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Editorial

This edition of Humanitarian Exchange is dedicated to the humanitarian response to
theinflux of refugees and vulnerable migrantsinto Europe over the pastyear. One of the
most notable features of the European response, as Pamela DeLargy notes in her lead
article, is the central role volunteers have played - in stark contrast to the much slower
response of international agencies and donors. Laetitia de Radigues and Ludovico
Gammarelli give an overview of the European Commission’s response. Key findings of
research led by Coventry University on the complex picture of migration into Greece
are summarised by Heaven Crawley, while Jessica Hagen-Zanker and Richard Mallett
highlight the limitations of deterrence policies in determining people’s migration
choices. Amelia Stoenescu and colleagues report on International Organisation for
Migration (IOM) data and information-sharing systems to track movements in the
Western Balkans, while Gareth Walker discusses the challenges of addressing the
health needs of mobile populations.

Returning to the issue of volunteerism, John Borton reflects on the potential implications
for humanitarian action, while Emma Eggink and Melinda McRostie give a first-hand
account of the evolution of the Starfish Foundation, a grassroots volunteer initiative
on Lesvos. The contribution of Hellenic Red Cross volunteers is highlighted by Kate
Latimir, and Rachel Erskine and Katie Robertson outline RedR’s training programme for
volunteers. In a pair of articles, Elodie Francart, Michaél Neuman and Angélique Muller
reflect on Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF)’s experience in Brussels and northern France in
engagingwith NGOs,volunteer groups, municipal officialsand political activists. Alexandre
Le Cleve, Evangeline Masson-Diez and Olivier Peyroux underline the predicament of
unaccompanied children in camps in northern France and along the Channel coast, while
Minh Tram Le and colleagues highlight the importance of infant and young child feeding
for refugees stranded in Greece. The edition ends with articles by Emily Whitehead and
Theo Hannides and colleagues reflecting on the findings from an independent evaluation
of the Start Network’s collaborative response and the findings of Start-funded research
on the information and communication needs of refugees in Greece and Germany.

Editorial photos:
Left: A boat full of refugees from Syria and
Afghanistan is helped by volunteer life-guards,

after reaching the island of Lesvos, Greece.

Top: The new Grande Synthe camp near Dunkirk,
France.

Middle: A pile of discarded lifejackets in Lesvos,
Greece.

Bottom right: AUNHCR staff member helps a cold
and wet refugee child on Lesvos, Greece.

As always, we welcome any comments or
feedback, which can be sent to
hpn@odi.org.uk or to the HPN Coordinator,
203 Blackfriars Road, London SE1 8NJ.
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Volunteers help a Syrian refugee ashore on Lesvos, Greece.
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Refugees and vulnerable
migrants in Europe

Europe’s humanitarian response to refugee and migrant flows:

volunteerism thrives as the international system falls short

Pamela Delargy

In May, the World Humanitarian Summit brought govern-
ments, the UN, NGOs and the private sector together for
wide-ranging discussions on how to improve humanitarian
response through innovative thinking, better coordination
and stronger participation. Yet even as leaders were pledging
their commitment to humanitarian principles and standards,
families from Aleppo weresittinginthe hotsunin Greece, many
without even basic shelter. These people were emphatically
not ‘participating’ in the planning for their well-being or being
‘empowered’ in their relationships with local authorities. Child
refugees travelling alone were left to fend for themselves in
Athens, Paris, Rome and Calais, exploited and abused. Across
Europe, the birthplace of modern humanitarianism, women
who had suffered egregious sexual exploitation and violence
in Libya were labelled economic migrants, not refugees, and
thus deemed not eligible for either asylum or humanitarian
assistance. Although some European states offered asylum
and a future to those arriving, many others did not.

Europe’s actual humanitarian response must be judged a failure
inmany respects; basic needs have not been metand vulnerable
people have not been protected. The lack of agreement
about ‘burden-sharing’ in the region, rising xenophobia and
Islamophobia, fear of terrorism and the demonisation of
refugees and migrants have all played a role in creating this
chaotic situation. Meanwhile, poorer countries in regions that
host the great majority of the world’s refugees are asking why
they are expected to respect humanitarian standards and
refugee law when wealthy Europe has chosen not to.

A sudden surge - but a predictable one

The numbers were big, and sudden, but not entirely unpredict-
able: there had been a steady movement of refugees and
migrants into Europe for decades, but from summer 2015 the
numbers taking the Balkan route increased dramatically. Over
a million people sought refuge in just a few months. Yet this
should not have been a complete surprise. Flight to Europe,
after all, is linked to humanitarian challenges elsewhere.
Insufficient funding for the Syrian regional humanitarian
appeal meant a loss of services for more and more Syrians in
the region. Combined with restrictions on employment and
the depletion of savings, this prompted many to look for a

more secure future elsewhere. Afghans, cut off from traditional
routes east due to the draconian sea interception policies
adopted by Australia, joined Syrians on the Balkan route to
Europe. Lack of employment and educational possibilities for
urban Eritrean refugees in Sudan and Sudanese refugees in
Egypt led young people to risk the route through Libya to Italy.
WarinYemen pushed long-settled Somalirefugees back across
the Red Sea to became part of the flow of people from the Horn
of Africa to Libya and Italy. Thus, the flight to European shores
reflected not only the pull of greater long-term security in
Europe, but also the failure of the international humanitarian
community to meet basic needs in other places.

State responses

European governments varied widely in their willingness to
provide humanitarian support. Many simply failed to respond,
whether out of inexperience, lack of resources (Greece) or
outright hostility to the refugees (sometimes on religious or
cultural grounds). Some states even exacerbated the crisis
by purposely making movement as difficult as possible by
closing borders or forcing people to walk long distances (when
it would have been relatively simple to provide transport) or
by punishing refugees with detention, family separation and
sometimes physical violence. In short, state responses often
made the humanitarian situation worse, either as a reflexive
hostileresponse to whatwasseenasan ‘invasion’ orasa policy
justified as a deterrent to new arrivals. In fact, deterrence
has been a persistent theme in European policy discussions.
Politicians across the continent have defended all manner of
security responses as deterrents, including suggesting that
expanding maritime search and rescue operations would only
encourage more people to come. The refusal to provide basic
humanitarian support to refugees and to have them suffer on
the streets has even been claimed as a ‘humanitarian’ policy
since it might prevent more people from risking their lives on
dangerous sea crossings.

Humanitarian challenges

The demographics of the movement to Europe have changed
constantly, along with the routes, meaning that it has not been
easy to profile humanitarian needs at any one point in time.
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Earlier movements on almost all routes were composed of
young men, with few families, but this changed quickly on the
Balkan route in the summer of 2015 when women and children
joined. More recently, the Libya-Italy route has seen a dramatic
increase in young women, and the numbers of unaccompanied
children have also increased substantially. Not knowing who
was where and not predicting migration patterns impeded
humanitarian response planning, and data and information
systems to track arrivals had to be developed.

