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Background: Deterrence
policies and the Nordics

Two overall trends:

e Schism btw European-level measures at the
external borders + beyond and internal
asylum and migration policy

* Back to the Future: 2015+ as a (partial)
return to unilitaralism at EU level: a) internal
border controls; b) indirect deterrence
measures
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Indirect deterrence measures

Nordic immigration policies structured by:
- Geopolitics
- Socioeconomic factors

- Legal landscape

— Favours “indirect deterrence” measures, e.g.

- Access to permanent residence permits / active
reassessment and revocation policies

- Access to family reunification
- Access to welfare and social benefits
- Access to labour market and education

- Freedom of movement / housing
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General developments

Asylum arrivals in Nordic countries
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General developments

Asylum arrivals in Nordic countries — annual percentage change from 1991
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General developments
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PR SRERVBRTIMES 12. NOVEMBER:

- [Norges] returpolitikk
er blant verdens strengeste

- Norge er det mest bestemte

landet av alle europeiske

Stricter asylum regulations in Norway

Regeringen land i & returnere afghanske
har gennemfort asylsakere med avslag
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Are indirect deterrence measures

sustainable?

Principal challenges to indirect
deterrence measures

a) Negative impacts on integration

b) Concern from private sector
about possible branding and
recruitment effects

c) Legal challenges

d) Deterrent effects diminish as a
result of competition/mimicry
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Are indirect deterrence measures
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Are indirect deterrence measures
sustainable?

Principal chaIIenges to indirect HR Committees: Individual complaints against Danish Refugee Appeals
deterrence measures 3 Board
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