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Abstract 

 
The sudden rise of refugees within the territory of the Europe-

an Union in 2015 posed a significant challenge to all members of the 

European Union. Germany initially showed a humanitarian attitude 

towards the refugees detained in Europe and, unlike most other 

member states, pursued a liberal refugee policy. With the increasing 

number of refugees entering German territory uncontrolled, the 

criticism and pressure on the German government grew so that only 

a few months later the Asylum Packages I and II were passed, 

which replaced the liberal policy of Germany and restricted it in 

many areas. This study aims at 1) evaluating whether the Asylum 

Packages can be identified as restrictive and 2) Analyze the factors 

that influenced the shift in Asylum policy. Through an analysis 

based on the theoretical framework of Gibney and Hansen, it was 

found out that Germany did indeed introduce various restrictive 

measures to decrease pull-factors.  

Concerning the influencing factors on restrictive asylum policy 

changes, this study introduces a pluralistic approach based on the 

Complex Political World Theory (복합세계정치론) by Sangbae Kim. 

By doing so, it connects Security concerns, Identity issues, and 

Economic threats as influencing variables which ultimately lead to a 

thresh-hold effect, pushing the government to introduce restrictive 

asylum policies. 

 

Keyword: Refugee“Crisis”2015, Asylum Policy, Securitization, 

Germany, Europe  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1. Study Background 
 

With more than 25.4 million refugees and 3.1 million displaced 

people globally, the refugee crisis of the 21st century is one of the 

most critical humanitarian challenges faced by the international 

community. In 2015, the situation worsened as a result of the civil 

war in Syria, the Middle East, and other crisis regions in Africa. 

The year 2015 was a turning point in the process of dealing with 

refugees in the European Union and its member states. 

  The rapid increase in the numbers of asylum seekers in the ter-

ritory of the European Union in 2015 shaped the term “refugee cri-

sis," which dominated newspapers and political debates significantly. 

The deterioration of humanitarian conditions in neighboring regions 

of the prominent trouble spots in the Middle East, from which most 

refugees originated, also put more pressure on the borders of the 

European Union. As a result, more than 1.3 million asylum seekers 

were registered in the EU in 2015 alone (Eurostat:2017). While the 

asylum policy of the European Union had previously been sharply 

criticized in academia due to the “Fortress Europe”1 approach, it 

could now be claimed that parts of the “fortress” had been broken. 

Especially states located at the immediate borders of the EU were 

overwhelmed by the crisis, resulting in chaotic conditions.  

  Although asylum and migration policy in the European Union has 

initially been regulated by laws and agreements at the European 

level (CEAS, Dublin-III-Regulation), the area of internal security, 

 

1 Currently within the EU-discourse, the term is used to describe a

pejorative description of the state of immigration in the European Un-

ion. This behavior can be in reference either to attitudes toward im-

migration to border fortification policies pursued instance in the Span-

ish North African enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla (Pinos:2009) or to the

system of border patrols and detention centers that are used to prev-

ent illegal immigration into the European Union. 
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asylum, and immigration policy was shaped almost exclusively by 

the sovereignty reflex of the EU member states during the refugee 

crisis. Hungary has secured its borders with fences; Poland also 

refuses to accommodate a more significant number of refugees, and 

Denmark also changed its asylum law into a restrictive direction, 

intending to make the country as unattractive as possible for asylum 

seekers.  

In contrast, Germany and Sweden, for example, showed a 

“friendly face2 and referred both to their values and obligations as 

members of the EU and International Refugee Regimes like the Ge-

neva Convention to help during humanitarian crises.   

  Germany, which traditionally followed a restrictive asylum policy 

and supported the European Union’s asylum-policy framework, in 

which Germany was in theory not in charge for any incoming refu-

gees due to its geographic position, played a surprisingly significant 

role in accommodating refugees stranded all over Europe during the 

“crisis." 35.2% of asylum applications in Europe were registered in 

Germany in 2015, which results in approximately 470.000 registra-

tions (BAMF:2017). This number nearly doubled in 2016 to 

745.000 registrations (BAMF:2017). This significant influx of asy-

lum applications in Germany can be explained with the liberal ap-

proach to asylum policies of the German Government. This pro-

gressive approach was a direct reaction to the restrictive approach 

of various countries near the borders of the EU, which were either 

helplessly overwhelmed and couldn’t guarantee humanitarian con-

ditions for the refugees (ex. Greece), or closed their borders while 

following restrictive measures that were not in alignment with the 

European Union’s asylum framework (Hungary). Faced with the 

deteriorating situations of refugees in other member-states Chan-

cellor Angela Merkel decided in September 2015, together with the 

Austrian Chancellor Werner Faymann to not follow the Dublin III 

Regulation, for refugees to be enabled to reach Germany. During 

 

2 Chancellor Merkel used this expression to defend herself against  

critics of the German "Welcome Policy" 
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this time Merkel’s famous phrase, which shaped the liberal asylum 

policy approach “Wir schaffen das (We can do it)3
” was used ini-

tially and emphasized the initial back-up among the German society 

of the “Willkommens-Politik (Welcome-Policy)” which was not 

only followed by the government but also boosted by citizens' vol-

untary commitment.  

  With the introduction of the Asylpaket (Asylum Package) I and II 

at the end of 2015 and the beginning of 2016, Germany's liberal 

approach to asylum assumedly ends, and it concentrates more on 

blocking refugees to get into German territory and limiting benefits 

for asylum seekers residing inside the borders of Germany. Simul-

taneously to the introduction of the Asylpaket I and II, a shift in the 

perception of asylum-seekers took place in the German society, 

portraying the asylum-seeker as a threat to the nation and viewing 

them through the lens of “otherness4
” in order to divide asylum 

seekers from the “old-established” citizens. This subjective per-

ception of asylum-seekers as a threat aligns itself in the discourse 

of securitization in which a non-existing security threat is subjec-

tively framed as threatening and therefore influences the mood of 

the society and subsequently also the policy-making process.  

 

1.2. Purpose of Research 
 

Germany, which was initially benefitting from the Dublin III 

Regulation and followed a restrictive asylum policy, decided to sus-

pend the Dublin III Regulation without prior informing other Euro-

pean Member-States. Behavior on the nation-state level, which 

 

3 "We can do it", is a statement made by Chancellor Angela Merkel 

at the Federal Press Conference on 31 August 2015 with regard to th

e refugee crisis in Europe from 2015 and the reception of refugees in

Germany (SWR2; 2018). This statement has since been widely echoed

in the media and in political debates. It is regarded as the core slogan

of the "welcome culture (Willkommenskultur)" or “Welcome-Policy 

(Willkommenspolitik)” 
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interferes with the shared European Asylum policy framework, was 

before condemned by Germany, intending to deepen European In-

tegration and a shared European asylum framework. After a high 

influx of incoming refugees and security issues inside the country 

(ex. Mass-Sexual Assaults of women during New Year’s Eve in 

Cologne), criticism from various European member-states and fac-

ing problems concerning the cost and integration of refugees, Ger-

many revised its liberal approach to asylum policy and therefore 

returned to an assumedly more restrictive approach. 

 

The goal of this research is therefore to 1) show whether the 

asylum policy after the introduction of the asylum package I and II 

can be depicted as a restrictive asylum policy and 2) analyze the 

factors which influenced the German Government to rapidly change 

their asylum policy in a short timeframe from a liberal to a restric-

tive one..  

This study, therefore, intends to answer the following research 

question: Does the German Asylum Policy after the introduction of 

the Asylum Package 1 and 2 fulfill the requirements to be depicted 

as a restrictive asylum policy? Furthermore, which factors influ-

enced the German Government to change their policy from abolish-

ing the Dublin III Regulation and following a more liberal approach 

to introducing a more restrictive policy-approach to asylum?  

 

The decisive impetus for the idea of this dissertation came from 

Anina C. Zimmermann's work "Switzerland's State Response on the 

European Refugee Crisis 2015 Identification of Restrictive Policy 

Measures", in which she analyses Switzerland's reaction to the 

worsening European refugee crisis  with the help of the theoretical 

approach by Gibney and Hansen (2013) and shows to what extent 

Switzerland's state reaction and changes in asylum policies can be 

classified as restrictive or progressive. The theoretical background 

used in Zimmermann's work provides an excellent basis for as-

sessing German asylum policy and its orientation. However, in 

Zimmermann's work, the influential factors for the restrictive asy-
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lum policies are only touched upon and not discussed in detail. The 

overcoming of this gap in the academic literature is the end goal of 

this dissertation, which attempts to go beyond the classification of 

the German asylum policy and create a theoretical approach to un-

cover the variables that influence a state to pursue a restrictive 

asylum policy.   

The initial abolishment of the Dublin III Regulation in the Euro-

pean context and its resulting liberalization of German Asylum law 

during the peak-time of the crisis proved the existing consensus in 

academia at first wrong that a high influx in incoming asylum seek-

ers results into more restrictive asylum policies in the potential 

host-countries (see Bloch & Levy 1999; Gibney & Hansen;2013; 

Feller, 2006; Hatton, 2009; Zimmermann, 2017). While the few 

studies that have been published in this field of research, which 

provide a theoretical framework, argue that Germany’s decision to 

suspend the Dublin III Regulation is based on norm-changes in the 

mind of the government (Neumauer, 2019) and focuses mainly on 

the role of Germany as a “humanitarian leader(Matthjis, 2016)” in 

the European Union, the introduction of the Asylum Package I & II 

opens room for doubt of this hypothesizes. 

Therefore this dissertation argues, that 1) in accordance with 

the theoretical framework of Gibney and Hansen the restrictiveness 

of the newly introduced asylum law can be proven and 2) that the 

influencing variable to push restrictive asylum law can only be ex-

plained through a pluralistic approach taking economic issues, se-

curity threats and identity issues into context, which combined 

produce a state of discontent and fear that works as a threshold-

effect in which a government has to react to the citizens’ concerns. 

    

An end of the mass refugee movements is not in sight. Conflicts 

in the Middle East and oppressive regimes in some African nations 

still pressure people into looking for safe heaven somewhere else. 

Garvey (2018) says, “[i]t is the parallel and irreducible reality, 

though, that migrants will choose legal or illegal means depending 

on their own risks versus benefits assessments. Because migrants 
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are human beings already in extremis, push-back through police 

repression of movement and other barriers to staunch the flow is 

prescription for failure. One way or another, people desperate for 

security will move (P.2).” Thus, possibly attractive host-nations 

for asylum seekers like Germany and most member-states of the 

European Union will have to face and overcome the problem of 

mass refugee movements and figure out asylum policies which not 

only prove to be beneficial to themselves and protect the integrity 

of the nation-state, but also ensure that the international responsi-

bility is guarded in a humane way to solve this recently significantly 

worsened global problem. 

   Therefore, it is essential to get a better understanding of the 

alignment of the new German asylum policy introduced by the Asy-

lum Packages and also the reasons behind the change in policies, as 

it will deepen the knowledge behind asylum policymaking in time of 

crises. The European Union initially described its asylum policy as 

humanitarian and in accordance with the international refugee 

framework, considering itself a “role-model." However, with the 

worsening situation during the “refugee crisis” 2015 and the high 

influx of incoming asylum-seekers, national responses of the 

member-states depicted a different picture. Most academic works, 

which analyze the reaction of the European Union to the emerging 

crisis in 2015, illustrate an image of missing solidarity – one of the 

foundation characteristics of the Union – and is thus heavily criti-

cized not only in academia but also by human rights organizations 

and NGOs5.  

   So, the purpose of this research lies in helping to further the 

understanding of the mechanisms that get triggered in asylum poli-

cymaking processes during a crisis and analyze the reasons that 

underlie the further restriction of said policies. Additionally, based 

 

5 For instance, the German NGO ProAsyl wrote “The death at Eu-

rope's borders is not caused by forces of nature or trafficking organ- 

isations, but by [European] asylum policy that forces people seeking  

protection to risk their lives in order to obtain protection (ProAsyl on 

their homepage writing about EU-Asylum law).” 
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on how national actors react to the “crisis," the understanding and 

forming of global asylum laws may change. The significance of this 

study is therefore given due to Germany’s important role in the 

refugee “crisis” and its influential character in the European Union, 

as it could potentially be a model for European-level asylum policy. 

 

1.3. Literature Review  

 

As mentioned before, this dissertation is primarily influenced by the 

work of Zimmermann “Switzerland's State Response on the Euro-

pean Refugee Crisis 2015 Identification of Restrictive Policy 

Measures”, so it is important to emphasize her work in this part of 

the thesis as well. Using Gibney and Hansen's theoretical approach, 

Zimmermann analyzed the extent to which the Swiss government's 

response to the sudden refugee "crisis" was restrictive and what 

deterrence measures were taken to battle the sudden influx of in-

coming asylum seekers. She found out that the government of 

Switzerland showed significant reactions to the categories 1) legal 

changes, 2) cooperation and 3) border control. Afterward, she as-

sessed that in-country measures undertaken by the government 

were mainly positive, and pre-entry measures were made more 

restrictive. Even though Switzerland is not a member of the Euro-

pean Union, it does indeed follow European Asylum Law so that 

Zimmermann’s results could give a first idea on how other states 

following EU law would re-assess their asylum policies in times of 

crisis. Still, the author mentions that the academic discourse about 

prominent European member states like Germany or France offers 

plenty of analyses explaining the state responses of said countries. 

But considering the academic literature concerning itself with the 

German case, it is noticeable, that most research deals with the 

sudden humanitarian approach linked to the “Willkommenskultur” in 

the beginning of the “crisis”, while giving no satisfactory explana-

tion as to why the Asylum Packages I and II were introduced only 

months after the much-discussed humanitarian-liberal approach 
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was introduced. 

Academic literature concerning the recent events of the Euro-

pean Refugee “Crisis” can be categorized into four major cate-

gories: 1) Descriptive analysis of policy changes during the time of 

the “crisis” in Germany, 2) Media-analysis with the focus on the 

image of refugees and emerging right-wing movements, 3) Studies, 

analyzing the problems for deeper European Integration due to the 

emergence of the national sovereignty reflex of the EU-Member 

states and 4) Case-Studies of the German Case focusing solely on 

explaining German politics through a humanitarian-normative 

framework. As previously mentioned, it is crucial to notice that the 

last category is not well-developed yet, and research is still scarce.  