Another important factor has been people’s constant mobility.
In many humanitarian settings, people flee seeking safety
and arrive somewhere where they stay for a while (even for
years), and basic services can be established and humanitarian
assistance delivered in a relatively stable setting. Humanitarian
agencies are very familiar with the delivery of camp-based
services, but the refugees arriving in Europe have been
extremely mobile, and often determined to keep moving to
a particular further destination. Humanitarian responders -
established humanitarian groups as well as volunteers - had
little experience designing responses for transient populations.
Traditional humanitarian actors also had limited experience in
the European context and no presence in affected areas. The
international humanitarian system, largely designed to deal
with displacement in other, poorer regions, was blindsided by
the sudden arrival of a million refugees into Europe.

Most international humanitarian organisations had no opera-
tional agreements with European governments, no presence in
refugee-affected areas, no funding lines for European activities
and nowaysto mobilise resources for aresponsein Europe. Many
also feared getting involved. After all, if an agency is dependent
on, say, UK government funding, it might not be a good idea to be
seen to be helping out in Calais. There was great dithering about
mandates for action. The international humanitarian system
- so often led by European NGOs and funded by European
states and the European Union (EU) - faltered when it had to be
mobilised on European territory. Agencies with long experience
negotiating humanitarian access in places like Sudan, Myanmar
or Syria seemed to have no idea how to negotiate with the
mayor of Calais. Médecins du Monde (MDM) was the first of the
big humanitarian agencies (and the only one) to establish a
presence in summer 2015 in the Calais ‘jungle’, but struggled to
find funding from any traditional donors. Many of the traditional
agencies took time to establish programmes in Greece and
still do not work in the rest of Europe. National and local Red
Cross societies performed heroically in some countries and
communities, but did nothing at all in others.

The role of volunteers

While the big agencies debated and traditional donors delayed
funding, individual citizens and community groups across
Europe started providing for humanitarian needs. The role of
volunteers in the European response has been truly remarkable,
as ‘everyday’ humanitarians responded in dozens of ways:
collecting and sorting clothes or food for distribution, providing
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first aid, building shelters, rescuing people from the sea, cooking,
setting up laundries, starting libraries and language courses,
digging drainage ditches and putting in water pipes. You name
it, volunteers have done it. In transit sites such as Budapest,
volunteers greeted exhausted refugees with snacks, blankets
and medical care. In Greece and ltaly, fishermen rescued
people from the sea and local villagers fed and clothed them.
In Calais, volunteers came to help the small French community
organisations that for years had been struggling to provide
assistance and advocate on behalf of refugees. They not
only built shelters and brought supplies, they also organised
themselves into sectors — water and sanitation, shelter, health -
replicating the cluster system common to emergency responses
throughout the world. Volunteers began to do professional needs
assessments. A team from Birmingham University, appalled
at conditions in Calais, conducted a hygiene and sanitation
assessment which was eventually used in the French courts to
force the municipality to provide improved water and sanitation.
Many early Calaisvolunteers moved onto help in Greece as Syrians
began arriving on the islands. They helped local communities to
rescue and care for refugees for months before any of the major
humanitarian agencies began to respond. Even today, volunteers
- both Greek and from elsewhere in Europe - bear the brunt of the
humanitarian response in Greece. Thousands more are a lifeline
for refugees all over Europe.

While the vitality of the humanitarian spirit in so many
Europeans is reassuring, the heavy dependence on volunteers
also presents challenges for humanitarian action. Although
volunteers have tremendous energy and a can-do spirit,
many are untrained and inexperienced; this can lead to
uncoordinated and sometimes ill-advised responses and also
to their own burn out. Another consequence of depending
on volunteers is that where humanitarian standards are not
being applied (or are not even known), humanitarian response
can be compromised. The role of volunteers in the European
response deserves serious research, not only as a way to
understand and improve the response but also to help in other
regions where local responders are becoming more and more
important components of humanitarian action.

Information, communication and social
media

As usual, refugees themselves have been creative, resilient and
their own best advocates and information providers. While
the EU came up with plan after (mechanical) plan for the ‘fair’
relocation of refugees within EU Member States (which many
membersflatoutrejected), states debated nationalimmigration
and asylum policies and humanitarian agencies debated their
roles, refugees took action to seek their own solutions and find
their own protection. They used their own means of information
sharing and lesson learning to get access to basic services.

Many observers have noted the importance of mobile phones
in the European migration (though too many foolishly ask
whether a ‘real’ refugee would have a mobile phone, implicitly



highlighting the stereotype of the deserving refugee as
someone far away and very poor). Indeed, the constant
sharing of information on route closures and means of

transport, and the regular updates to family and friends, have
been a prominent aspect of this population movement. The
use of social media like Facebook and WhatsApp has been
an important feature of the communication patterns among
refugee groups (as well as smuggling networks). But social
media has also been absolutely critical for the recruitment
and organisation of volunteers. There are hundreds of
Facebook sites where volunteers share information. Although
some groups and governments have begun to recognise
the importance of social media for reaching refugees and
migrants, the main focus so far seems to be establishing
campaigns to discourage people from migrating, such as the
new Italian campaign featuring refugees and migrants sharing
their negative experiences and disappointments about
migration. Much more could be done to support refugees
using social and other media.

So, what now in Europe?

Understanding more about what has happened in Europe,
including the distinctive aspects of the humanitarian context,
can be a start towards improving the situation. But it is clear
that the problems are not primarily logistical or organisational.
The primary impediment to effective humanitarian action
in Europe right now is the lack of political will on the part of
European governments and the inability of the EU to achieve a
consensus on migration and refugee policies. The humanitarian
community cannot remain isolated from the larger political
debates about migration policies because these policies are
largely determining the humanitarian space in Europe.

Day after day, policies adopted across Europe undermine or
violate humanitarian principles. What do neutrality and imparti-
ality mean when some people are provided with protection
or assistance simply because of their nationality? Or when
some are demonised and discriminated against based on their
religion? What does independence mean when the Red Cross in
one country is a major humanitarian responder, but in another
is inhibited from assisting people labelled as ‘illegals’ or ‘alien
invaders’? And what about humanitarian standards? Should
it not be shocking that a displacement camp in Darfur has
better sanitation, nutritional support, shelter, health care and
protection programmes than the places where refugees are
staying in Greece or France?

