situ-
ations have started opting for the more
dangerous sea routes via Libya, Egypt
and Morocco. This clearly will not
only further fuel the already booming
black market but might result in much
higher human costs. The brunt of all
this is of course felt by none other than
the victims, while Turkey benefits from
the transaction by bearing no costs.

Now, let us turn to the role of
Chancellor Merkel in facilitating this
agreement. In fact, it was she who ef-
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fectively finalized this deal with Turkey
on the behalf of the EU. But, one
would ask why? A closer inspection re-
veals that the agreement tacitly takes
care of a few politically expedient mat-
ters that she could not settle politi-
cally at home. For one, the deal has
allowed the Chancellor to set aside the
issue of setting a cap or quota on the
number of individuals arriving in Ger-
many, a move she was hard pressed to
adopt by political rivals in Germany.
As mentioned above, she has been
quite successful in resisting the oppo-
sitions request to cap the number of
refugees arriving in Germany, whereby,
she was able to garner a positive and
liberal image [even win a Nobel Peace
Prize nomination] and please the pro-
refugee lobby. This soft-image of Ger-
many was much needed in light of Ger-
manys overbearing role in the Euro-
pean Debt Crisis. Further, this deal
allowed Chancellor Merkel to not re-
cant her initial statement amid mount-
ing domestic pressure, which would
have sounded a grave political blow to
her. Additionally, Chancellor Merkel
has been able to achieve deportation
of refugees without getting German
hands dirty. Given her initial stance,
her own political past and German
historical context, the requirement of
refugees to be removed directly from
Germany might be borderline polit-
ically impossible. However, a more
tactful (and sly) solution was sought
through this deal i.e. returning them
before they could ever make it to Ger-
many or one of the other European

states. Even though every individ-
ual has the right to make an asy-
lum application as per international
law, but under this deal a convenient
loophole is generated. Each individ-
ual arriving via Turkey, a safe third
country can be deemed irregular and
thus returned via Greece. As such,
Chancellor Merkels Germany is able
to send back people even before they
can set foot in the country, ironic for
the land that hails itself as welcom-
ing. Thus, the deal symbolizes du-
plicity and hypocrisy, perhaps on par
with the morally bankrupt oil rich Gulf
States.

Germany and many of its European
peers are able to keep their reputations
unsullied; they remain liberal, civi-
lized, progressive, and humane, while
Turkey takes one for the team it des-
perately wishes to join. However, if
the EU really symbolizes the progres-
sive political unit it claims to be and to
do justice to European ideals enshrined
in the treaties in the aftermath of
the World Wars, at the minimum, the
EU needs to implement a transparent
program (like the ODP); accept and
embrace rather than shift and evade
responsibility. A program that al-
lows independent organizations access,
where government heavy-handedness
is checked is what is needed. There-
fore, the deal seems more like a victory
for Germany and Turkey. It stands to
benefit (politically and economically),
both these countries but not the people
it markets itself to help and protect.
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