   The descriptive foundation for this study will be built on the first 

category of descriptive analyses of policy changes during the time 

of “crisis” in Germany. An important work worth mentioning is 

Jasmin Lilian Diab’s publication “International Migration and Ref-

ugee Law – Does Germany’s Migration Policy towards Syrian 

Refugees Comply." In this work, Diab gives an extensive overview 

of the previous existing international refugee law, European asylum 

law, and the changes in the German asylum policies during the time 

of "crisis." She later puts the national, supra-national and interna-

tional approaches into context, showing, that German asylum law 

during the time of “crisis” is more based on the global refugee re-

gime built on the Geneva Convention than the European Asylum 

framework, which would be more binding for German politics. As 

this work also highly focuses on the humanitarian approach Germa-

ny followed during the beginning of the crisis, it is highly ques-

tionable if the findings also apply after the introduction of the Asy-

lum Packages I and II. Therefore, the need for a new assessment of 

the German strategy after the introduction of the Asylum Packages 

is once again shown. 

   The second category - Media-analysis with the focus on the 

image of refugees and emerging right-wing movements proves to 

be the most popular research approach. Nevertheless, still existing 

studies often fail to embed the analysis of Media into a theoretical 
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framework. The most prominent work in this category is “Repre-

senting the “European Refugee Crisis” in Germany and Beyond: 

Deservingness and differences, life and death," written by Seth M. 

Holmes and Heide Castenada. Based on the analysis of major Ger-

man media outlets, they analyze the different depictions of the “de-

serving” refugee from the “undeserving” migrant. Holmes and 

Castenada show that representations of refugees in media and po-

litical discourse concerning Germany participate in a Gramscian 

“war of position” over symbols, policies, and, ultimately, social and 

material resources. A similar study that analyzes the image of 

refugees in German media is “Flüchtlinge in den Printmedien” by 

Esther Almstadt. Almstadt focuses on the representation of refu-

gees in the three largest German daily newspapers. Almstadt’s 

work shows that three major categories exist in which refugees 

have been framed in German Media: As extras of the media-staged 

welcome culture, as a symbol of the failure of Europe and as eco-

nomic "enrichment." While both papers help to understand the 

change in the media coverage of refugees in Germany, they fail to 

give a more profound theoretical analysis. Therefore, the outcomes 

of these papers will prove to be very helpful in showing how Media 

played a huge role in the rapid change-process of the German asy-

lum policy but come short in having a substantial theoretical impact 

in International Relations literature.  

   Regarding the third category, Andreas Ette's “Migration and 

Refugee Policies in Germany: New European Limits of Control?” 

provides a “new theoretical framework to understand European re-

sponses to the international migration of people and explains the 

dynamics of Germany’s migration and refugee policy during the last 

two decades. Against traditional theories and their inherent focus on 

the national political sphere, the book highlights supranational (Ette, 

2017, P.54)” and multilevel political processes as increasingly im-

portant factors to account for national policy changes. While this 

work gives an excellent overview of the empirical knowledge need-

ed for the intended study, it falls short in explaining the recent 

emergence of nation-state sovereignty reflexes among the EU-
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member states – especially Germany.  

   The most prominent example of a case study concerning the 

German Case is “Germany’s refugee policy making crisis: How the 

Clash of normative systems affected the decision-making process” 

written by Stefanie Neumauer. Neumauer conducted interviews and 

bases the explanation of decision-making processes for new asy-

lum policy solely on normative changes. By doing so, she does in-

deed give a valuable account of the norm changes on the level of 

citizens, but questions concerning the credibility of her findings on 

the governmental level are left unanswered. Still, her work is of 

great value to get a better understanding for the introduction of the 

humanitarian, liberal asylum approach. 

  In summary, research concerning the topic does exist, but it is 

still in its beginning stages when it comes to the understanding of 

the Asylum Packages I and II,  unlike Zimmermann implied in her 

study. Therefore theory-lead research again proves to be a gap in 

the current academic literature that needs to be filled when analyz-

ing the German policy changes during the refugee “crisis” 2015. 

 

1.4 Theoretical Framework  

    

 After introducing the purpose of the research and the intended 

research-question, which is to be answered in this work, this part 

of the thesis will introduce the foundation of the theoretical frame-

work that is to be used. First, classification-patterns for restrictive 

asylum policies will be presented, which will later be used to an-

swer the question of whether the German asylum policy after the 

introduction of the Asylum Package I and II can indeed be identified 

as a restrictive approach to asylum. After that, factors influencing 

the alignment of asylum policies will be presented. Those will, in 

the analysis-part, be used to explain the sudden change of heart in 

the arrangement of the German asylum policy. 

 

1.4.1. Classification-patterns  
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   The theoretical framework concerning the classification meas-

urements for a restrictive asylum policy will be based on the article 

Asylum Policy in the West: Past Trends, Future Possibilities by 

Matthew J. Gibney and Randall Hansen (2003). In this article, the 

authors analyzed the responses of western countries to asylum. By 

doing to, they established classification-patterns, which with one 

can measure whether a country’s asylum policy falls in the restric-

tive spectrum. Gibney and Hansen identify four primary categories, 

which are each divided into subcategories, that explain patterns a 

(western) nation uses to strengthen their restrictive approach to 

asylum. Those four main categories are 1) Preventing access to 

state territory, 2) Deterring arrivals, 3) Limiting stay, and 4) Man-

aging arrivals.  The goals of those measures are summarized by 

the authors as followed:  

 

“preventing asylum seekers from accessing state territory; deterring po-

tential asylum claims; limiting the amount of time asylum seekers and ref-

ugees spend in the state; and, finally, imposing order on the inward move-

ment of refugees and, to a lesser extent, asylum seekers (Gibney and 

Hansen, P.4).” 

 

In the following, the four main categories and their thirteen subcat-

egories will be introduced. 

 

1) Preventing access to state territory  

 

One of the main goals of countries following or introducing a re-

strictive approach to asylum, use different measures of preventing 

individual physical access to their state territory in order to avoid 

their responsibility to provide refuge according to the international-

ly accepted 1951 Geneva Refugee Convention (P.5). 

   Carrier Sanctions, which include fines for carriers smuggling in 

people illegally and Pre-inspection regimes, which consist of the 

deployment and/or education of border control in other nations to 

stop people from accessing national territory, “extent migration 
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boundaries (P.6)”, sometimes going so far to declare airports inter-

national zones to avoid giving the same legal treatment to potential 

asylum-seekers at highly frequented entry-points. Interdiction 

“aims to prevent asylum seekers from reaching the territory (or 

waters) of the repelling country. […] In some cases, asylum seek-

ers are indiscriminately turned back to the country from which they 

departed; in others, some attempt is made to separate refugees 

through a preliminary screening procedure, thus reducing the 

chances of refoulement (P.7)” 

 

2) Deterring Arrivals  

 

This category aims at making a potential host-country less at-

tractive to possible asylum-seekers, thus resulting in fewer people 

seeking to come to the potential host-country. Countries use the 

measurements of limiting employment or accessibility to the na-

tional welfare system. Additionally, restriction on residency, which 

often restricts the refugee to live in detention centers or certain 

areas, is also frequently employed to lessen the attractivity of the 

host country. This is done, so asylum-seekers do not only settle in 

attractive agglomerations but need to live in less developed areas 

outside of big cities (P.8). 

 

3) Limiting Stay 

 

   Policies aiming to limit the stay of refugees do so, due to the 

“the recognition that the removal of unwanted foreigners becomes 

more difficult – legally, politically and morally – the longer that they 

have been resident [of the host-country] (P.10)”. To prevent ille-

gal overstaying and the securing of quick deportation when needed, 

countries have introduced several measures through their policies 

to ensure the unproblematic handling of said removals of individuals 

from state territory. One of those is the exclusion of potential asy-

lum-applicants from the asylum process by introducing principles 

like the safe-third country (STC) concept. Additionally, the speed-
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ing of asylum processes helps to quickly deport asylum-applicants, 

which came to the state-territory under pretense and without a 

legal claim. Restricting grants of permanent residence is also a 

measure often undertaken by the host country in order to be per-

ceived as less attractive. As a last resort means to boost removals 

and deportation like agreements with asylum source countries to 

take back their nationals in case of a false asylum-claim are also 

used to limiting the stay of illegal foreign nationals in host-

countries.  

 

4) Managing Arrival  

 

   The last category introduced by Gibney and Hansen cannot be 

depicted as restrictive per se. Instead, it aims at bettering the asy-

lum-process and aligns itself more in the process of finding a solu-

tion to the problems of asylum and refugee movements. The meas-

urements included in this category are, for example, a well-

educated entity that is in charge of the refugee-decision making 

process. Resettlement programs, which also fall under this category, 

allow pre-screened asylum applicants to get in the host-country in 

an organized way. On top of that, burden-sharing is introduced to 

ease the pressure on highly pressured host-countries internation-

ally.  
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Figure 1: Theoretical Framework by Gibney and Hansen 
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(Source: summarized by the author based on the work of Gibney and 

Hansen (2003))  

 

 

1.4.2. Influencing Factors on Asylum Policy Changes 

 

   The analysis of factors influencing asylum policies and their 

alignment has a long tradition in International Relations and Political 

Sciences. Therefore, lots of approaches have been developed to 

explain why host-nations introduce restrictive asylum policies. 

 

It exists a broad consensus among most academics concerning 

themselves with the analysis of asylum policy processes, that a 

steep increase in the number of asylum-seekers results in a 

stricter, more restrictive asylum policy in order to deter potential 

asylum-seekers and decrease the amount of applicants in their na-

tional territory (Bloch & Levy 1999; Gibney & Hansen, 2003; Feller, 

2006; Hatton, 2009, Zimmermann, 2017). However, even though a 

steep increase in the number of asylum seekers can be depicted as 

the initial trigger to most variables that influence the government to 

introduce restrictive asylum policies, it does not paint the whole 

picture of why precisely such policies are followed. 
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Traditionally, researches depicted economic progress and the 

fear of a decreasing economy as one of the main reasons’ nations 

follow and introduce measurements to restrict the access to their 

state territory for asylum-seekers (Feller, 2006). The high per-

centage of asylum-seekers, depending on the host-countries wel-

fare system and investment-intensive integration programs, prove 

to be met with unfavorable views by the host countries' govern-

ments and citizens.  

   Even though Feller (2006) recognizes the impact of economic 

issues and concerns can have on the alignment of host-nations 

asylum policies and law, she emphasizes the influence of security 

concerns and matters even more. The interchangeable use of the 

terms refugee and migrant in current times contributed to the pre-

vailing view that most refugees and asylum-seekers are migrants 

looking for job-perspectives. According to Ibrahim (2005), migra-

tion is often highly securitized, linking the words “risk and securi-

ty” to migration movements while the discourse is significantly 

influenced by a racist notion. Also, the connection of refugees and 

terror-activity increased since the 9/11 terror acts and deepen the 

misconceptions of refugees, depicting them as a security threat for 

the host country. This misconception is assumed to have only 

deepened with the re-occurring terror-acts in various European 

Union’s member-states during the refugee crisis 20156. This se-

vere concentration on the security-aspect causes the humanitarian 

aspect of the asylum debate and the provisions of a safe haven and 

refuge for incoming asylum-seekers in accordance with the 1951 

Geneva Convention to inherit a less critical role in the discussion on 

asylum. 

   Contrary to the previously introduced explanation approaches, 

Ivarsflaten (2005), Levy (2005) and Luedtke (2006), see the rea-

son for introducing restrictive asylum policies in the national iden-

tity of the state and its citizens. Incoming asylum-seekers are de-

 

6 For example Paris (November 2015), Brussel (March 2016), Nice 

(July 2016), Berlin (December 2016) 



 

 １６ 

picted as a threat to the nation’s identity and social stability. 

Moreover, Levy puts the strong influence right-wing parties have 

on the discourse concerning asylum-policies and how it is con-

nected to national identity. 

Most introduced analyses concerning themselves with answering 

the question of which factors influence a nation's asylum policy to 

become restrictive concentrate mostly on one sole factor. While the 

factor itself varies from economy, security, or identity issues, one 

of these factors is often selected and depicted as the primary influ-

ence for restrictive asylum policy. 

Contrary to this common conception, this research intends to 

provide a new assessment of the influencing factors and combine 

the existing approach to demonstrate that not one sole factor can be 

depicted as the main influencing factor when it comes to policy 

changes in the area of asylum law. A mono-theoretical approach 

will not suffice to explain the rapid changes in the German asylum-

policy framework. So, particular attention will be paid to the falsifi-

ability of the Complex Political Theory (복합세계정치론) approach 

by Sangbae Kim in order to show, that a singular theoretical frame-

work is not able to answer the intended research question and con-

sequently a mixed-approach is needed. 

Therefore, the suggested theoretical framework of this research 

will be built out of four main categories. First, the increasing num-

ber in refugees will be understood as a trigger-effect that impacts 

the three other categories that have been selected as influential 

factors and increases their powerful effect on restrictive policies. 

The selected categories are 1) Security, 2) Economy, and 3) Iden-

tity. The combination of these three categories trigger uncertainty 

and/or fear in the host country, which results in defense mecha-

nisms that express themselves as restrictive asylum policies. This 

whole theoretical approach will align itself in the theoretical spectra 

of Securitization.” Securitization theory seeks to explain the politics 

through which (1) the security character of public problems is es-

tablished, (2) the social commitments resulting from the collective 

acceptance that a phenomenon is a threat are fixed and (3) the 
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possibility of a particular policy is created (Balzacq:2016,1f.)”. 

Therefore, the mentioned fear and uncertainty in the proposed the-

oretical framework will be understood as a threshold-effect, which 

then influences the government to introduce restrictive policies in 

order to stop the uncertainty of its citizens.  

Furthermore, it is also important to notice, that the categories 

are not strictly divided from each other but have an interdependen-

cy through which they influence each other. The graph below shall 

depict the introduced theoretical framework more straightforwardly 

and visualize it: 

 

Figure 2: Influencing Factors on Restrictive asylum policies 

 

 

 

 

1.5. Methodology 

 

After introducing the purpose of the research and the theoretical 

framework which this study is based on, this part will introduce the 

methodological framework of this work. This study will be based on 

a Case study. A case study “explores a real-life, contemporary 

bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over 

time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple 

sources of information.” (Creswell, 2013). In this procedure, theo-

retical hypotheses are tailored to the case and tested. Since the 

source- and material basis is very fragmented, and therefore com-
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pression is necessary to be able to make clear statements, it is ad-

visable to specify and secure the data-basis of the case study by a 

qualitative content analysis according to Mayring (2000). Thereby 

the method of the structuring of the content of data is used in order 

to compress the fragmented data. 