Much of Europe is focused on stopping migration and asylum-
seeking, not on protecting people and ensuring human
rights. The EU agreement with Turkey in March 2016, though
marketed in humanitarian terms, was primarily designed to
stop the inflow of refugees into EU territory through Greece
by returning new arrivals to Turkey in exchange for taking
selected refugees directly from Turkey. The agreement also
provides for up to €3 billion for refugee support in Turkey and
theelimination of visarestrictions for Turkish citizens travelling
to Europe. It is so flawed that Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF)
decided to refuse EU funding rather than compromise its
positions on human rights and refugee law. Dozens of other
NGOs have also condemned the agreement as a violation of
non-refoulementin refugee law, and some have decided not to
work in Greece given the conditions. EU initiatives with African
governments after the Valletta Summit on African-European
migration in late 2015 have focused on limiting migration by
strengthening African border controls and security, as well
as providing assistance with job creation in an attempt to
discourage out-migration. Agreements with countries such as
Sudan, Ethiopia and Niger are also worded in humanitarian
language, but based on questionable assumptions about
migration decision-making, at the very least. Many observers
see all of these agreements as an attempt to pay others to stop
people from moving to Europe, no matter the human rights
implications. Whether motives are mixed or not, it is clear
that the resources devoted to attempts to control migration
- whether on security and border controls or deterrence and
‘incentivisation’ efforts - dwarf the resources being allocated
to actual humanitarian response.

The greater the investment in security and border controls,
the more dangerous the journey to Europe becomes, and
the more lives are lost. Establishing safe, regular and orderly
means of seeking asylum is crucial. Acceptance of greater
numbers under the UN High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) third-country resettlement programme could be part
of such an effort. At the UN in September, European countries
join the rest of the world in pondering how to deal with the
global migration challenge, and to determine how refugees
and others can be protected. Better policy based on better
thinking is urgently needed.

Pamela DeLargy is on loan from the UN Population Fund (UNFPA)
as Senior Advisor to the UN Special Representative for Migration.
Sheis also a Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Global Affairs at the
London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE).
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Applying the European Commission’s humanitarian expertise to

respond to needs inside Europe

Laetitia de Radigues and Ludovico Gammarelli

The European Union (EU) is the main humanitarian donor
worldwide. The European Commission, through its Directorate-
General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid
Operations (DG ECHO), has over the past 25 years provided
funding and expertise to address needs caused by natural
disasters and conflict. The Treaty of Lisbon underpins the EU’s
commitment to provide assistance, relief and protection to
victims of natural or man-made disasters around the world,
and to support and coordinate the civil protection systems of
its Member States. The humanitarian model established in the
Treaty therefore identifies a clear role for European humanitarian
aid torespond to needs outside of the EU. Today, however, the EU
faces an unprecedented humanitarian emergency inside its own
territory, raising new challenges for the European Commission.

EU humanitarian assistance and refugee
response

Between January 2015 and February 2016, over 1.1 million
people made their way to the EU, escaping conflict and
poverty in their countries and seeking a better and safer life.
The majority of these people used the Western Balkan route,
reaching the Greek islands by boat from Turkey, continuing
on to the mainland and the northern border of Greece and
crossing into the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM) and then onwards to Central and Northern Europe.

EU humanitarian aid has been active in countries of origin
(Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan) and in countries of arrival and transit,
including Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey, FYROM and Serbia. Globally
in 2015, the European Commission allocated almost three-
quarters of its annual humanitarian aid budget (over €1 billion)
to projects helping refugees and internally displaced people.
The Commission supports refugees in Turkey who have fled
violence in both Syria and Iraq, with particular emphasis on
vulnerable people living outside of camps. Since the beginning
of the Syria crisis in 2011, the Commission has provided a total
of €455 million in assistance in Turkey, including humanitarian
aid and longer-term assistance. In November 2015, the EU set
up the Refugee Facility for Turkey, through which EU institutions
and Member States have committed to funding up to €3 billion.

EU humanitarian funding in the non-EU countries along the
Balkan route (FYROM and Serbia) assists refugees, asylum-
seekers and migrants in need and contributes to the provision
of emergency assistance in places with high concentrations of
refugees, including borders and registration points. Funding
of over €21m is enabling nine partners to provide people in
need with key essentials such as temporary shelter, food,
health services and protection, in particular child protection.
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Establishing a new humanitarian
instrument

Migration is not a new phenomenon in Europe, and European
institutions have over many years developed a series of tools
to address the needs faced by people on the move. To tackle
the current migration crisis, the European Commission,
throughits Directorate-General for Migration and Home Affairs
(DG HOME), mobilised two main instruments, the Asylum,
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) and the Internal
Security Fund (ISF) and the Fund for European Aid to the
Most Deprived (FEAD) through its Regional Policy Directorate
General (DG REGIO).

When the borders along the Western Balkan route were closed
in March 2016, more than 55,000 people were left stranded in
Greece. To supportthe Greek authorities as well as international
organisations and NGOs operating in Greece in managing the
refugee crisis, the Commission has awarded over €345m under
these instruments since the beginning of 2015. This emergency
funding comes on top of the €509m already allocated to Greece
under the national programmes for 2014-2020. Greece itself
responded generously to the needs of refugees, both through
informal private groups of volunteers and with a significant
effort by the Greek government to coordinate relief efforts and
provide direct assistance. In December 2015, when the situation
in Greece stretched available resources beyond their limit,
Greece appealed to other European civil protection agencies
for help. Through the Union Civil Protection Mechanism (UCPM),
coordinated by the Commission, in-kind support such as
shelter, hygiene materials and medical supplies was provided
to help Greece cope with the increasing number of arrivals.
This request is still open, and some civil protection agencies
continue to provide materials and expertise today.

The magnitude of needs made it clear that an exclusive res-
ponse by national authorities was not sufficient, despite the
tremendous efforts made by the Greek authorities, assisted
by local initiatives, to organise the reception of hundreds
of thousands of refugees. The presence and engagement of
humanitarian NGOs and international organisations provided
national first responders with technical capacity, but lacked
the necessary financial support. With their role becoming more
and more important, funding and coordination became crucial
requirements to ensure a more flexible and timely response.

On 19 February 2016, the European Council called for urgent
and concrete proposals from the Commission to ‘put in place
the capacity for the EU to provide humanitarian assistance
internally’. The Commission responded immediately with a



>

Two young girls walk through a makeshift camp near the village of Idomeni in Greece.

proposal for a new Regulation to provide emergency financial
supportforhumanitarian relief operations, to support Member
States and complement their actions. The Council adopted
the Regulation on 15 March.

Following a needs assessment to determine funding priorities,
on 19 April, just five weeks after the adoption of the Regulation,
European Commissioner Christos Stylianides announced a
first allocation of €83m to eight organisations: the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the International Fede-
ration of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, Oxfam, the
International Rescue Committee, the Danish Refugee Council,
Arbeiter-Samariter-Bund Deutschland, Save the Children and
Médecins du Monde (MDM). At the time of writing (August 2016),
an additional allocation of up to €115m is under discussion to
address four operational priorities:

1. Shelter: ‘winterising’ existing sites, potentially
opening new sites and upgrading some sites in line
with plans designed by the Greek authorities.

2. Multi-Purpose Cash Transfer: developing full coverage
of needs including food and non-food items, transport
and phone communication.

3. Education: supporting plans developed by the Greek
Ministry of Education.

4. Unaccompanied Minors: providing residential options,
including care, case management and psychosocial
support.

Challenges

For an institution used to funding humanitarian aid outside
the EU, providing emergency assistance within the Union was
not without challenges.

The Emergency Support Instrument (ESI) mirrors the practice
of EU humanitarian aid provision outside the EU, which is
provided based on needs and on the humanitarian principles
of humanity, impartiality and neutrality. Impartiality
requires that humanitarian aid must be provided solely on
the basis of need, without discrimination between or within
affected populations. Given that Greece has been suffering
from a deep economic crisis, Greek nationals in need could
also have been included in the target population. The
general assessment of the Commission’s humanitarian aid
partners, and of the Greek authorities, was that refugees,
asylum-seekers and migrants lacking access to services and
family networks were in most need. Services provided with
this new funding would not cover the local population, which
could be supported by other EU-funded instruments. In

terms of operational priorities, the ESI would not be involved
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in relocation, resettlement and return schemes, which are
funded by other Union instruments.

Independence refers to the freedom of humanitarian objectives
from political, economic, military or other objectives, and
ensures that the sole purpose of humanitarian aid is to
relieve and prevent the suffering of victims of humanitarian
crises. In this sense, in order to preserve the independence of
humanitarian partners it is important to distinguish between
the support provided by the European Commission to the
management of migration politics and the funding of emergency
relief operations for the benefit of refugees, asylum-seekers and
migrants. Humanitarian aid is not a crisis management tool.

One illustration of this is the operational decision to exclude
the so-called ‘hotspots’ from the funding provided through
the ESI. After the EU-Turkey Statement of 20 March, these
‘hotspots’ became closed centres with a prominentfunctionin
the management of asylum processes, and hence instruments
of a migration and asylum policy that is not the primary
objective of the ESI. As such, despite being fully coordinated
with the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), Frontex, the
Greek Asylum Service and other actors operating inside the
centres, the ESI does not fund operations in them, although
should needs require the expertise of a humanitarian partner
the ESI could be activated to support this.

Another prerequisite was to find the additional financial
resources required without having a detrimental effect on
levels of humanitarian assistance provided outside the
territory of the EU. This has been resolved by using funds
exclusively earmarked for internal use. However, with €83m
already contracted and up to €614m more budgeted in 2016-18,
theresponse to the emergency in Europe might look high when
compared to other humanitarian crises outside of the EU. Two
points are worth making: first, a humanitarian crisis affecting a
Member State of the EU is a whole new theatre of humanitarian
operations, requiring a much higher initial investment in
the development of infrastructure, partners’ capacities and
coordination models; and second, such a crisis calls for a much
higher commitment from the EU budget compared to crises
where other donors are also actively involved.

Funding humanitarian assistance in a Member State for the
first time might have challenged the principle of impartiality.
In fact, most EU-funded policies are implemented through
Member States. However, mirroring the practice of humani-
tarian aid outside of the EU, the ESI preserved partners’
independence by excluding the national authorities as a
potential operational partner. In doing so attention must
be paid to the need to ensure good coordination between
humanitarian partners and the authorities, which remain
in charge of the overall response. In the case of Greece,
a regular coordination meeting allows dialogue and the
exchange of views between the humanitarian partners, DG
ECHO, and the Greek authorities.

Conclusion

Facing the largest refugee movement in Europe since the
Second World War, the EU has succeeded in mobilising fresh
resources to address the needs of these people, aiming
to show solidarity, both towards refugees and towards
the Member States that find themselves on the front line.
Maintaining humanitarian principles as the common theme
for its action, the Commission’s efforts have focused on its
traditional role of addressing human suffering, with particular
attention to the most vulnerable.

The support provided so far has allowed more than 40,000
refugees and migrants to access basic medical services;
30,000 to benefitfrom psychosocial support;improved water
and sanitation facilities, including gender-adapted facilities,
for 37,000 people; and put in place child-friendly spaces. As
needs evolve, the Commission and its partners will have to
demonstrate flexibility and the capacity to intervene in a
continuously changing context, which may include opening
new operations in other Member States should the need
arise.

Laetitia de Radigues and Ludovico Gammarelli, European
Commission, Directorate General for European Civil Protection
and Humanitarian Aid Operations (ECHO). Responsibility for
the information and views set out in this article lies entirely
with the authors.

Beyond ‘mass movement”: understanding the dynamics of migration

into Greece

Heaven Crawley

In 2015, a million refugees and migrants crossed the
Mediterranean to Europe in search of safety and a better life.
The vast majority (84%) of these people arrived by sea to
Greece, crossing the Aegean from departure points dotted
along the Turkish coast. In the last four months of 2015 the
narrative of Europe’s ‘migration crisis’ - which had been

10 | Refugees and vulnerable migrantsin Europe

dominated by the stories of hundreds of people drowning in
the Mediterranean between Libya and Italy earlier in the year -
came to be defined instead by stories of hundreds, sometimes
thousands, of people arriving every day on the Greek islands
of Lesvos, Kos and Chios. Images of boats carrying desperate
men, women and children landing on the beaches, to be met



A man lifts his son in the air after reaching Lesvos, having crossed from the coast of Turkey to Greece.

by volunteers who had travelled to Greece to assist with the
humanitarian effort, and of celebrities and politicians visiting
to see what was happening for themselves, filled newspapers
around Europe and across the world.

But these stories of ‘mass movement’ into Greece conceal
a much more complex picture. Migration policy is currently
driven by moral and political panic, patchy knowledge and
broad assumptions about the people at the heart of the
story: refugees and migrants themselves. Understanding
the dynamics of migration across the Aegean provides an
insight into the needs, fears and aspirations of those on the
move, enables a more effective humanitarian response and
challenges political and media representations of refugees
and migrants as an undifferentiated mass.

Since September 2015 a team of researchers led by Coventry
University has been examining the dynamics, determinants,
drivers and infrastructures underpinning recent migration
across, and loss of life in, the Mediterranean.! Our research
in Greece took place between September 2015 and January

1 The MEDMIG project is funded by the UK Economic and Social Research
Council (ESRC) and the Department for International Development (DFID).
Further information about the project can be found on our website: www.
medmig.info.