"The aim of the analysis is to filter out certain aspects of the ma-

terial, cross-section the material under previously defined criteria, 

or to evaluate the material based on certain criteria (Mayring, 

2000)” by underlining (or coloring) the information fitting for a 

certain category. In contrast to most quantitative content analysis, 

Mayring’s method allows the researcher to interpret the evaluable 

data in order to organize it better, and its meaning in the formed 

categories. As the analysis of this paper is divided into two parts, 

the categories for both analyses will have to be introduced sepa-

rately. The first part of the study will follow the introduced theo-

retical concept by Gibney and Hansen. It will use their proposed 

four categories and thirteen subcategories to analyze whether the 

German asylum policy is, in fact, restrictive after the introduction of 

the Asylum Package I and II. The second part of the analysis will 

orient itself on the previously introduced theoretical framework, 

which introduced the influential factors that cause governments to 

follow a restrictive asylum policy. Those are 1) Economic Issues, 

2) Security Threat and 3) Identity Issues. Primary sources like 

government statements and transcripts of political speeches will 

help to understand the position of the Governmental actors. Second, 

newspaper articles provide current guest articles and interviews of 

political actors and essential figures of social movement organiza-

tions and will help to deepen the understanding of the atmosphere 

among the citizens and government. Data and opinion polls quantify 

the depth and impact of certain events, which were followed by a 

policy-change and reflect national opinion during the crisis. The 

research-surveys conducted by the Directorates-General of the 

European Commission and the German Government (Eurostat, 

BAMF,) provide crucial information in this respect. Third, research 

literature serves to include the existing discourse and academic 
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findings in order to build upon them to further the knowledge al-

ready provided by the current literature. The central part of this 

material consists of articles in professional journals and publications 

by institutions. This literature offers room for numerous discus-

sions. 
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Chapter 2. Background Information 
 

 

2.1. Legal Background  

 

To get a better understanding of German Asylum law and policy, 

it is first and foremost essential to comprehend which international 

and European legal documents are of significant influence. There-

fore, this section will give a small introduction to the most important 

legal documents existing concerning asylum and refuge. 

 

2.1.1. International Legal Documents of Importance 

 

The first milestone in regulating the problematic thematic of 

refuge and asylum is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

(UDHR), which was adopted by the UN Great Assembly after the 

horrors of the Second World War on the 10th December 1948. It 

“promises to all, [universally] the economic, social, political, cul-

tural and civic rights that underpin a life free from want and fear. 

(Zeid Ra’ad Al Hussein, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights)”. 

The purpose of the declaration lies, therefore, in providing a legally 

binding framework in which human rights are concretely depicted 

and for all (UN-member) states to follow said regulations. Con-

cerning asylum issues, Article 14 declares that everyone has the 

right to seek asylum and receive it. Asylum should be given when 

other immanent articles of the declaration are violated. Those Arti-

cles are primarily comprised out of Article 3, 15, 18, and 19, which 

combined declare that every human being has the right to life, own 

a nationality, free choice of religious belief, and the right to free 

speech. Based on the UDHR, various international and national 

agreements and legal documents have been adopted to tackle the 

problems of human rights violations and to better the situation of 

refugees and asylum seekers all over the world. 
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One of those international agreements, which is based on the 

UDHR is the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, also 

called the Geneva Refugee Convention from the 28th July 1951, 

which laid the foundation for an internationally, widely accepted 

Refugee Framework. It is a United Nations multilateral treaty, with 

145 involving parties1, which aims to determine the rights of asy-

lum-seekers and the responsibilities of nations that grant asylum. 

The Geneva Refugee Convention was complemented by the 1967 

Protocol, which has 146 verifying parties. In both, the Geneva 

Refugee Convention and the Protocol refugees are defined as fol-

lowed:  

 

"A person who is owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for 

reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social 

group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and is 

unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection 

of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside the 

country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is 

unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it (Refugee Con-

vention, supra note 5, art. 1) 

 

This definition would exclude a subject from the protection of 

the treaty if he or she committed war crimes, crimes against hu-

manity, or severe non-political crimes prior to their admission to 

the host country. In conclusion, it excludes every subject that acted 

in a manner contrary to the principles of the United Nations. The 

Convention and Protocol give a - in theory - legally binding law-

framework, which the ratifying parties must follow. It contains the 

duty and rights of refugees, for example, the abiding by national 

laws of the asylum granting country, as well as the duties of the 

nation-state, that ratified the multilateral treaties. By confirming 

one of the treaties, the nation-state commits itself to grant the 

recognized political refugee certain rights regarding employment 

and social security. The Convention also prohibits the transfer of 
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refugees to an area where his life or freedom is threatened (non-

refoulment). In modern times, the refusal of refugees at nation-

state borders is understood as a violation of the non-refoulment 

principle, if a said refugee is threatened of being pushed back to a 

country where he or she is being prosecuted. Even though the le-

gally binding aspect of the Convention, as well as the Protocol, is 

often stressed, no monitoring body supervises the compliance of the 

ratifying member-states. It is important to note that various states 

adopted the definition of refugees in their national law – Germany 

being one of them.  

. 

2.1.2. EU’s Legal Documents of Importance  

 

As German asylum law and policies are profoundly entangled 

with European law, there exist numerous critical legal documents, 

which help to give a better understanding of German asylum policies 

and the responses of the German government to the high influx of 

asylum seekers in the borders of the European Union. Therefore, 

this part will introduce the most important legal documents influ-

encing German asylum law through the supranational legal asylum 

framework of the EU.  

First and foremost, the foundation of European Asylum law lies 

in the European Convention for Human Rights (ECHR) from the 3rd 

September 1950, which is based on the content and guidelines of 

the UDHR. Article 1 requires all States Parties to the Convention to 

grant to persons under their jurisdiction the rights and freedoms 

granted in Section I of the Convention. The responsibility of the re-

spective state is, therefore, not limited to its territory. Furthermore, 

it is fundamentally irrelevant whether or not the person concerned 

is a national of that State. This means that asylum seekers inside 

the borders of the EU should be obliged to the same rights as Eu-

ropean Union nationals. Other than the UDHR, the ECHR is binding 

to its member states, and violations can be taken to the European 

Court of Human Rights, which then reviews, whether breaches have 
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taken place. In Germany, the ECHR is ranked below the Basic Law 

at the level of the simple federal law (Bundesgesetzblatt Jahrgang, 

2002 Part II No. 18). Although it does so in accordance with state-

law provisions, it is subject to the "lex posterior" principle, which 

means that the later enacted law precedes the older one, in com-

parison with federal regulations of the same kind, so that under 

certain circumstances it could withdraw from more recent legal 

regulations. However, since the guarantee of the fundamental rights 

of the ECHR largely corresponds to the Basic Law, the Federal 

Constitutional Court ruled in 1987 that other statutory provisions of 

the Federal Republic (such as the Code of Criminal Procedure) had 

to be interpreted in the light of the ECHR. Higher federal courts 

also follow this view. Thus de facto the ECHR does not have a con-

stitutional but a superordinate rank in German law. 

   Also, the Schengen Agreement, which was transformed into a 

Convention in 1990, is of considerable significance in order to 

achieve a better understanding of how EU law influences German 

national asylum law. The Schengen agreements are international 

conventions, in particular for the abolition of stationary border con-

trols at the internal borders of the participating states. These are 

necessarily the members of the European Union (without Great 

Britain, Ireland, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, and Romania). Additional 

agreements with the European Union have extended the scope of 

application to Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, and Switzerland.  

The first of these agreements, of 14 June 1985, was intended 

above all to promote the creation of a single European market. The 

multi-modified rules (Schengen I to III) constitute the Schengen 

acquis, an essential pillar of the "area of freedom, security, and 

justice (Consolidated version of the Treaty on the Functioning of 

the European Union, Arts. 67 to 89, pp. 73-84)" of the European 

Union.  

The unrestricted passage of internal borders as a principle of 

the Schengen Agreement was temporarily suspended by several 

European countries in 2015 as part of the refugee crisis in Europe 

after individual member states saw the European Union's external 
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borders threatened. This behavior was in accordance with the 

Schengen Agreement, which allows the reintroduction of border 

controls in the face of a severe threat to public policy or internal 

security. 

The creation of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS), 

which has been gradually changed and revised since 1999, is an 

attempt to further European Integration and burden-sharing among 

European Member states. The legislative framework of the CEAS is 

supposed to organize and better the situation of asylum seekers as 

well as member states.  

Part of the CEAS is the Dublin III Regulation, which has been 

revised several times in the period of its introduction in 1997 (as 

the Dublin Convention) is in its currently known form effective 

since 2013. It determines the Member State responsible for imple-

menting an asylum procedure. The Regulation applies in the Mem-

ber States of the European Union, Norway, Iceland, Switzerland, 

and Liechtenstein (Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, 2016). 

The goal of the Dublin III Regulation was the avoidance of window 

shopping7 Among asylum seekers in the borders of the European 

Union. The Regulation, therefore, establishes a set of criteria, which 

EU member states have to follow in order to depict whether an 

asylum application lies in their area of responsibility. These criteria 

are organized in a hierarchical manner as followed: 1) Existence of 

family members in one of the member states, 2) Existence of a visa 

or residence permit in one of the member states and 3) First illegal 

or legal entry to one of the member states (Brekke&Brochmann, 

2014). In the wake of the refugee crisis 2015, many flaws of the 

Dublin III regulation, which have previously been addressed by 

academia, have been made visible. For instance, the unfair distribu-

tion of burdens among the member states was one of the biggest 

 

7 Window Shopping (or Asylum Window Shopping) is often used in  

the context of the European asylum system and refers to the abusive 

behavior of an individual to file for asylum in various nations in order 

to gain better benefits, even though a safe country has already been  

passed through. 
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problems during the time of crisis, as member states located at the 

border were – in theory-  faced with the responsibility of con-

ducting all incoming asylum applications in case they were the first 

entry-point of the asylum seeker(Langford, 2013). 

 

2.2. Development of German Asylum Law  

 

2.2.1. Pre-Refugee “Crisis” 2015 

 

   A look at the development of German asylum policy shows that 

serious debates only broke out in the late 20th century. The first 

nationality law introduced in 1913 proclaimed that German was no 

country of immigration (Hermann, 1995). Legally, the understand-

ing and basis of migration and asylum did not change until 1993 

when the nationality law was overruled, and reforms were under-

taken. Nevertheless, the period after the Second World War and 

1990 is often referred to as the “Golden Age (Poutrous, 2014 

P.116; Ette, 2017 P. 91)” of German Asylum policy. The roots of 

this “Golden Age” and the generous asylum policy of that period are 

undeniably originated in the aggressive and disastrous role of Ger-

many during the Second World War and the precarious situation of 

refugees, which lives were endangered by the Nazi regime. Result-

ing out of these experiences, Germany embedded Article 16 (2) in 

its Basic Law, the “individual right to asylum," “providing refuges a 

legally enforceable claim against the sovereignty of the state (Ette, 

2017 P. 91)”. Ette explains that this law enables anyone fleeing 

from war, persecution, and fear of their own life -even criminals- 

to enjoy a high level of protection (ibid.). Due to the high influx of 

incoming guest workers during the 1970s to 1980s and the rising 

number of asylum seekers at the beginning of the 1990s fleeing 

from the Balkan Wars, the German government slowly started to 

dismantle the generous asylum policy and followed a more restric-

tive course by introducing reforms in 1993 (Bloch, 1999). The 

change aimed at making Germany a less attractive destination and 
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made amendments to Article 16 of the German Basic Law. The 

modifications and introduction of article 16(3) included the follow-

ing changes: 

 

➢ A first “Third safe country” concept was introduced, out-

lawing the applications from asylum-seekers who crossed a 

nation which ensures the international refugee framework  

➢ Introduction of a list of “Safe countries." 

➢ Declaring parts of Germany’s airports as international zones 

 

   This restrictive approach triggered a heated debate in which 

Germany was severely criticized for its approach to asylum, not 

only nationally but also internationally.      

   Based on this criticism, the reforms around the turn of the mil-

lennium introduced measures to loosen the restrictive structure of 

the German asylum framework by widening its understanding con-

cerning the jurisdiction on refugee determination status (Ibid., P. 

91). The most critical change depicts the “incorporation of an ex-

plicit reference of the Geneva Refugee Convention," resulting in 

higher acceptance-rates of asylum-seekers in Germany (Ibid. 

P.92). Germany’s prevailing Immigration Act, which of the time be-

fore the “refugee crisis” came into force in January 2015. It follows 

a less restrictive guideline compared to the Asylum Package II and 

offers asylum seekers integration-courses, which are intended to 

help asylum seekers learn the German language, laws, and culture 

in order to integrate quickly and smoothly into German society. In 

exchange for going to said courses, asylum-seekers can obtain 

welfare benefits.   

However, the Geneva Refugee Convention and the German Basic 

Law do not provide refugee status to individuals escaping from civil 

war, poverty, and natural disasters. This depicts how narrow the 

understanding of the term “refugee” is until this time.  

Besides, the influence of the EU has been growing since the 

1997 Amsterdam Convention. Since 1999 the EU works on a Com-

mon European Asylum System (CEAS), which not only harmonized 
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the minimum protection a member of the EU has to provide to in-

coming refugees but which also had a significant legislative impact 

on Germany, making it accountable in front of a supranational or-

ganization. 

Nevertheless, Germany seems to be one of the profiteers of the 

CEAS. With the introduction of the Schengen Agreement and the 

Dublin Regulation, it became geographically nearly impossible to 

reach Germany as a refugee legally without crossing one of the 

EU-member-states first. 

Even though the reforms undertaken in the near past on the na-

tional level showed a slight tendency of liberalizing the German 

asylum framework, it still proves to have had a lot of restrictive 

measures even at that given time. 

 

2.2.2. Post-Refugee “Crisis” 2015 

 

    The sudden influx of asylum-seeker applications and the cha-

otic situation in various European Union’s member-states caused 

by the refugee movement in 2015, created several fast-paced 

changes in the asylum-granting process and German asylum policy. 