2016, when arrivals reached their peak. During that time
we interviewed 215 refugees and migrants in Athens and
Lesvos, and 28 stakeholders from government, international
organisations and civil society. We were also able to observe
events as they unfolded, including political and policy
responses at the local, national and international levels. This
article provides an overview of what we found, focusing on
the reasons why people are on the move, the complex array of
factors that shape the journeys they make and the need for safe
and legal access to protection.

Why people move

According to the International Organisation for Migration (IOM),
90% of those arriving in Greece in 2015 came from just three
countries, Syria, Afghanistan and Iragq. When we asked our
respondents to explain why they had decided to leave their
home countries or the countries in which they were living, the
vast majority (88%) cited conflict, persecutionand humanrights
abuses. The circumstances under which people have been
forced to leave vary considerably by both country of origin and
in relation to the individual, familial and group characteristics
of our respondents. Some people have been targeted for their
involvement in conventional political activity, or the activities
of family members. Others, the majority of those from Syria, left
because theviolence had becomeintolerable and because they
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feared for their safety and that of their families. Often caught
between competing forces (the Assad regime, the Free Syrian
Army, the Kurdish Workers’ Party (PKK), Islamic State (IS) and
others), and subject to almost daily barrel bombings, sniper fire
and other attacks, many had left to find a future and a better
life, particularly for their children.

Syria is not the only country in conflict: indeed, there is
a striking similarity in the experiences of those from Iraq
and Afghanistan, many of whom described situations of
both generalised conflict and violence targeted at specific
groups, often based on religion or ethnicity. In addition
to these general experiences of conflict, three key issues
affected a significant proportion of those interviewed,
namely IS, kidnapping and forced conscription. More than
a quarter (28%) of respondents talked about the impact on
their lives of the arrival of IS, particularly in Syria but also in
Irag, Afghanistan and Yemen. Many respondents described
experiencing detention and torture and being forced to
witness beheadings. They expressed grave concern for the
safety of their families, particularly women (wives, sisters,
daughters) who were perceived to be non-compliant with
strict Sharia laws concerning their dress and behaviour.
Respondents from Syria and Iraq in particular also described
kidnapping as an increasingly common threat to their safety
and that of their families. In Eritrea, Syria and Iran, forced
conscription into the government army, militia or rebel force
was a major factor underlying the decision to leave. Eritreans
in particular described military conscription as a form of
forced or slave labour, with poor working conditions, low or
no salary and no prospects of release.

Conflict has a huge impact on people’s ability to make a
living by killing primary breadwinners, destroying businesses
and making it impossible to travel to work. It also has a
major impact on the economic infrastructure of a country,
significantly increasing the prices of basic goods and com-
modities. In Syria, price increases have been exacerbated by
internal displacement and the movement of large numbers
of people to some of the safer cities. Many of those who leave
situations of conflict find themselves in very difficult economic
circumstances in Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey as a result of
limited rights, exploitation by employers and discrimination in
the labour market (and beyond). These circumstances propel
them onwards. A third (34%) of respondents had moved on
for what might typically be understood as economic reasons:
they were running out of money, found it impossible to secure
employment or were working long hours for very little pay.
With the passage of time and in the absence of a resolution to
the conflicts in their home countries, respondents told us that
they had grown increasingly concerned about the impacts on
their families, and especially their children, many of whom had
been out of school for many years or had health issues.

It is clear that the drivers of migration to Greece are multi-
faceted, and there is often overlap between ‘forced’ and

‘economic’ factors. This poses a significant challenge, both
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for policy-makers - who need to find ways of squeezing
complex human experiences into a series of narrowly defined
categories - and for those providing humanitarian assistance,
who find themselves working with people who may have been
on the move for years, living in poverty and fear, and lacking
access to even basic healthcare and education.

Journeys and decision-making

Media coverage of the arrival of refugees and migrants in
Greece gives the impression of a linear, uninterrupted move-
ment of people heading towards Europe. This is often
represented through graphics depicting arrows from North
Africa and the Middle East into Greece and ltaly.? This
representation is, however, grossly misleading. Our research
instead indicates complex movement in terms of the routes
taken, the number of countries crossed, the mix of regular and
irregular movement within the whole journey and the pointsin
the journey at which the services of a smuggler are engaged.
Migration into Europe is made up of distinct ‘sub-flows’ from
many countries and regions, and includes individuals and
families with diverse trajectories. These flows merge in Turkey
and Libya, explaining, in part at least, the magnitude of arrivals
in Greece and Italy in 2015. There are Syrians coming directly
from Syria and from the Gulf countries, where they had been
labour migrants, and others were living as refugees in Lebanon
or Turkey. Afghans may come directly from Afghanistan, but
also from Iran or from other countries where they have been
living for many years, or may even have been born.

Itis clear from our research that the process by which refugees
and migrants make decisions about where to go is highly
complex and contingent on a range of variables. The asylum
and migration policies of different European countries appear
to play a relatively minor role: refugees and migrants have
only partial information about migration policies in particular
countries, and more than a fifth (22%) of those we interviewed
in Greece told us they did not know which country they wanted
to go to or were heading to ‘Europe’. This was particularly
the case for those with limited education, some of whom
were unaware that Europe comprises different countries. For
them, as for the majority of respondents, the most important
priority was to reach a country in which they felt safe. Where
specific migration policies were cited as influencing decisions,
these were more often related to securing refugee status and
opportunities for family reunification than welfare benefits
or support. In fact, we found that the single most important
factor above all others shaping and informing the decision
about where to go is the presence of family members or other
social contacts (friends, acquaintances) in European countries.
Nearly two-thirds (59%) of those who mentioned a preferred

2 See, for example, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-35486655
inthe UKand http://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/01/world/europe/a-mass-
migration-crisis-and-it-may-yet-get-worse.htm(?_r=0 in the US. Many more
examples can be found through a simple google search of ‘migration to
Europe’.



destination had connections in specific European countries,
and said that this was an important factor influencing
their journey. This was particularly evident among Syrian

respondents, many of whom maintained almost daily contact
with relatives and friends (by telephone, Facebook, WhatsApp
and Viber), but could also be seen among Afghans (travelling
both directly from Afghanistan and from Iran) and Iraqis.

The need for safe and legal routes

Thesituation in Greece has changed dramatically in the period
since we conducted our research. By the end of July 2016,
there had been just over a quarter of a million arrivals by sea
to Europe, the majority (62.5%) crossing to Greece. However,
although more people arrived in the first seven months of
2016 than in the same period in 2015 (160,000 compared to
130,000), the vast majority arrived in the first three months
of the year. Since then, only 8,770 refugees and migrants have
crossed the sea to Greece, compared with 117,662 in the same
period in 2015, a fall of 93%.

The reasons for the dramatic fall in arrivals to Greece since
March 2016 lie not in improvements in the countries from
which refugees and migrants originate (in Syria, Iraq and
Afghanistan the situation has arguably deteriorated over
recent months) but rather in the introduction of policies at
the national and European Union (EU) levels designed to
contain refugees and migrants in Turkey and Greece, thereby
stemming the flow into other parts of Europe and, in turn,
reducing the political crisis with which migration across
the Mediterranean has come to be associated. It is not only
increased security introduced as part of the EU-Turkey deal
which has made the difference. Many of those who had been
intending to travel to Europe from Turkey have decided not
to make the dangerous journey across the Aegean for fear of
being trapped in Greece, with the prospect of detention, no
jobs and limited access to asylum.

Given the limitations of spaceitis not possible to explore these
developments in detail here. The interface between refugee
and migrant flows and the policies of EU Member States is a
focus of our final report. Nonetheless, the evidence presented
here on the drivers, decision-making and destinations of
those who crossed the Aegean to Greece in the final months of
2015 suggests that the pressures that propel people forward
on their journeys are likely to increase rather than decrease
with the passage of time.

Whilst conflict, human rights abuses and persecution continue
to drive people from their homes, efforts on the part of the
EU to significantly expand the opportunities for refugees to

access protection through safe and legal routes have met
with limited success. In May 2015 the Commission presented
a comprehensive European Agenda on Migration which
recognised the need to prevent those fleeing conflict and in
need of protection having to resort to the criminal networks
of smugglers. Yet since then just 8,268 people have been
resettled, mainly from Turkey, Lebanon and Jordan.

The European Commission has acknowledged the need to
significantly increase the scale and speed of resettlement, and
on 13 July announced that a new EU Resettlement Framework
would be established to ensure orderly and safe pathways
to Europe for people in need of international protection. It
remains to be seen whether this will be delivered in practice,
but even if it is the scale of resettlement is likely to be
insufficient to address the considerable, and growing, need.
Around two-thirds of the people crossing the Aegean to Greece
in 2016 are women and children seeking to join male family
members (husbands, brother, sons) who successfully made the
journey to Europe in 2015. As of the end of July, 57,182 people
were stranded in Greece, many of whom have been unable to
access procedures for asylum or family reunification. By mid-
June, the refugee relocation scheme, which the European
Commission has explicitly described as an act of European
solidarity and responsibility-sharing, has relocated just 1,503
people from Greece, 2.2% of the 66,400 originally agreed.

The evidence presented here sheds light on the complexity
of migration flows across the Aegean from Turkey to Greece.
Contrary to the dominant political and media narratives, which
have presented this movement as a single, linear flow, our
research reveals significant variations in terms of the drivers
of migration and the factors that inform refugee and migrant
decision-making, as well as their preferred destinations.
The extent to which policies designed to deter refugees and
migrants can have the effect that is intended or assumed
is challenged by the ad hoc and dynamic decision-making
processes of people on the move. To address such diverse and
composite flowsrequiresacoherent policy responsethatisalso
nuanced, tailored and targeted. Deterrence and containment
policies aimed at immobilising people in countries of origin
or transit without resettlement or humanitarian assistance
will only deepen the human suffering. The absence or slow
realisation of safe and legal access to protection (most notably
resettlement and family reunification) simply increases the
demand for smugglers, pushing people into taking ever more
risky routes into and within Europe.

Heaven Crawley is Chair in International Migration for the

Centre for Trust, Peace and Social Relations at Coventry
University.
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On the limits of deterrence
Jessica Hagen-Zanker and Richard Mallett

Is it possible for European governments to put people off the
idea of migrating?* This is the question we set out to answer in
the summer of 2015, at the height of the so-called ‘migration
crisis’ - the height, at least, as defined by the extent of media
coverage around the time. Our research was motivated by a
desire to interrogate the assumption among European policy-
makers and politicians that it is within the power of states to
stop people from coming to Europe.

In the broadest sense, the European response to mass popu-
lation movements has been guided by strategies of contain-
ment, restriction and deterrence. Rather than welcome,
settle and integrate the new arrivals, European Union (EU)
member states have largely sought to drive them away from
their borders through increasingly restrictive migration
policies. We have seen the construction of border fences, the
militarisation of frontiers (accompanied by violence towards
refugees and migrants), increases in aid to ‘regions of origin’
and countries deemed powerful enough to contain flows,
and the intensification of information campaigns designed to
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convey the risks in journeys to Europe, as well as the lack of
support upon arrival.

Each of these measures are geared towards deterring migration
and are in one way or another premised on the idea that
regulation occurs by changing people’s minds: make the journey
(appear) more difficult or the destination more unwelcoming
and people will think twice about selecting that option; instead,
they might take their chances elsewhere or stay put. To put this
to the test, we talked to people who did make the journey to
Europe, most of them through irregular means. We carried out
52 interviews with Eritrean, Senegalese and Syrian respondents
recently arrived in four European cities - London, Manchester,
Berlin and Madrid. In these interviews, we spent time going
through people’s journeys in great detail, homing in on their
decision points at key moments of the process. We asked why
they left when they did, how they got from place to place and
their reasons for ending up where they have. For the purposes

of this article, we focus on the forced migration of interviewees
from Syria, and to a lesser extent on the journeys of Eritrean

Refugees at the border between Greece and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM).

1 This article is based on J. Hagen-Zanker and R. Mallett, Journeys to Europe:
The Role of Policy in Migrant Decision-making, Insights Report (London:
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Overseas Development Institute, 2016). Some parts of it draw directly on the
original report.



respondents. Given that the experiences of the Senegalese in
our sample are characterised by a non-humanitarian form of
migration, we do not include them in the analysis.

Information drives movement, but trusted
information is what really matters

In one sense, the policy-makers have got it right: people act
on the basis of the information available to them. This squares
with the logic of sending signals that intend to deter migration,
such as the adverts taken out in Lebanese newspapers paid for
by the Danish government highlighting the tough regulations
awaiting any would-be asylum-seekers from the Middle East,
or the messages on the Norwegian government’s Twitter page
threatening Afghans with deportation back to Kabul should they
try to enter the country without documents. Of course, there are
other versions of deterrence policy at play: visa regulations and
carriersanctions are one, asis the securitisation of international
borders, including those beyond European territory. But both
of the above ‘messaging’ cases nonetheless exemplify a long-
popular approach, where ‘new’ pieces of information might
be considered, by their architects, powerful enough to change
people’s minds. The problem with such an approach is that
it essentially operates out of context. The information these
messages contain might be perfectly credible; to many of
us, knowledge about a certain country’s asylum policies or a
particular route’s precariousness would appear useful. Under
certain circumstances, however, there is not a great deal of
value or meaning in their content. Testimonies from Syrians
and Eritreans suggest that they were actually very aware of the
risks awaiting them in transit - but years of exposure to violence
at home had rendered those risks acceptable. In other words,
a dangerous migration became preferable - indeed, became a
more rational choice - than staying put.