Not necessarily a difference in the German asylum law, but an es-

sential change in the process of granting asylum in Germany was 

the sudden suspension of the Dublin-III-regulation on the 4th Sep-

tember of 2015 by Chancellor Angela Merkel and the Austrian 

Chancellor Werner Faymann. They agreed, in consultation with the 

Hungarian Government, which was severely overwhelmed by the 

high influx of refugees in their own country and could no longer 

guarantee the compliance with legal and humanitarian requirements, 

as "emergency aid" in an "emergency situation", to derogate from 

the rules of the Dublin III Regulation  (Spiegel Online, 7. September 

2015). The sudden opening of German and Austrian borders and the 

willingness to host numerous of the stranded refugee was accom-

panied by several internal changes in the Federal Office for Migra-

tion and Refugees (BAMF). With over 10.000 border-crossings a 
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day, the German government quickly tried to change its course. On 

the 10th November 2015, the German Interior Ministry announced 

its intention to re-apply the Dublin procedure regarding asylum 

seekers, except for asylum seekers entering the Schengen area via 

Greece. This action was accompanied by the passing of the “Asyl-

verfahrensbeschleunigungsgesetz” (Asylum Procedure Acceleration 

Act) in September 2015 by the German Cabinet. Said act, often re-

ferred to as Asylpaket I (Asylum-Package I) contained various 

changes in the asylum procedure and made it easier for some 

groups of refugees (ex. Syrian refugees) while simultaneously 

constricting the lawful basis for other refugee groups (ex. Afghan 

refugees) (Schneider, 2016 P.10). This first change of the German 

asylum policy contained various measures such as:  

 

➢ More extended detention in initial reception centers 

➢ New "safe countries of origin." 

➢ Benefit Cuts 

➢ Deportation without prior notice 

➢ Opening of integration courses 

➢ Changes in the Employment Ordinance 

➢ Changes in the distribution of unaccompanied minor ref-

ugees 

➢ BaföG-support8 and easier bank account approvals 

 

While the Asylum-Package I shifted the initially provisional liberal 

handling of asylum-seekers and the asylum-process during the 

refugee “crisis” to a presumably more restrictive course, it also 

offers some positive changes for asylum-seekers.   

The assumedly restrictive direction was deepened with the 

passing of the Asylum-Package II, which came into force the 17th 

of March 2016 and can be depicted as a direct reaction to the high 

 

8 The Federal Training Assistance Act (official abbreviation: BAfoG)

regulates state support for the training of pupils and students in Ger-

many. The abbreviation BAfoG is also used colloquially to refer to the

support that results from the law. 
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increase in asylum-seekers in Germany. The changes initiated by 

the second package can be summarized as followed:  

 

➢ Accelerated decision-procedures (§ 30a AsylG) 

➢ Not operating the asylum-seeking procedure in case of 

violations of the residence obligation 

➢ Suspension of deportation only in case of severe or life-

threatening illness (§ 60 Part. 7 AufenthG) 

➢ New assumption rules for deportations (§ 60 0a Part. 2c 

and 2d AufenthG), assuming the individuum is healthy 

➢ Suspension of family reunification for subsidiary benefi-

ciaries (§ 104 AufenthG) 

➢ Reduction of the cash-benefits 

➢ A new proof of arrival 

 

The changes in both asylum packages inflicted on the German asy-

lum law will be analyzed in more detail in the following chapters. 

All in all, it can be said that during the European refugee “crisis," 

the German short, liberal approach to asylum, was mainly motivated 

through humanitarian beliefs. The change to a presumably restric-

tive policy and the reasons for this sudden change in direction will 

be the grounds of the following analysis. 

 

2.3. Refugee Movements in 2015 

 

Unrest, war, and civil war in the Middle East and African nations 

caused several people to search for refuge in neighboring countries 

and the European Union. Especially the civil war in Syria caused a 

higher influx of refugees and internally displaced people. The im-

pact on the rapid changes in numbers of asylum-seekers in the 

European Union and especially Germany will be depicted in the fol-

lowing two sub-chapters to show the severity of the refugee 

movement bound to the EU.  
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2.3.1. Refugee Movement to Europe 

 

The year 2015 showed a steep increase in incoming asylum-

seekers in most of the EU’s member-states, presenting the previ-

ously pursued “Fortress Europe”-strategy with significant chal-

lenges. For the first time in the history of the European Union, the 

number of asylum-seekers in the member-states surpassed the 

number of 1,2 million (Eurostat 2016), therefore more than dou-

bling in numbers compared to the previous year. 

More than half of the asylum-applicants originated from the 

countries Syria (362.800), Afghanistan (178.200), and Iraq 

(121.500) (ibid.). Kosovo, Albania, Pakistan, Eritrea, Nigeria, and 

Iran were other nationalities with a high percentage of asylum-

seekers (ibid.).  

The distribution-quota of asylum-seekers among the EU mem-

ber-states shows how unequal the burden is dispersed among the 

states. For instance, over a third (35%) of applications were regis-

tered in Germany, followed by 14% in Hungary, 12% in Sweden, 7% 

in Austria, 7 % in Italy, 6% in France (Ibid.). The fact that over half 

of the new asylum-applications were registered in only four of the 

EU’s member states shows how uneven the burden is distributed. 
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Graph 1: Distribution of asylum seekers in Europe 

 

 

 

(Source Eurostat, 2015) 

 

While many push- and pull-factors influence the selection of a fa-

vored destination state to apply for asylum, mostly northern coun-

tries, especially Sweden and Germany, proved to be highly popular 

among most refugees.  

The explanation for the preference of those countries among the 

incoming refugees can be found in already existing networks, a 

good welfare-system, and comparingly higher acceptance rates.  

Additionally, precarious circumstances in the detention camps lo-

cated in the member-states, which serve as entry-points to the EU, 

for example in Greece, Italy or Hungary, motivate the asylum 

seekers to travel on to member-states, which provide accommoda-

tion and benefits on par with the international, European, and na-

tional standard of the refugee framework. Especially Hungary, 

Greece, Czech Republic, and Poland were highly criticized for their 

neglections’ in providing a safe environment for asylum-seekers to 

register for asylum during the large-scale refugee movement in 

2015. The Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights la-



 

 ３２ 

mented several offenses against international human rights and ref-

ugee law during the refugee “crisis."  Kalpouzos and Mann (2015) 

go as far as claiming that the situation for asylum-seekers in 

Greece was severe enough to be depicted as a crime against hu-

manity (P. 28).  

However, not only the situation in Greece and the Mediterranean 

Sea is ground for fierce criticism. Another popular route among in-

coming refugees to set foot into the borders of the EU is the Bal-

kan-route, which leads from “Turkey through Greece into the For-

mer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and from there to 

Serbia, Hungary, Croatia, and Slovenia - depending on border clo-

sures - and finally into Austria, Germany and beyond (Schneider, 

2016 P. 2)”.  

 

Graph 2: Illegal Border Crossings into the EU in 2015 

 

 
Source: (Copyrights: Frontex 2016) 

 

While at the beginning of 2015, the southern member states of the 

EU were particularly burdened by the mass of asylum applications, 

by the middle of the year, the challenge also spread to the states 

located on the eastern border of the EU. Hungary, which was the 
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second most affected country within the EU with 14 % of first asy-

lum applications, decided as early as June 2015 that due to the in-

creasing number of refugees, the construction of a border fence 

was planned to protect Hungary’s EU external border. This under-

taken and the derogating circumstances in Hungarian detention 

camps caused German Chancellor Angela Merkel in agreement with 

the Austrian Chancellor Freymann to state, that the Dublin Agree-

ment should be suspended for refugees currently located in Hunga-

ry and that refugees should be given a chance to travel to Germany. 

This decision was ground for several discussions and quarrels 

among the member-states, not only affecting bilateral relations but 

also effecting the planned quota-system, which was supposed to 

cause a fairer distribution of the incoming asylum-seekers and 

promote burden-sharing.  

Various other European member-states showed problematic be-

havior regarding the receptive readiness and accommodation of 

refugees, raising the question among academics whether the “refu-

gee crisis 2015” is not, in reality, a “crisis of humanity” (New York 

Times, 2.5.2016).  

 

2.3.2. Refugee Movement to Germany 

 

Even though Germany is not a stranger to accommodating asy-

lum-seekers, the high and rapid influx of asylum-registrations in 

2015 proved to be a new challenge to the nation. 

As previously mentioned, Germany shouldered a significant 

amount of the EU’s burden during the refugee “crisis” 2015. The 

Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF) (2017) regis-

tered 476,649 asylum applications in 2015 compared to 202,834 in 

the previous year. This represents a steep increase of 135.0% 

compared to the year 2014 (ibid.). While this number may not look 

too big on the first glance, it is essential to notice, that the number 

of registered asylum-applications does not illustrate the real num-

ber of refugees coming to Germany and residing in the nation in 
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2015 According to EASY9-Registrations, the approximate number 

was 1.091.894(ibid.). Taking into account that the EASY-system 

can also not give an accurate estimate on how many refugees 

crossed the border into German territory, as it does not count dou-

ble-registrations and refugees who traveled on, the correct number 

of accommodated refugees is hard to determine.   

 

Graph 3: Development of asylum application numbers (initial ap-

plications) from January 2014 to October 2016 

 

 
(Source: Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF): 2017) 

 

The countries of origin with the most significant numbers of asy-

lum-seekers in Germany in 2015, according to EASY-registrations, 

were Syria (428.468), Afghanistan (154.046), Iraq (121.662), Al-

bania (69.426) and Kosovo (69.426) (ibid. P.89). While asylum-

 

9 The EASY system was established under the name "Erstaufnahme 

Asyl (Initial reception for asylum)" in the course of the asylum law 

reform in April 1993. The abbreviation describes a computer system  

used by the BAMF to organize the initial distribution of asylum-seeke

rs among the federal states of Germany.  

Asylum seekers are obliged under § 14 Asylum Act (AsylG) to apply

for asylum at the branch office of the Federal Office for Migration and

Refugees (BAMF), which is assigned to the first reception center as-

signed to them by EASY.  



 

 ３５ 

seekers from Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq had comparingly good 

prospects of being granted some form of protection in Germany, 

asylum-seekers from the West Balkans were facing an overall 

protection rate lower than 1% (ibid. P.97). The total protection rate 

for Syrian applicants in 2015 was 96%, portraying an increase of 

6,7 % to the previous year (ibid. P. 96). Asylum seeker originating 

from Iraq was a prospect to an 88,6%, while Afghan nationals faced 

a protection rate of 47,6% (ibid.). In 2015, with 49.8%, a signifi-

cantly higher total protection rate was registered as in the previous 

year, where the number was 31,5% (ibid. P.94).  

With roughly 70% (Ibid.) of the asylum-seekers looking for pro-

tection in Germany being male, a significant gap in the sex-ratio 

can be observed. Compared to the previous year, the share of 

women and girls among the asylum applicants slightly decreased by 

3% from 33% to 30,1% (ibid. P.93). Nearly three-quarters of the 

asylum-seekers were under 30 years old (ibid.). Among them, al-

most one third were minors(ibid.). So, not only the sex-ratio shows 

vast discrepancies among the sexes, but the age-ratio also depicts 

significant gaps among the different age-groups. 

With over one-third of the incoming asylum-seekers trying to 

file for asylum in Germany, it cannot be denied that Germany 

shoulders a significant amount of the burden in the European Union. 

Nevertheless, Germany agreed to resettle 27.536 asylum-seekers 

located in Greece and Italy in a timeframe of 24 months through 

various European-based resettlement programs (Ibid. P. 104). On 

top of that, Germany is also engaged in multiple humanitarian inter-

national resettlement-programs to ease the tension on host-

countries near the countries of origin. 

Even though Chancellor Angela Merkel embodied a crucial influ-

ential figure in the political debate surrounding the rapid influx of 

asylum-seekers and the associated policy changes, it would be 

wrong to assume, that the political and social landscape of Germany 

showed homogenous reactions to the sudden influx of incoming 

refugees and the decisions made by Chancellor Merkel. While first 

reactions during the beginning of the “crisis” were characterized by 
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the “Welcoming Culture” of the German society and the decision by 

Chancellor Merkel to promise every Syrian refugee a positive out-

come of asylum-registrations, the atmosphere changed drastically 

only a couple of month after the initial positive reaction of politi-

cians and the German civil society. The rise of right-wing parties 

like the AFD (Alternative for Germany) and protest movements like 

PEGIDA clearly show that the opinion among the political landscape 

and the civil society is significantly more heterogeneous. 
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Chapter 3. Asylum Packages I and II: 

Restrictiveness of Germanys Reac-

tion to the Rapid Influx of Refugees 
 

 

This chapter aims at analyzing whether the policy changes in the 

German asylum law can, in fact, be depicted as restrictive and give 

a deeper understanding of the reaction of the German government 

concerning the rapid influx of refugees. To do so, the previously 

presented theoretical framework for identifying and evaluating re-

strictive asylum-policies by Gibney and Hansen (2013) will be 

used to work out restrictive changes implemented by the Asylum 

Package I and II. This step is of great importance, as the existing 

literature often speaks of a restrictive shift of the asylum policy by 

the German government with the introduction of the Asylpaket I and 

II, but and analysis proving that the change of Asylum law is in fact 

restrictive is missing. It is crucial to notice that only the changes 

introduced by the two mentioned policy-changes will be ground for 

the analysis. Therefore, restrictive policy-measures existing pre-

viously in the German asylum law will not be included in the follow-

ing analysis.  

As the assessment of the restrictiveness of the  policy changes 

during the refugee “crisis” 2015 is intended to be the foundation for 

the core analysis of this thesis, which intends to identify the influ-

encing factors causing the policy-changes, small and insignificant 

changes implemented by the Asylum Package I and II will be ex-

empted from the analysis, as it would otherwise go beyond the 

scope of this research. It is also essential to notice, that the fourth 

category introduced by the two authors 4) Managing Arrivals, will 

also not be analyzed as the embedded measurements were not in-

cluded in the changes implemented by the Asylum Package I or II 

and are often more aligned with efforts on the international level 

compared to national policies and law.  
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3.1. Preventing Access to German Territory  
 

The first category to be analyzed is whether the implementing of 

the Asylum package 1 and 2 did bring changes that caused a deeper 

restrictive alignment of the overall asylum policy of Germany.  

   Gibney and Hansen state in their work, that “all Western states 

have embraced as a chief policy goal (arguably the chief goal) the 

prevention of asylum seekers’ arrival at their frontiers of territory 

(P.5).” According to the two authors, states have developed various 

measures to achieve said goal. Visa regimes, Carrier sanctions, 

pre-inspection regimes, international zones, and interdiction.  

   While Germany is no stranger to using many of those measures 

in their former asylum-policy to prevent asylum seekers from ac-

cessing German state-territory, the implementing of the Asylum 

packages did cause minor changes in the intensity of measurements 

possibly used by Germany to prevent individuals seeking for refuge 

to access German state territory. Even though the changes in Ger-

man asylum policy implemented by the Asylum packages I and II 

were not as severe as the changes in some of the other categories, 

which will be analyzed later, the impact on some groups of asylum-

seekers can be felt significantly by the affected. The one sub-

category that was significantly affected by the changes introduced 

by the Asylum Packages is 1) Interdiction.  