The question of whether to cross an international border is
ultimately a subjective one: migrations are driven as much
by people’s perceptions of their circumstances (‘how safe do
| feel here?’; ‘do I think | would fare better elsewhere?’) as they
are by the objective characteristics of those circumstances
(the onset or intensification of conflict, a deteriorating labour
market). Given that such decisions are so intensely personal,
it perhaps comes as little surprise that external information
campaigns have little effect.

Not all information is equal: information does influence the
decision to migrate, but to be meaningful it first needs to be
trusted. Our research suggests that information becomes
trusted or credible when it comes through known personal
recalled
making key decisions on the basis of other people’s advice.

connections. Almost everyone we interviewed

More often than not, these people were members either of our
interviewees’ closest social circles - parents, siblings, good
friends - or of their wider communities. For Syrians, it seems
that some of the most trusted information regarding routes
and options came through Facebook and Whatsapp groups
shared by fellow Syrians who had already made the journey.

This was particularly the case for those moving through the
Balkans route. Likewise with the choice of smuggler: Syrians
transiting through the Balkans tended to work with smugglers
who came recommended by personal contacts. When it comes
to changing someone’s mind about migrating, it seems that
the messenger is as important as the message.

Jobs and education: two things that offset
deterrence policy

Migration policies, and deterrence policies in particular, can
potentially shape people’s decisions on where to go and how
to get there. Just as some pieces of information matter more
than others, so too different kinds of policies exert different
degreesof influence over a person’s thinking. Foryoung people
and those with children - and even for those without, but who
were thinking long term - education was central in shaping
decisions on destinations. People were interested in finding
places with a decent school system. In one focus group with
five Syrian women recently arrived in Berlin, this was the most
influential factor driving their movement towards Germany.
Amin, also from Syria but currently in Madrid, summed it up:
‘When you have children, you need good places’. For people
escaping conflict and oppression, education must also be
seen in the context of lost schooling: migration then becomes
a way, for those affected by chronic humanitarian crises,
of recapturing foregone human capital. It is also part of an
attempt to restore a stronger sense of human dignity and to
re-establish some order and autonomy over daily life.

Work is another key factor driving people towards particular
places. Many of those we interviewed expressed a desire to find
work in the countries they had ended up in, and talked about
this as one of the things that drew them there originally. Abdu,
29, arrived in the UK in 2015 after a year-long journey from
Eritrea. When we talked to him last summer, he explained he
was ‘not waiting for benefits. ’'m not here for that. | want to help
myself. | don’t want to stay in my home every day’. At the time
of our interview, Abdu was spending his days either at the job
centre or simply going from one warehouse to the next, trying
to find out if any work was going. While this search for decent
work might often take peopleto Europe, it does not always start
off that way. Several Syrian interviewees talked about how they
initially had no inclination to spend a small fortune getting to
Germany or Spain, planning instead to reassemble their lives
justacrosstheborderin Turkey or Lebanon. But as Nabil’s story
in the accompanying box illustrates, the challenges associated
with doing so, particularly finding a place in the labour market,
often compel onward movement.

Aside from the presence of family and friends, our interviews
suggest that education and employment are the two most
important factors influencing people’s thinking about where
to go. Following this, it is theoretically possible for European
governments to put people off coming - but only by sending
their countries’ education systems into decline and collapsing
their economies.
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Box 1 Nabil’s story

Nineteen-year-old Nabil was living with his family just
outside Aleppo when the actions of ISIS fighters made
their home unliveable: ‘executions every week, parading
decapitated heads in the central square’. Prior to ISIS, Nabil
explained, he had no intention at all to migrate. But now
more than 90% of his community have left. In January 2015,
Nabil fled to Gaziantep in Turkey, a city not too far from the
border. Once there he tried to find work on construction
sites. But after three months, he was yet to find anything.

It was this inability to scrape a half-decent living across the
border which drove Nabil onwards towards Berlin, where
his older brother had arrived a few months previously.

Diversion is more likely than prevention

The factors that compel people to migrate in the first place do not
appear to bessignificantly offset by European countries’ deterrence
policies. This seems to be because the influence is marginal to
the range of other forces governing migration decision-making
(trusted information, perceptions of opportunity and dignity
abroad). Yet, while we found that deterrence policies don’t stop
people from coming to Europe, they can influence people’s
decision on where to go and how to get there, and, as such, shift
migration flows from one country to another. Hungary provides a
clear example of this. In justifying the decision to build a border
fence, Prime Minister Viktor Orban claimed that Europe had
‘sent out invitations to the migrants’, and that these fences were
key to protecting Hungarians against the ‘brutal threat’ of mass
migration. One government spokesperson put it more directly:
‘This is a necessary step ... We need to stop the flood’.

Through our interviews, we tried to get a sense of how effective
such controls are at changing people’s minds about coming to
Europe. When we posed this question to a group of Syrian men
in Berlin, they told us fences were unlikely to affect people’s
journeys: ‘Syrians will find a way. It may be harder and more
expensive, but they will find another route’. This was clearly
illustrated last summer. Although Hungary (partially) managed
to keep migrants and refugees out once they had built the
fence, at the same time this did not stop people coming to
Europe. Instead, they re-routed themselves through Croatia
and Slovenia. More recent evidence suggests that, with the
latest EU-Turkey deal (deporting people back to Turkey who had
previously entered Greece through irregular means), a decline
in Aegean crossings has been accompanied by a rise in flows
through the central Mediterranean.?

2 ‘Migrant Influx into Italy from Libya Resurging: IOM’, Reuters, 15 April 2016.
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There are two related points here. First, alternatives usually
always exist, and routes perceived as unusable at one point
in time can later emerge as possibilities depending on how
wider circumstances develop. Second, and as mentioned
above, harder or more expensive journeys are often not in
themselves enough of a deterrent to absolute mobility. When
your ‘home’ is consumed by a humanitarian crisis, the level
of risk presented by departure - usually very well understood
by the Syrians we talked to - may be deemed acceptable.

The need for a coordinated European
approach

Governments believe they can control refugee flows. Our
evidence suggests this may be possible in some senses
but not in others. Preventive policies, particularly those
concerned with deterrence, appear to matter little. At best,
direct controls like border fences and detention can divert
flows, essentially passing the buck from one country to the
next, but do not appear capable of preventing movement
in the first place. Thus, while such measures might alleviate
individual countries’ concerns, at the regional EU level they
make no difference.

Of course, research focusing either on people in transit
or on those still deciding whether to travel might reveal a
different picture. It is perfectly possible that some kinds of
people are put off more by deterrence than others - and that
it might play a preventive role in certain circumstances. This
is important further work to be done, which researchers at
ODI will be engaging in this year. But in our study we find
that migration trajectories are influenced less by restrictive
migration policies and more by things like information
transmitted through close social networks, perceptions of
‘welcoming-ness’, labour market opportunities and access
to education.