 

   Interdiction aims at “prevent[ing] asylum seekers from access-

ing national territory (Gibney and Hansen, 2003. P. 7”. The authors 

also add that the “implications for asylum-seeker differ between 

cases (Ibid.).” The newly introduced interdiction-measurement 

introduced by the Asylum Package 1 is the suspension of family 

reunification for two years for all asylum-applicants who cannot 

believably prove individual persecution and therefore receive the 

status of subsidiary protection. Eligible for subsidiary protection are 

those asylum seekers who do not fulfill the requirements for refu-

gee status under the Geneva Convention but who face a serious 

threat in their country of origin (death penalty, torture, inhuman 
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treatment). Deportations of individuals who fall into the category of 

subsidiary protection are not allowed to be deported from the host 

country. The German newspaper Die Zeit questioned the effect of 

these measurements, as only a small number of all asylum cases 

end with granting the status of subsidiary protection (Schuler, 

2016). Only in 0,6 % of the grand total of asylum decisions was 

subsidiary protection granted in Germany, supporting the argument 

of Schuler, that the measure may at first glance come across as a 

very restrictive measure, but the scope of affected individuals 

seems to be relatively small. However, severe critic concerning this 

newly introduced measure is expressed by Greece. On request of 

the Mediendienst Integration Dr. Myria Georgiou commented on the 

view of Greece concerning the newly introduced asylum policies, 

stating that  “Germany has limited family reunification, and many 

refugees in Greece therefore live "in a waiting state" (Schuler, 

2016)”, making it harder not only for the affected families but also 

for other European member states – in this case Greece.  

However, for recognized refugees, a similar regulation is not in 

accordance with European law and can therefore, not be introduced. 

Still, the introduction of a measurement that allowed the German 

state to suspend family reunification for a certain group of asylum 

seekers fits well into the category depicted by Gibney and Hansen 

and should therefore be understood as a restrictive measure to de-

ter and/or avoid more incoming refugees, even though they were 

previously viewed as legal protection-seeking individual  

 

3.2 Deterring Arrivals  

 

According to Gibney and Hansen, measures to deter arrivals “at-

tempt to discourage asylum seekers from seeking asylum in a par-

ticular state by making the costs of entry so high (or the benefits so 

low) that arrival is not attempted (P.7).” The authors also admit 

that measures to prevent the arrival of asylum seekers and the 

measures to deter the arrivals show an “overlap in practice […] 
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because many policies that prevent entry also deter others from 

arriving (ibid.).” Therefore, the difference in some of the measures 

located in the two categories may only be distinguished analytically. 

The categories identified were 1) Detention and restrictions on 

residency 2)) Limitations on employment and 3) Limitations on 

welfare. 

 

The first category’s (Detention and restriction of residency) goal 

is to make it easier “for officials to keep track of applicants and 

more difficult for individuals to disappear into the community (P. 

8).” On top of that, measures in this category intend to discourage 

the asylum seeker from living in big cities or areas in which housing 

is scarce.  

The German asylum laws rule that asylum seekers are usually 

initially housed in so-called preliminary reception centers after 

their arrival in the national territory. Asylum seekers can be obliged 

to live there for up to six months (see § 47 AsylG). This timeframe 

was part of the changes implemented by the Asylum Package 1, as 

initially the time an asylum-seeker was legally obliged to live in the 

reception-centers was restricted to three months only. A special 

rule applies to asylum seekers from "safe countries of origin" who 

have applied for asylum after the 31st of August 2015. They are 

required to live in the initial reception centers for the entire dura-

tion of their asylum application proceedings, Also, after said appli-

cation has been rejected, under the circumstances that they cannot 

be deported back to their country of origin, individuals from “safe 

countries of origin” are obliged to live in those centers until they 

are able to leave the country(see § 47b AsylG) . 

The so-called Residenzpflicht is referred to in the Asylum Act as 

a "spatial restriction (raeumliche Beschraenkung)" and means that 

those affected may leave the area of the city or district in which 

they are accommodated only with official permission (see § 56 

AsylG). At the beginning of 2015, the Residenzpflicht, which had 

previously been valid for the entire duration of the asylum proce-

dure, had been reduced to three months.  
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With the introduction of the Asylum Package I in October 2015, 

however, it was expanded again and is now as long valid, as asylum 

seekers are subject to residential care in the initial reception facili-

ty. This opens the possibility to apply the spatial restriction again 

for the entire duration of the asylum procedure and beyond. Asylum 

seekers no longer living in initial reception centers, are only subject 

to the spatial restriction for another three months. However, it may 

be re-arranged at any time as a sanction, e.g., in case of conviction 

for a criminal offense or concrete imminent deportation (see § 59b 

AsylG). 

After the end of compulsory housing in the preliminary reception 

center, asylum seekers are distributed within the federal states. In 

case asylum seekers are dependent on social benefits, they have an 

obligation to live in the place assigned to them for the duration of 

the asylum procedure (§ 60 AsylG). This differs from the Resi-

denzpflicht in that it limits only the place of residence and not the 

freedom of movement.  

 The placement into a preliminary reception center has not only a 

significant influence on the freedom of movement of asylum-

seekers but is also connected to their working permit and the way 

benefits are distributed. This is one of the many reasons why hu-

man rights organizations such as ProAsyl highly criticizes the 

changes undertaken by the Asylum Packages (see ProAsyl, 

01.06.2016)  

   

The second sub-category’s (Limitations on employment) goal is 

the “discourage[ment of] economic migrants entering via the asy-

lum route (Gibney and Hansen, 2003 P.8).”  As previously men-

tioned, are most of the changes implemented by the Asylum Pack-

ages interconnected and influence each other. Therefore, it may 

happen that some measures taken in one of the categories will 

overlap with another one.  

This is the case for the changes undertaken through the Asylum 

Packages concerning the limitations on employment for asylum 

seekers. Due to the lengthening of the period asylum seeker can be 
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subject to live in preliminary reception centers to up to six months, 

they are automatically longer excluded from the German labor mar-

ket, as asylum seekers are forbidden to seek employment during 

their time of housing in one of the centers. In addition, since the 

entry into force of the Asylum Acceleration Act, also commonly 

called Asylum Package 1, all nationals of safe countries of origin 

who have applied for asylum after the 31st of August 2015 have 

been excluded from the labor market for the whole duration of their 

stay in Germany (see AsylG §47 1a, §61 1, §61 2, P. 3).  

Frederik von Harbou (2016) also criticizes the tendency of the 

new policy to subdivide incoming asylum-seekers into a two-class 

system depending on the status they acquire from the Federal Of-

fice for Migration and Refugees.  

 

“Especially people from so-called safe countries of origin should be 

excluded as comprehensively as possible from employment opportunities 

and support instruments, in particular, language support. In addition to the 

ratio of a meaningful distribution of scarce resources (for example, inte-

gration courses), this should probably also exert a deterrent effect on 

persons without a "stay perspective” (von Harbou, 2016 P. 17, translated 

from German by Desiree Collignon).” 

 

The third subcategory introduced by Gibney and Hansen (2003) 

is 3) Limitations on welfare. Its goal is to “reduce the pull factor of 

welfare payments. Asylum seekers are typically offered welfare 

either at a reduced level relative to permanent residents or under 

more stringent conditions (ibid. P. 8).  

With the introduction of the Asylum Package 1 and 2 significant 

changes for asylum seekers' eligibility and the kind of benefits, they 

can receive occurred.  

The changes introduced by the Asylum Package 1, which had an 

impact on the limitations on welfare, are also highly interconnected 

with the detention and restriction on residency. By being obligated 

to stay in preliminary reception centers as their compulsory resi-

dency, asylum seekers may be subject to their socio-cultural sub-
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sistence minimum to be handed out as in-kind benefits instead of 

cash-benefits. The Asylum Acceleration act (also called Asylum 

Package I) states that as long as administrative expenses are not 

overwhelming, in-kind benefits are to be handed out to the asy-

lum-seekers.  

While the changes introduced by Asylum Package 1 only affect-

ed asylum seekers who had to live in reception centers, the changes 

implemented by the Asylum Package II affected all asylum seekers 

who were subject to receiving benefits. In § 3 (1) of the Asylum 

Act, which is part of the Asylum Package II, a deduction of up to 8 

euros from the initial 216 Euro cash-benefit amount for single 

beneficiaries is mentioned as an independent contribution for the 

use of integration courses. Humanitarian organizations like Pro Asyl 

criticizes the obligatory deduction due to many asylum seekers be-

ing excluded from integration courses by law (see ProAsyl, 

21.03.2016).  

 

All in all, the changes made by the Asylum Packages 1 and 2 

seem to qualify and fit into the categories introduced by Gibney and 

Hansen and confirm the assumption, that -at least in the category 

deterring arrivals – various measures have been undertaken to 

make Germany a less attractive destination for asylum seekers to 

lessen the number of incoming refugees.  

 

3.3. Measures to Limit Stay 

 

The third category Gibney and Hansen (2003), introduced in or-

der to identify whether a specific change in asylum policies can be 

depicted as restrictive are to analyze the measures undertaken by 

the government to limit the stay of asylum seekers. The subcate-

gories the authors presented were 1) Exclusion from the asylum 

process, 2) Speeding the process of determination, 3) Restricting 

grants of permanent residency, and 4) Removals and deportations. 

The goal of those measures is to “limit the period of time [asylum 
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seekers] spend in the state […] and grapple with the question of 

how to ensure that individuals with failed asylum claims and refu-

gees no longer in need of protection are removed (Ibid. P. 9). In the 

following chapter, the measurements introduced by the Asylum 

Packages 1 and 2, which fit into this category, will be analyzed to 

depict whether the changes are ground for a reason to argue that 

the German Asylum policy shifted to a more restrictive state.  

 

The first category 1) Exclusion from the asylum process’s goal 

is according to Gibney and Hansen to “exclude asylum seekers from 

determination procedures making them eligible for return (ibid.)” 

The method used to reach this goal is the Safe third country (STC) 

concept. Germany, as a member of the European Union, is no 

stranger to this concept, as it is part of the Dublin III regulation. 

However, not only European asylum law allows Germany in theory 

to make use of this concept, but national asylum law also contains a 

list that depicts various nations as safe countries of origin.  

With the introduction of the Asylum Package 1 Albania, Kosovo 

and Montenegro are classified as safe countries of origin. Germany 

registered in the year 2014 nearly 63.000 asylum-registrations 

from people from the West-Balkan states, showing a trend of a 

further increase for the years coming (see Alscher et al., 2015, P. 

24). According to the BAMF was the total protection rate of asylum 

seekers originating from the West-Balkan states as low as 0,4 

percent while taking into account subsidiary protection and depor-

tation prohibitions (ibid. P. 27). At first glance, it may seem hard to 

understand why a significant number of people from the West-

Balkans decide to file for asylum in Germany when the protection 

rate is as low as 0,4 percent, making it nearly impossible to receive 

a positive outcome and receive a right of residence in Germany. 

The European Asylum Support Office (EASO) explains this steadily 

risen number of incoming asylum seekers from this region with the 

following push-factors. The long processing time during which 

asylum seekers are eligible for medical care, allowances, and bene-

fits while also being able to find legal or illegal working prospects 
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are the main push-factors identified (EASO, 2015, P. 22). It stands 

to reason that the new law and the addition of Albania, Kosovo, and 

Montenegro as safe countries of origin should eliminate and mitigate 

said push-factors.  

As individuals coming from safe countries of origin are also pro-

spects to other changes in the asylum law that can fit in the follow-

ing categories of measures to limit the stay of an individuum as an 

asylum-seeker in Germany, it will be explained further according to 

the categories what changes have taken place.  

However, not only changes concerning the exclusion from the 

asylum process for individuals originating from one of the new safe 

countries of origin were introduced. Under current law, an asylum 

seeker is required to move immediately into the initial reception 

center, which has previously been assigned to him. In case the 

asylum seekers neglect their duty intended and do not immediately 

move to the assigned initial reception center, asylum applications 

will be considered as a subsequent application (§ 20 Abs. 2 AsylG). 

Critics of this law often complain that asylum seekers' asylum reg-

istration consequently only has “chances of success if there are 

new reasons or pieces of evidence to justify the asylum application. 

This is usually not the case since there are regularly no new 

grounds or new evidence compared to the time of entry (ProAsyl, 

2016 P.6, translated from German by Desiree Collignon).” 

With the introduction of the Law on the introduction of acceler-

ated asylum procedures, commonly called Asylum Package 2, the 

legal situation for individuals affected by this law will be even more 

tightened. The new § 33, which regulates the non-operation of the 

registration-procedure, excludes asylum seekers from the asylum 

evaluation process even without intentional negligence. In case the 

affected individual cannot prove by himself that this negligence was 

inevitable and occurred out of circumstances over which the indi-

viduum did not have had any influence, the asylum procedure is 

lawfully considered as withdrawn. Concerning the “question of the 

quilt,” the introductions made by the Asylum Package 2, therefore, 

cause a “reversal of the burden of proof (ibid.)”. Still, asylum seek-
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ers have the possibility to file for the resumption of their asylum 

procedure (§ 33 (5) AsylG) in the time span of nine months. Occurs 

a violation on behalf of the asylum seeker for a second time, the 

asylum registration is canceled irreversibly.  

 

The second sub-category introduced by Gibey and Hansen 

western states often use to limit the stay of the asylum seekers 

inside their territory is 2) Speeding the process of determination. 

With the introduction of the Asylum Package 2, and it has included 

Law on the introduction of accelerated asylum procedures, various 

changes concerning the speed of the process of determination can 

be highlighted. In accordance with its name, the law intends to 

speed up the asylum processes of certain groups of asylum seekers. 

Those accelerated asylum procedures are supposed to take place in 

“special reception facilities” (§30a (1) AsylG). In theory, the deci-

sion-making process of asylum procedures affected by the Asylum 

package II is supposed to be finished within one week of the indi-

viduum arriving in the particular reception facility. The groups af-

fected by this law are:  

 

1) Asylum seekers from "safe countries of origin"(§30a (1) 1 

AsylG)  

2) Individuals who appear to have misled the authorities by 

misrepresentation and/or by concealment or withholding of 

information (§30a (1) 2 AsylG) 

3) Persons who willfully destroyed or eliminated identity docu-

ments, or where circumstances suggest such presumption 

(§30a (1) 3 AsylG) 

4) Re-applicants (§30a (1)4 AsylG) 

5) Persons who have made the application only for the purpose 

of delaying or obstructing an earlier decision that would lead 

to deportation, (§30a (1) 5 AsylG) 

6) People who refuse to give their fingerprints for the EURO-

DAC file (§30a (1) 6 AsylG) 

7) Persons expelled for reasons of public safety and order (§30a 
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(1) 7 AsylG) 

 

In case an asylum application request has been refused by the 

Federal Office for Migration and Refugees, the removal and depor-

tation of the affected individuum are supposed to take place within 

three weeks of the release of the decision (§30a (2) AsylG). Ac-

cording to the Asylum Package II, if the decision-making process 

on behalf of the BAMF is not able to release a decision within a 

week, the regular asylum procedure is to be held. The changes im-

plemented to accelerate the decision-making process of asylum 

registrations are also heavily criticized by human rights organiza-

tions as “The fact that asylum seekers without travel documents 

arriving [in Germany] is used as a reason for exclusion from the 

regular asylum procedure is completely irresponsible. The vast 

majority of asylum seekers are forced to come to Germany without 

passports because they cannot receive any documents from the 

states that persecuted them. The proposed regulation, therefore, 

makes it possible to make the "accelerated asylum procedure" the 

standard procedure (ProAsyl, 2016).  

 

Concerning the third sub-category introduced by Gibney and 

Hansen 3), Restricting grants of permanent residency, no concrete 

changes have been introduced by the Asylum Package 1 and 2. 

 

Other than the third category, the fourth sub-category- Re-

movals and deportations – experienced several fundamental changes 

concerning its policy alignment. The goal of this subcategory is to 

encourage deportations “despite the moral, practical, and financial 

constraints (Gibney and Hansen, 2003 P. 11).” It is noteworthy that 

deportations gradually increased in number after the introduction of 

the Asylum Packages 1 and 2. In 2014 there were 10,884 deporta-

tions; in 2015, the number nearly doubled to 20,888 and increased 

even further to 25,375 deportations in 2016(see. Antworten der 

Bundesregierung auf regelmäßige Anfragen der Fraktion DIE LINKE, 

2018). One may argue, that the increase of deportation is linked to 
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the simultaneous increase in the sheer number of asylum-seekers, 

but the 23 966 deportations in the year 2017 (ibid.), while the 

number of asylum seekers decreased again, allows the assumption, 

that deportations became a more used measure to deter asylum 

seekers from going to Germany after the introduction of the Asylum 

Packages 1 and 2. The changes implemented by the changes in the 

German asylum policy will be analyzed in the following.  

As mentioned earlier, several of the measures undertaken by the 

German government to tackle the high increase of incoming refu-

gees are interconnected and influence each other. This is also the 

case with the measures for simplifying the deportation process.  

As previously mentioned, the enclosing of Albania, Kosovo, and 

Montenegro on the list of safe countries of origin introduced sig-

nificant changes for individuals originating from one of those coun-

tries. In case the asylum application from individuals originating 

from a safe country of origin gets declined by the BAMF, the indi-

viduum must live in one of the initial reception centers until his de-

portation to avoid submerging and ensure, that deportations do not 

get interrupted. After the introduction of the Asylum Package I and 

II, around 3742 individuals from Albania and 5956 individuals from 

Kosovo have been deported to their country of origin (Bpb, 2019).  

However, not only changes for individuals originating from the 

new safe countries of origins are affected by the measures imple-

mented by the Asylum Package 2, but all asylum seekers register-

ing for refuge in Germany are also now prospected to easier de-

portation-regulations on behalf of the German state. Prior to the 

introduction of the new Residence act implemented in the Asylum 

Package 2, the duration of stay in Germany, personal and financial 

situation, and other ties to the federal territory of an individual were 

all variables to consider before a decision on the deportation were 

to be made. The updated version of introduced by the Asylum 

package II does also take law-abiding behavior by the asylum 

seeker into consideration (see § 53 (2) AsylG). As the term “law-

abiding behavior” cannot be understood as a one-way street, in 

which only the ethical behavior of an asylum seeker is to be re-
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warded, but moreover should be seen as a measure to punish be-

havior which violates German law, it can be said, that this addition 

to the Residence act was intended to make deportations of criminal 

asylum seekers easier. Before the introduction of the Asylum 

Package 2, asylum seekers who “[…] ha[ve] been unappealable 

sentenced to at least two years’ youth custody or a prison term for 

one or more committed offenses and the sentence has not been 

suspended on probation (translated from German by Desiree Col-

lignon, § 54 (1) 1 Residence Act)” were prospects of deportation. 

The introduction of the policy-changes allows the German state to 

order deportations in case an asylum seekers “ha[ve] been force-

fully sentenced to at least one year of imprisonment or jail for one 

or more criminal offenses against life, personal integrity, sexual 

self-determination, property or because of resistance against exe-

cuting officers, provided that the offense is committed by force, has 

been committed under threat of danger to life and limb or cunning. 

In the case of serial offenses against the property, the deportation 

interest [on the part of the German government] weighs heavily 

even if the criminal did not use force, threat, or guile (translated to 

German by Desiree Collignon, § 54 (1) 1a Residence Act).” Espe-

cially the last sentence of the short excerpt shows that orders for 

deportations grounded on criminal offenses are simplified, making it 

easier to deport individuals with a criminal record, which does not 

necessarily need to be connected to violence.  

However, not only changes concerning the grounds for deporta-

tions based on criminal offenses were eased by the Asylum Pack-

age II. Dirk Schwarze-Mueller proclaimed, that the German Gov-

ernment argues, that one of the reasons why deportations were 

often not carried out was the possibility for the rejected asylum 

seeker to postpone the deportation or even avoid it altogether due 

to medical reasons (see Schwarze-Mueller, 2016 P. 1). The 

changes implemented in early 2016 made the suspension of depor-

tations for medical reasons only possible in case it is a severe or 

life-threatening illness that would be significantly worsened by de-

portation (see§ 50 (1)). On top of that, the affected individuum is 
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supposed to provide a certification stating the medical issues by a 

certifies and practicing doctor without delay, as a self-inflicted 

failure of the submission would lead to deportation. The Greens 

criticize the regulation above all due to the fact that deportations 

are made possible even if the required medical care is available only 

in some parts of the deportation country. They demand that the real 

reachability for the patient must be taken into account when decid-

ing on deportations of rejected asylum seekers and go as far as in-

tending to let the Asylum Package be examined by the UN (ZEIT, 

26.2.2016). 

 

3.4. Evaluation 

 

The outcome of the previous analysis, according to the catego-

ries introduced by Gibney and Hansen (2003) shows, that various 

changes implemented by the Asylum Packages I and II can be de-

picted as corresponding to the categories that portray restrictive 

asylum policies in western countries. Even though, positive meas-

urements like the eligibility of asylum seekers to register for Bafög 

and being prospect to better integration courses in which their lan-

guage ability is supposed to be improved are positive measurements 

which enhance the situation of asylum seekers in Germany, it can 

be said, that the measurements introduced which follow a restric-

tive nature significantly weigh more in number. On top of that, 

beneficiaries of the positive introductions to the German asylum 

policy are only certain groups - mainly Syrian refugees and asylum 

seekers who were granted refugee-status according to the Geneva 

Convention or the German Basic law – while restrictive measures 

like the deduction of cash-benefits affected all groups looking for 

safety in Germany. Therefore, the first part of the intended re-

search question of the work, whether the German Asylum Policy 

after the introduction of the Asylum Package 1 and 2 fulfills the re-

quirements to be depicted as a restrictive asylum policy, can clearly 

be answered, that the direction of the new asylum policy can be 
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depicted as a massive step in the direction of a restrictive policy. 

As shown in Table 3, the among of restrictive measures are expo-

nentially more compared to the positive measures introduced. By 

proving the intensified restrictiveness of the changed German asy-

lum policy after the introduction of the Asylum Packages, the sec-

ond analysis, which concerns itself with the attempt to explain the 

reasons for the sudden shift in policy alignments, is enabled. 

 
Figure 3: Changes Introduced by Asylum Packages I and II 
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Chapter 4. Analysis Part 2: Influen-

tial Factors for the Change in Policy 

Alignment 
 

 

This part of the research intends to answer the second part of 

the research question; Which factors influenced the German Gov-

ernment to change their policy from abolishing the Dublin III Regu-

lation and following a more liberal approach to introducing a more 

restrictive policy-approach to asylum by introducing the Asylum 

Packages I and II`? As previously explained in the theory-part of 

this work, will this analysis be based on the Complex Political 

Theory (복합세계정치론) approach by Sangbae Kim and concentrate 

on combining the categories 1) Economic Issues, 2) Security Con-

cerns, and 3) Identity Issues. Thereby the analysis will solely focus 

on the time-frame up till the end of 2016, as data beyond that 

would not prove to be influential in the introduction of the Asylum 

Packages I and II, which marked a substantial change and re-

evaluation of the German asylum policy and its approach to hosting 

asylum-seekers in the German borders.   

 

4.2. Economic Issues 

 

In accordance with Keynesian-logic, which underlies most aca-

demic works that concern themselves with the influence of eco-

nomic developments on the alignment of asylum policies, govern-

ments would only follow liberal asylum policies if a positive 

outcome for the economic situation of the country can be foreseen. 

Economic factors are often quoted when trying to explain the 

sudden decision of the German government to change to liberal 

asylum policy and allow the stranded refugees to get into national 

borders. For instance, the high influx of refugees was often under-

stood as a “remedy” for existing and worsening demographic 
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changes in German society, which bear risks for the continuity of 

Germany being the economic “powerhouse” of the European Union. 

This chapter is supposed to analyze whether economic factors are 

in fact, an influential variable when it comes to changes in the Ger-

man asylum policy. Therefore, this study will take a closer look at 

the categories 1) Costs and Benefits and 2) Qualifications of Asy-

lum Seekers in order to evaluate whether the high number of in-

coming refugees can be depicted as a threat or an enrichment for 

the German economy.  

 

4.2.1. Costs and Benefits 

 

Debates surrounding the costs of the humanitarian approach of 

Germany during the beginning of the refugee crisis vary drastically 

and a concrete number of how high those costs will be can only be 

accounted for in the future, as the integration into the labor market 

and society of a significant number of refugees will need several 

financial investments and most importantly time. Therefore, all the 

studies debated in this chapter show very varying numbers and take 

different approaches in evaluating the costs and benefits the refu-

gee “crisis” 2015 poses to the German economy. 

With regard to the possible benefits that Germany could receive 

from the refugee crisis in 2015, two points, in particular, were ex-

tensively addressed in academic papers and the political debate. On 

the one hand, as mentioned before, there is the demographic change, 

which since 1972 has gradually taken on ever greater proportions, 

so that according to calculations by the Economix Institute, Germa-

ny will, under today's conditions, have to register a decline in the 

labor force of about 8 million by 2050 (Vogler-Ludwig, 2015, P.19). 

The second point often discussed in this debate is the lack of spe-

cialized workers, which could lead to a lot of job-prospects being 

unstaffed, as a result of the demographic change in Germany. The 

Federal Employment Agency also assumes that by 2025, there will 

be a demand for skilled labor of 5.4 million people in Germany, 
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800,000 of whom should be recruited from abroad (OECD, 2013 

P.42-47). The question here is, of course, whether a decline in the 

residential and working population in Germany is a problem at all. 

According to Wrobel (2016), if per capita incomes were to rise 

further, the entire problem could be neglected. However, he also 

states that “there is a danger of a negative spiral. This could be 

caused by the need to restructure the economy and the relocation 

of production facilities abroad. In turn, this would lead to a brain 

drain abroad. By then, at the latest, the German Social security 

system would be spiraled in a state of flux. All this could lead to a 

difficult and conflict-laden adaptation process.  

As the example of Japan shows, it is then not necessarily pos-

sible to maintain innovative advantages (P.9).” Looking at the refu-

gee crisis from this point of view, it could indeed be understood as a 

chance to ease the possible future pressure on the German Social 

Security system On the other hand, the costs associated with the 

Refugee Crisis could also pose a significant threat to the contempo-

rary German economy, as all investments undertaken to integrate 

asylum seekers will show their possible positive effects only in the 

far future.  

As previously mentioned the argumentation based on the possi-

ble easing of the German demographic-gap problem to justify the 

decision to allow the high influx of incoming refugees, was not only 

popular among some scholars but was also used by Chancellor An-

gela Merkel and her financial advisors, who drew upon an analysis 

conducted by the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW), 

which pictured a very optimistic prognosis for the future concerning 

the refugee “crisis”. Fratzscher and Junker (2015) go in their study 

as far as claiming that the current capital investment into the in-

coming refugees will be a rewarding investment for the future of 

Germany. Karolewski and Benedikter (2017) identify the logic that 

underlies said study as the Keynesian-logic which says, that “in-

creased economic demand (based both on private consumption and 

the consumption of the state) will not only balance the initial costs 

incurred by the German state quite soon but will also benefit the 
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entire German economy, considerably increasing the GDP per capita 

(P.297). ” With the incoming refugees, chances for investment into 

various branches emerged. Not only the welfare benefits given out 

to the incoming refugees were part of this investment but also in-

creasing investment into interpreters, housing for asylum seekers, 

and many other branches connected in helping organize and house 

the incoming refugees were seen as a possibility to invest in the 

German economy indirectly. Karolewski and Benedikter called this 

behavior of the German government very accurately “a huge stimu-

lus package (ibid.)”. 

In 2016, the direct "refugee costs" from federal funds totaled 

around 21.7 billion euros, including 7.1 billion euros for combating 

the causes of flight, 1.4 billion euros for reception, registration and 

accommodation, 2.1 billion euros for integration services, 1.7 billion 

euros for social transfers after asylum procedures and 9.3 billion 

euros for the transfer of asylum seekers (Welt, 27.01.2017). The 

figures for long-term costs of the refugee “crisis” vary depending 

on the study used and, therefore, cannot be determined precisely, 

as there are too many variables that cannot yet be measured accu-

rately. For instance, the Centre for European Economic Research 

(ZEW) estimates the long-term burden on the German national 

budget at around 400 billion euros if the performance of refugees 

were not higher than that of low-skilled natives. If 60 percent of 

the refugees reached the performance of people with vocational 

training, this would result in a burden of 113 to 218 billion euros. A 

100 percent qualification quota would result in a positive balance of 

20 billion euros (Bonin, 2016). 

On the other hand, Raffelhüschen estimated that each refugee 

would cost the state about 450,000 euros. However, the costs could 

be even higher because of the many new long-term unemployed.  

This is due to after one year, only 12 percent of the refugees being 

employed in autumn 2016, and even that mostly only as a trainee or 

assistant. On top of that, it is estimated that even after five years, 

about half of the refugees will still have no job or a realistic job 

prospect.  
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Similar to most European Union member states, Germany also 

has a significant problem with the demographic change of its nation. 