At its core, this is a regional crisis. Policy-makers should
be stepping away from unilateral policy-making towards a
more coordinated European approach. Given that there is
an inevitability to certain types of (forced) migration, and
that barriers and disincentives to travel are not necessarily
effective, the clear response is to manage it better. Improving
the safety of transit, implementing better European reception
systems and strengthening integration policies are three
obvious measures to that end.

Jessica Hagen-Zanker is a Research Fellow in the Overseas
Development Institute’s social protection team. Richard
Mallett is a Research Fellow at ODI, where he works primarily
on the Secure Livelihoods Research Consortium project.



Applying information management tools to detect and address

vulnerabilities in the context of mixed migration

Amelia Stoenescu, Ivona Zakoska, Daniel Szabo and Debora Gonzalez Tejero

Text message: We don’t have any news if usual schedule of
4 trains (max 940 migrants) in 24 hours will be changed. For
now, only one train is announced for 8.00 PM.

In 2014, the majority of Europe’s mixed migration flows passed
through the Central Mediterranean route, with Italy as the first
point of arrival. By contrast, 2015 saw a significant increase
through the Eastern Mediterranean and Western Balkan
route, which includes Greece, the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM), Serbia, Croatia and Hungary. From the
beginning of 2015 to the end of June 2016, more than a million
refugees and migrants arrived in Greece, including vulnerable
groups such as unaccompanied and separated children,
pregnant women and people with disabilities. National
authoritiesrelied onthe International Organization for Migration
(IOM) information-gathering and -sharing systems to identify
risks and coordinate the humanitarian response. This article
outlines how early warning networks and the Displacement
Tracking Matrix (DTM) helped make regularly updated data
available on migrant routes, numbers and protection risks.

Information gaps in an evolving
emergency

For Europe’s increasing mixed migration flows, the lack of
consolidated information-sharing mechanisms, and the absence
of data on specific risks such as trafficking, soon became
apparent. Considering the scale and speed of migration flows,
traditional counter-trafficking approaches - initial screening
and in-depth interviews - struggled to keep up. Countries in the
region already employed various counter-trafficking measures,
but these identification and assistance mechanisms were quickly
overwhelmed in a context where thousands of people were
crossing borders each day. To contribute to a better-targeted
response and more timely identification of needs, IOM introduced
three systems for information collection and dissemination on
mixed migration flows in the Western Balkans region: an early
warning information-sharing network; a Displacement Tracking
Matrix (DTM); and counter-trafficking surveys.

The Early Warning Information Sharing Network:
the first step in coordinated action

During the peak days in the latter part of 2015, more than 5,000
migrants and refugees crossed the border from Greece to FYROM
each day.* The unprecedented number of people moving across

1 According to IOM and UNHCR estimates just over 10,000 migrants entered
FYROM on 18 October 2015, while the highest numbers were registered on 9
November the same year, when some 11,500 migrants and refugees crossed
the border from Greece.

state borders prompted the FYROM government to declare a
state of emergency in August. With initial support provided
through its Migration Emergency Funding Mechanism (MEFM),
IOM rolled out the Early Warning Information Sharing Network
(EWISN). EWISN is an informal structure for real-time information
exchange between IOM staff, national authorities, other service
providers and civil society organisations providing assistance.
The Network provides 24-hour instant messaging-based
communication between IOM staff regarding mixed migration
flows at transit points throughout the Balkan route. Staff at
different points on the route send texts containing information
on migrant arrivals, migrants on the move and time of departure
from one point, with estimates of when the group will reach the
next point on the route. When, in November 2015, the number of
crossings into FYROM from Greece reached its peak of 102,776
cumulative arrivals a month, the Network was fully operational
and allowed for effective coordination of activities between IOM
staff and institutions, international relief organisations and civil
society organisations active at local level.

Text message: IOM Greece (Athens) to IOM Skopje (October
2015): 1,379 migrants expected to arrive in mainland
between 06:15 and 09:40. The first group is expected to
reach the border after 19:00.

In its initial implementation, EWISN included the Greek islands,
FYROM and Serbia. As mixed migration flows increased signifi-
cantly, other countries, such as Croatia and Hungary, were
added. Information received was disseminated by focal points
to an array of service providers. Through the Network, IOM staff
communicated relevantinformation, forinstance on migrants and
refugees with mobility difficulties, helping national authorities to
organise specific transportation to the next transit point.

Whilst the Network proved highly beneficial in sharing
rapid-action information, it was only the starting point in
understandingthe complexjourneys of migrants and refugees.
To gain better insight into the structure and profile of people
on the move, and the assistance they required, a more in-
depth data collection intervention was required.

The Displacement Tracking Matrix and Flow
Monitoring Surveys: fostering a deeper
understanding of mixed migration flows

Text message: IOM Skopje to IOM Belgrade (October 2015):
Today a train with 8 wagons (app. 1,050 migrants) left at
12.15. Please confirm when train arrives, if field staff is
present at entry point.
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Vulnerable migrants in Gevgelija, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, catching a train to the northern border with Serbia.

Text message: IOM Skopje to IOM Belgrade (November 2015):
Train departing 9.40 a.m. (575 migrants) among which 11
with disabilities and 7 pregnant women (observed).

IOM began rolling out Flow Monitoring Surveys (FMS), a
component of its Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM),
comprising a comprehensive data collection methodology
and standardised questionnaire to be used along the Western
Balkans route. The FMS offer a way of observing and better
understanding trends in mixed migration flows over time
through structured data collection and analysis and interviews
with migrants and refugees. Flow monitoring was implemented
at entry, transit and exit points in Greece, FYROM, Serbia,
Croatia, Hungary and Slovenia. The surveys capture data on
the socioeconomic background of respondents, their country
of origin/habitual residence, reasons for leaving their country
of origin/habitual residence, the routes they have taken to
reach the Western Balkans, who they are travelling with and
their intended countries of final destination. A standard set of
questions is applied across the route to ensure a basis for cross-
reference and analysis.

According to the survey findings, the top five transit countries
outside the Western Balkan route are Pakistan, Iran, Turkey,
Lebanon and Bulgaria. Data gathered through the surveys in
the Western Balkans up to 30 June 2016 shows that, of migrants
interviewed, the most common profile is a 28-year-old male
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who had achieved, up to the point of departure, a secondary
education. Generally, he travels with a group fleeing armed
conflict or political persecution. He usually pays between an
estimated $1,000 and $5,000 for his journey.?

While the Flow Monitoring Surveys and the Network captured
important data on the journeys of migrants and refugees, they
did