In Germany, the consequences of an aging society are already 

critically discussed concerning social security systems (old-age 

provision, health insurance, long-term care insurance), economic 

development, the world of work, urban and transport development, 

and the education system. The German pension system, for exam-

ple, has been based on pay-as-you-go financing. This means that 

each generation pays with its contributions, not its own retirement 

pension, but that of parents and grandparents. Therefore, an aging 

society is a danger to the German pension system and is often used 

to justify the decisions taken during the refugee crisis to have taken 

in many refugees, unlike other EU member states.  

A study carried out by the Research Centre for Generational 

Contracts at the Albert-Ludwigs-University of Freiburg on behalf 

of the Stiftung Marktwirtschaft found out that even in a scenario 

without refugee immigration there is an apparent sustainability 

problem due to demographic change (Bahnsen et al., 2016 P.14.ff). 

On the one hand, the fiscal effects of refugee immigration depend on 

the period of employment, i.e., the younger the refugees are and the 

faster they can be integrated into the labor market, the longer they 

pay taxes and social security contributions. Looking at the demo-

graphic distribution of the asylum seekers entering Germany during 

the year 2015/16, one can see that most of them are young men, 

which theoretically could build the workforce needed for Germany 

to balance their demographic problems.  
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Graph 4: Asylum Seekers 2015/2016 by gender and age group 

 

 
(Source: BKA 2017) 

 

This is the reason why many academics and politicians highly focus 

on the integration of the new asylum-seekers to ensure a quick 

integration into the labor market. Bahnsen et al. (2016), gives a 

more pessimistic outlook on the fast integration of refugees, as af-

ter one year only 12 percent of the refugees were employed in au-

tumn 2016, and even that mostly only as interns or assistants, and 

it is estimated that even after 5 years about half of the refugees will 

still have no job. Therefore, they warn that the rising unemploy-

ment-rate could lead to an opposite effect and threaten the German 

economy (ibid.).  

   In summary, the Refugee Crisis may pose certain possibilities to 

ease certain socio-structural problems like the demographical 

change and the shortage of skilled workers Germany faces, as most 

of the incoming asylum seekers are in fact of working age or 

younger, but the difficult integration into the labor market poses a 

threat to the German social system, as the increasing number of 

asylum-seekers being solely dependent on social-help benefits 
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increases and has an opposite effect on the German economy as 

anticipated in the study often cited by Chancellor Merkel of 

Fratzscher and Junker. Therefore, it is important to analyze which 

qualifications the incoming asylum seekers have in order to  

 

4.2.2. Qualifications of Asylum Seekers 

 

   The previous sub-chapter gave an idea of how important the 

quick integration of incoming asylum-seekers into the German la-

bor market is in order to avoid the risks connected to the significant 

investment into quick integration programs. Therefore, this part of 

the thesis will concentrate on elaborating the qualifications and 

possibilities asylum seekers bring with them in order to be of eco-

nomic value to Germany. In doing so, this study does in no way in-

tend to put a certain value on a life, as the prime reason asylum 

seekers are allowed to stay in Germany is to find safe haven from 

the atrocities they face in their home-country. But the way the 

sudden high influx of asylum seekers has been rationalized by the 

established politicians was often based on the possibility to acquire 

economic benefits through the increase of people at working-age.  

Essential for quick integration of refugees into the labor market 

is, for instance, the speedy acquiring of German language skills and 

a high education pre-arrival to Germany to be able to have a 

chance at landing a job other than internships or assistant-jobs in 

the highly competitive German labor market. As previously men-

tioned, not many asylum-seekers were able to get a full-time job 

until autumn 2016 (Bahnsen et al., 2016), which shows that a quick 

and imminent absorption of the incoming refugees into the German 

labor-market is not as easy as forecasted by some academics.  

Taking a more in-depth look at the educational level of asylum 

seekers, the BAMF acquired on a voluntary basis and without veri-

fication of evidence, the information collected on the qualification 

structure of those seeking protection. Therefore, this data can only 

give a slight idea about the educational level of the asylum-seekers. 
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Figure 4: Highest educational institution attended (whether or not 

completed) by adult first applicant 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

(made by the author based on the numbers from the BAMF (Rich,2016)) 

 

According to the data above, a significant number of asylum-

seekers would in theory be highly qualified to adapt to the German 

labor market, as over one third has an education equaling or above 

Grammar School. This stands in stark contrast with the findings in 

the above chapter, which showed that it is a significant task to inte-

grate most asylum-seekers into the labor market, as most of them 

are living off of state benefits and are not fluent in the German lan-

guage. Not, at last, is this due to missing German language skills, 

with about 15% of the refugees being illiterate (Scheible, 2018). 

This number again forms a stark contrast to the above data, as it 

should be assumed that individuals graduating from Primary school 

should be able to write and read. So, while the data set above could 

give a slight idea on the qualification of asylum-seekers in Germa-

ny, it is hard to tell if the data is genuine.  

Due to the missing language skills, it is only logical to assume 

that most refugees would acquire work in the low-paying section 

and stand in competition with long-term unemployed Germans, who 

would not have a language barrier at their place of work. 

Concerning the effects for the labor market and wages an analy-

sis of the Center for Applied Economic Research at Münster Uni-

versity claims that, due to the low education level of refugees “ad-

verse wage effects would be considerable, as the refugee influx is 

likely to produce a 26.6 percent decrease in the per capita income 

Schooling Percentage 

Higher Institutional Education 17,8% 

Grammar School 20,4% 

General Secondary Schools 31,5% 

Primary School 22,4% 

No Formal Schooling 7,2% 

Other 0,7% 
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of the low-qualified workers already living in Germany, while the 

per capita income of the skilled workers would increase only mar-

ginally by 0.8 percent (Karolewski and Benedikter, 2017 P. 298). 

Various academics foresee that the influx of refugees would lead to 

a large part of them burdening the welfare-system and predomi-

nantly becoming part of the unprivileged class (Hintermeier 2016; 

Wech 2016, Karolewski and Benedikter, 2017). Hans-Werner Sinn 

also concluded that due to the low educational level of a large part 

of the asylum seekers, economic inequality and instability could 

worsen in Germany (Tagesspiegel 2016).  

Even though recent economic data, confirmed “the domestic de-

mand stimulus generated by the refugee reception contributed 

greatly to Germany’s strong economic performance in 2016 (Han-

sen, 2017, P.133),” the constant negative outlook of many academ-

ics seems to have weakened the enthusiasm concerning incoming 

refugees in linkage with a positive growth of the German economy 

in the future.  

 

4.1.3. Perception of Economical Threat 

 

If one looks at the structure of argumentation used by the critics 

of the refugee policy pursued by Chancellor Merkel in mid-2015, it 

is noticeable that they often refer to the previously presented sci-

entific results, but exaggerate them or pit groups (e.g., asylum 

seekers and German citizens) against each other. Even though this 

populist behavior is analyzed more in-depth in the following chap-

ters, it is essential for understanding how the topic of economy and 

the assumed “negative effects” of the "refugee crisis" on the Ger-

man economic power is used to stir up negative sentiment against 

the asylum policy pursued so far.  

First, it is important to gain an insight into how vital the eco-

nomic impact of the "refugee crisis" is for the broad masses of 

German society and the degree of threat-perception existent 

among said society.  
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A study conducted by the PEW Research Center based on the 

Spring 2016 Global Attitudes Survey found out, that only 31% of 

respondents in Germany considered "refugees [as] a burden on 

[the] country because they take our jobs and social benefits (see 

Graph No. 6 on P. 68)". It is striking that Germany had the lowest 

percentage of concerned citizens of the ten European countries 

surveyed. Comparing Germany's results with those of other EU 

member states, it is remarkable that Hungary (82%) and Poland 

(75%), which pursue an extremely restrictive asylum policy, have 

the greatest reservations regarding the economic burdens on refu-

gees. This result is in line with the asylum policy pursued by both 

countries and does not allow any conclusion to be drawn as to why 

economic concerns are considered more important in some coun-

tries than in others, as both countries use an identity-focused ar-

gumentation as to why a restrictive approach is followed. However, 

if one looks at the results of Italy (65%) and Greece (72%), one 

can conclude that especially countries that are affected by the Euro 

crisis and missing a strong economic background perceive refugees 

as a particular threat to their economy.  

The economic situation in Germany in 2015 was characterized 

by solid and steady economic growth, with the price-adjusted gross 

domestic product (GDP) in 2015 on average 1.7% higher than in the 

previous year, according to initial calculations by the Federal Sta-

tistical Office.  

Besides, Germany had a comparatively low unemployment rate, 

with the number of unemployed decreasing steadily from 4.86 mil-

lion people unemployed in 2005 to 2.79 million in 2016. Therefore, 

the economic situation in Germany can be depicted as prosperous 

and steady, allowing most parts of the German citizens to trust in 

the economic strength of the Federal Republic, thus showing less 

concern about the possible economic impact of incoming refugees. 

Concerning Germany's strong economic power, it seems para-

doxical that the potential threat to the economy from a large number 

of refugees is a central point of criticism when it comes to as-

sessing the current asylum policy. 
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One of the most radical groups of critics of Chancellor Merkel's 

asylum policy is the party AfD (Alternative for Germany), which 

was continually gaining support among large parts of the society 

during the "refugee crisis." In connection with the "refugee crisis", 

speakers from AfD increasingly pointed out the increasing burden 

on the German social system. While the burden of the high number 

of refugees, who often have to live on social benefits, is also a topic 

in the previously presented scientific prognoses, the polemical 

character with which the AfD is approaching this topic is quite 

striking.  

In the speeches of the AfD, economic background knowledge is 

mixed with populist rhetoric, which subsequently pits the newly ar-

riving refugees against the "old-established" citizens of Germany. 

In particular, the established parties are blamed, and a picture is 

constructed in which the refugee is preferred while the future of the 

"German national citizen" is destroyed. Björn Höcke accused the 

established parties of “sinning on the backs of our children (Hocke, 

Nordhausen 2015 cited after Geiges, 2018 P.60)” while painting a 

picture, that social behavior and kindness is only shown to the 

“newly-arrived”, while displaying an asocial behavior to the people 

who receive the refugees in their country – namely German citizens. 

The solution to the economic "threat", which could potentially arise 

from the high costs of housing and integration-programs of refu-

gees, sees the AfD in "giving the social a national foundation again" 

as the German “national social system is not endless”.  Frauke 

Petry added, “If we do not want to approach a collapse of the social 

systems haphazardly, we have to make it very clear that we need 

limits: Limits to receptivity, physical limits to our neighboring 

countries and also limits to what society is financially able to pro-

vide(Petry, Leipzig 2015 cited after ibid. P.63)". Members of the 

party harshly criticized the cuts made in the budget for schooling, 

police enforcement, family politics and the German pension-system 

while providing emergency-funds during the “refugee crisis”. In-

stead, they claim, integration-programs should not be funded as 

excessively as planned by the established parties due to the tem-
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porary status of residence of most incoming refugees (Geiges, 

2018). The saved money should be used to “’[combat] [t]he old-

age poverty of German pensioners […] who rebuilt this country 

after the war" (Hocke, Nordhausen 2015 cited after ibid. P. 63)’. 

Young families could be supported ‘so that finally more German 

children are born in Germany again (ibid.)’, and more policemen 

could be employed ‘who risk their health, their bones, even their 

lives every day for our security and are left alone by the old party 

politicians (ibid)’ (Ibid.).” Summarized, the rhetoric of the AfD de-

scribes the "average German citizen" as a victim of the policies of 

the "established parties" and tries to marginalize the rights of the 

refugees by describing them as a threat and something "different". 

 

Considering the three previously introduced sub-categories and 

their possible influence on the decision-making process of the 

German government before the Introduction of the Asylum Packag-

es I and II, it can be assumed,  that the German government has 

been in parts affected by prognoses of various academics, even 

though the discrepancies between a very positive outlook and a 

very pessimistic one for the future of the German economy does 

indeed exist. On top of that, various newspaper articles in which the 

possibility of negative effects of the refugee “crisis” were picked up 

from the academic works had not only a significant influence on the 

government but also on the German citizens. Said influence on the 

citizens was also catalyzed by the populistic rhetoric of the newly 

emerging party AfD. While they do not use the economic argument 

as their primary basis to critic the German government, they do in-

deed misuse this line of argumentation in order to define the “Ger-

man citizen” as a victim of the established government and the in-

coming refugees in order to promote their agenda.  

The negative outlook from parts of the academic elite acted as a 

justification for citizens' concerns, which in turn influenced their 

political orientation and identity. Once again, the three categories 

are not separate able, and the interactions between them play a 
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significant role in understanding the sudden change of heart depict-

ed by the introduction of the Asylum Packages I and II. Neverthe-

less, do the results of the PEW Research Center based on the 

Spring 2016 Global Attitudes Survey gives the impression, that the 

possible economic burden is not the core-element of concern but 

moreover a catalyst to emphasize the concern-increasing effect of 

the other two categories which will be analyzed in the following two 

chapters. 

 

4.2. Security Concerns 

 

The first category of factors that are supposed to be an influ-

encing variable in the sudden change of alignment of the German 

Asylum Policy is 1) Security Concerns. Internal security is one of 

the most controversial political stimulus issues. They decide on 

election campaigns and can bring established politicians to lose 

power when discontent and concerns increase among citizens. As 

previously mentioned, migration and asylum-seekers get often 

linked with security-threats and influence the state to pursue a re-

strictive asylum policy in order to deter individuals looking for ref-

uge from coming to the state’s territory (see Feller, 2006). The 

following sub-chapter will, therefore, concentrate mainly on the 

security threats that are perceived as being connected to the in-

coming refugees in 2015. Among those the categories 1) Terrorism, 

2) Criminal Behavior, 3) Emerging right-wing criminal behavior 

was selected to be analyzed thoroughly to depict which kind of se-

curity-threats influenced the change of heart concerning the Ger-

man asylum policy. It is essential to notice that all mentioned sub-

categories are of great importance and deserve to be analyzed in-

depth on their own. As this research aims at explaining the influ-

encing variables on why the asylum policy changed so quickly, it 

would, unfortunately, go beyond the scope of this research to such 

in-depth analyses in this work.  
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4.2.1. Terrorism Threat 

 

   The linkage of migration, asylum seekers from the Middle East 

and terrorism links back till the 9/11 attacks in 2001, when the 

world experienced the allegedly most powerful country in the world 

being shaken by the attacks planned and executed by the Islamist 

terrorist network al-Qaida (Feller, 2006; Ö zbek, 2018). Martin 

(2006) describes terrorism’s intention as the terrorization of 

someone else instead of direct victims through politically motivated 

violence by targeting mostly civilians and government entities. With 

the terrorist attacks on Paris and Brussels by the Islamic State in 

2015, concerns about terrorism in Europe – and therefore also in 

Germany – arrived at the European doorstep (Ö zbek, 2018 P.1). 

2015 was marked by an increase of terrorist attacks inside the 

borders of the European Union compared to previous years (Euro-

pol, 2016). Europol recorded a total of “211 failed, foiled and com-

pleted terrorist attacks” and arrested 1,077 individuals for terror-

ism-related crimes. Back et al. (2017) show in their research, that 

a correlation between the increasing number of Syrian refugees and 

the growing number of terrorist attacks in Europe does indeed exist 

and therefore supporting previous research by Choi and Salehyan 

(2013) which provided a similar conclusion. They visualized their 

findings in the following graph, which does indeed prove to be quiet 

paradox as the number of terrorist-incidents decreases in the 

years with the highest influx of incoming refugees in Europe:  
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Graph 5: Terrorism incidents in Europe vs. asylum seekers in                                      

Europe (2008-2015). 

 

 
(Source: Back et al. 2017, P. 3) 

 

Even though the academic findings introduced by Back et al. do 

not align with statements expressed by Europol, which stated that 

there exists no concrete evidence for a connection between the 

refugee streams and terrorist attacks in Europe (Europol, 2016). 

This statement was refuted in 2016 by the German Intelligence 

Service (BND) which warning notice was quoted by various German 

newspapers saying that “the terrorist militia "Islamic State" (IS) is 

purposefully preparing fighters to submerge among refugees in Eu-

rope and not attract attention (translated from German by Desiree 

Collignon Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 13.11.2016).” The 

newspaper further states that “IS fighters are trained to be recog-

nized as a refugee when interviewed by police or when making an 

application for asylum (Ibid.).” Although the newspaper article was 

published after the German government introduced the Asylum 

Packages I and II, it still shows that the threat of terrorist attacks 

can be, in fact, linked to incoming refugees.  

Even though the jihadist-terroristic motivated attacks in 2015 

were not persecuted on German territory, the close geographical 
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proximity and the tight-knitted community among the European 

Nations can be described as having an influence on the German 

citizen as well. The attacks in Paris on 14 November 2015, in which 

alleged refugees were also involved as perpetrators, gave rise to 

fears that the partially chaotic situation during the peak of the refu-

gee movement to member-states of the European Union, could be 

misused to smuggle in radical terrorists into the borders of the EU. 

Concerns about terrorist acts committed by incoming individuals 

posing as refugees are also reflected in the Pew Research Center 

survey’s results.  

 

Graph 6: Many Europeans Concerned with security, economic 

reprecussions refugee crisis 

 

 

(Source: Spring 2016 Global Attitudes Survey. PEW Research Center) 

 

The results of the survey clearly show that the primary concern of 

German citizens is the increasing likelihood of terrorist attacks due 

to the influx of incoming refugees (61%). The discourse in the po-

litical sphere of Germany concerning terrorism and the linkage of it 

to the growing refugee debate could, on the first look, be depicted 

as somehow homogenous, as most of the established parties stood 

behind Chancellor Angela Merkel’s refugee policies. Seehofer, Min-
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ister-President of the Free State of Bavaria and Chairman of the 

CSU10, harshly criticized his colleague Soeder for linking the ter-

ror-acts in Paris to the refugee policy of the Chancellor (Tagess-

piegel, 16.11.2015). He added, “We should not mix the refugee 

problem directly with terrorists and security policy. Of course, one 

has to pay attention to where terrorists use the stream of refugees 

to enter unrecognized into the country and across the [European] 

countries. However, this is a completely different approach than to 

say, in every refugee reception center are terrorists sitting (Ibid, 

translated from German by Desiree Collignon).” The only prominent 

party that links the occurring terrorist acts in Europe to the refugee 

“crisis” is the Alternative for Germany (AfD). Deputy Chairman of 

the AfD, Alexander Gauland, interpreted the attacks in Paris as a 

justification for the anti-Islamic movement Pegida11, stating that 

"[t]hose who have previously ignored or laughed at people's con-

cerns about imminent danger from Islamism are debunked because 

of this bloody act (translated from German by Desiree Collignon, 

Sueddeutsche Zeitung, 7. January, 2015). While most parties highly 

criticized the approach of PEGIDA and the AfD, the CSU – sister 

party of the ruling CDU party- articulated a more embracing reac-

tion by augmenting, that the firm stand [of most parties] against the 

protests [of PEGIDA and the AfD] and condemnation of attackers, 

[loses the opportunity of] recognizing [how legitimate the concerns 

of protesters who are mostly ‘millions of poor, suffering German 

people who think that they are not represented’ [is] (Iligit and 

 

10 In Germany, the two sister parties CDU and CSU are called Union

 or Union Parties. In the German Bundestag they form a common fac-

 tion. 

11 Pegida (Patriotic Europeans against the Islamization of the West) 

is an anti-Islamic and xenophobic, racist and right-wing populist or- 

ganization. Since October 2014 the organization is holding demonstra- 

tions in Dresden against the supposedly Islamization and the immigra- 

tion and asylum policies of Germany and Europe.  

Occasionally the group organizes demonstrations in other parts of Ger

many but is never able to reproduce the same success and support it 

has in its city of origin. 
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Klotz, 2018, P.624). 

 The rising popularity of the AfD among parts of the German citi-

zens gives reasons to believe that the fear of terrorist acts com-

mitted by incoming refugees exists in the heads of some citizens – 

may it be scientifically proven or not. Although, as mentioned pre-

viously scientific findings, that found a correlation between the in-

flux of refugees and terrorism does exist, Ö zbek (2018) reminds 

that “the very few occurrences where terrorists portray themselves 

as refugees should be understood for what they are; exceptions (P. 

1976).” Nevertheless, the possibility of potential terrorists hiding 

among refugees is existing – even though it is as mentioned above 

an exception – and therefore, the fear of citizens does have an in-

fluence on the decisions made by the German government and how 

asylum policies are shaped. 

 

4.2.2. Criminal Behavior by Refugees 

 

Another issue that is often connected to national security and the 

influx of asylum seekers is the fear among citizens of the host 

country of increasing criminal behavior committed by refugees. Es-

pecially populist parties like the AfD use this controversial topic to 

spread further worries among the German citizens. Uwe Junge state 

chairman of the Rhineland-Palatinate AfD stated: "Of course, the 

crime and the terrorist threat will rise (Rhein-Zeitung, 3.3.2015)." 

If one looks at the success achieved by the AfD during the general 

elections in 201712, one can assume that the rhetoric used by the 

party proved to be quite useful.  

According to the Criminal statistics of the Federal Criminal Po-

lice Office (BKA) were in 2015, 206,201 offenses identified in the 

field of general crime (excluding immigration violations), with at 

 

12 The AfD succeeded with 12.6 percent of the first-time entry into

 the Bundestag and became the largest opposition party in 2017. Even

 before the election the support-rate of the party grew steadily.  
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least one immigrant13 identified as a suspect (BKA, 2016). This 

corresponds to an increase of 79% (91,190 offenses) compared to 

2014. During the same period, the total number of all criminal of-

fenses (excluding immigration-related violations) fell by 0.6%, ac-

cording to the BKA (ibid.). The report of the BKA further states, 

that almost one-third of the offenses involving at least one sus-

pected asylum-seeker was theft, followed by property and coun-

terfeiting offenses, as well as acts of brutality and criminal offenses 

against personal freedom. The distribution of these offenses was 

similar to the delictual distribution of non-migrant offenses estab-

lished in 2015/16 (ibid.). Significant deviations were found in the 

category of theft offenses. Equal percentages were found in the ar-

eas of sexual offenses (both 1.2%) and offenses against life (0.1% 

each) (ibid.). 

 

Graph 7: Solved Offenses 2012-2016 (excluding immigration-

related offenses) 

 

 
(Source, BKA 2017, P.7) 

 

13 In the BKA report the term “immigrant” is used if the suspect 

resides in Germany with the residence status "asylum seeker", "acqui

-escence", "contingent refugee / civil war refugee" or "unauthorized  

stay" 
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The report concludes, that due to the substantial influx of protec-

tion-seeking individuals arriving into the borders of Germany, de-

velopments concerning the “area of crime as well as the area of po-

litically motivated crime (Ibid. P. 42)” showed a tendency to 

increase in numbers while the whole percentage of criminal offens-

es in Germany decreased simultaneously. Adding to that, the report 

also emphasizes that “the vast majority of immigrants arriving in 

Germany since the beginning of 2015 continue to commit no of-

fenses (Ibid.)”  

However, as Hestermann and Hoven (2019) state “in the political 

debate, however, it is probably not the measurable, but the per-

ceived crime that determines the success and failure of those re-

sponsible concerning the gain and the loss of power (translated 

from German by D.C., P. 127).” The perceived threat is what popu-

list groups like the AfD use by emotionalizing an extreme event in 

order to proclaim a state of fear among the citizens and simultane-

ously to help push forward their agenda (Ibid. P. 139).  

This can be seen by the instrumentalization of extreme cases like 

the 2015 New Years incident in Cologne, where numerous sexual 

assaults on women by groups of men were registered. In many 

cases, both sexual offenses, as well as property infringement of-

fenses and assault and battery, were committed. In the aftermath of 

the Cologne Incident, 1,210 criminal charges from which 828 

charges were filed against unknown individuals and 290 against 

suspects, which could be identified, resulted in only 46 prosecutions 

and 36 convictions (Zeit, 31.12.2017). One in three accused indi-

viduals were identified as asylum seekers, and 52 suspects were 

identified as residing illegally in the borders of Germany (Ibid.). 

Looking at the nationality of most suspects, it is conspicuous that 

most originated from the Middle East (Algeria (101), Moroccans 

(91) Iraqis (37), Syrians (29) German (25)) (Ibid.).  

The journalists Gerhard Voogt and Christian Wiermer wrote in 

their book, which documented the happenings of the new-years 

night “the mass sexual assault on women in the New Year's Eve in 
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Cologne became a beacon for the upheaval of an entire social debate 

in Germany and far beyond. [The events caused a] change of mood 

concerning immigration policy [...] (P.1).”  

 

Hesterman and Hoven (2019) also conclude in their work:  

 

“An emotionalizing and generalizing criminal-law populist rhetoric can 

have a considerable impact on the crime fears of the population. Studies 

point out that the public perception of crime by no means necessarily co-

incides with the statistical data, but is strongly influenced by political de-

bates and the media. At the same time, interactions can be observed: As 

far as the public is interested in particularly emotional events, journalists 

report increasingly (P. 139)” 

 

The impact can be seen in the Victimization Surveys of darkfield, 

crime fear, and related issues, which were published by the BKA in 

2017. According to the survey, the proportion of the population who 

feels insecure at night in the residential area, despite declining 

crime rate increased from 17% in 2012 to 22% in 2017 (Leitgöb-

Guzy, 2018). 

It can, therefore, be concluded, that not only real crimes commit-

ted by refugees had in part an impact on the changes in the German 

asylum policy, but moreover the perceived threat and critical dis-

course expressing discontent with the current situation on behalf of 

the German citizens and media-outlets let the German government 

overthink their current asylum policies.  

 

4.2.3. Hate Crimes by Right-Wing Extremists  

 

Even though the influx of refugees in the year 2015 had an impact 

on all spectrums of politically motivated crimes, right-wing criminal 

behavior recorded a significant increase. Therefore, not only crimi-

nal statistics in Germany concerning crimes committed by refugees 

and asylum seekers but also increase the frequency of right-wing 

motivated offenses give the German government reason to worry 
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about the cohesion of the German citizens and their readiness to 

accept the current asylum policies.  

With an increase of over 5000 offenses compared to the previous 

year, were 22,960 offenses registered under the category of politi-

cally motivated right-wing-motivated crime in the year 2015 

(Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2016). Among those offenses, 

1,485 criminal offenses were depicted as violent acts (Ibid.). On top 

of that, the number of right-wing extremist offenses also increased 

by a bit more than 5000 offenses from 16,559 in 2014 to 21,933 in 

2015 (Ibid.). Among those right-wing extremist offenses, 1,408 

were recorded as an act of violence, corresponding to an increase 

of 42.2% compared to the previous year (Ibid.).  

The refugee issue is a topic that is suitable for forming an ideo-

logical consensus in the right-wing extremist spectrum. According 

to the BKA, mainly attacks on asylum seekers and their accommo-

dations are at the center of right-wing motivated criminal attacks 

and can be depicted as main targets (BKA, 2016).   

“Realistic estimates for 2015 include more than 1,500 crimes in 

the context of attacks on refugee shelters, including 150 arson at-

tacks on inhabited, planned or under construction asylum properties 

and facilities that directly engage with refugees (translated from 

German by Desiree Collignon, Reinfrank and Brausam, 2016 

P.235).” One famous incident which clearly shows the intensity of 

right-wing attacks on asylum-shelters is the arson attack of the 

13th February 2015 in Freiberg, Saxony. During this attack, an un-

conventional explosive device exploded in the corridor of an inhab-

ited asylum-seeker accommodation, injuring several people and 

demolishing a door by completely toing it out of the anchorage 

(Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2016).  
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Graph 8: Offenses against asylum accommodations in 2015 

 

 
(Source: BKA (2016) P.33)  

 

Even though the published numbers by the BKA are a little bit 

smaller with 1.031 (BKA, 2016) offenses against asylum-seekers 

than the previously mentioned estimate, the multiplication of of-

fenses of this kind by a fifth, supports the statement, that asylum-

seekers are favored targets of right-wing extremists. Regarding 

the offenses against asylum accommodations in 2015, it is conspic-

uous that the crime-rate increased simultaneously with the sudden 

influx of incoming refugees after the opening of the borders by 

Chancellor Angela Merkel.  

However, not only the number of offenses increased simultane-

ously to the influx of refugees, but also the number of people iden-

tifying themselves with the right-wing ideology grew from 21.000 

in 2014 to 22,600 in 2015 (Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2016). 

This development can be depicted as especially worrisome, as the 

previous years were characterized by a long-lasting decrease of 

supporters of the right-wing spectrum.  

The division of the German civil society, which can be assumed 

by the growth of right-wing extremists, certainly poses a threat to 

the security situation in Germany as social unrest can always lead 

to conflicts. On top of that, a dwindling demarcation of right-wing 

extremism and an acceptance of violence and militancy in parts of 
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the population poses not only threats to asylum seekers and per-

sons with migration background but also to the social cohesion of 

the German state. The conflict potential between the right- and 

left-wing scenes, mixed with the volatile theme of refugee policy, 

also causes an even deeper division of German society and threat-

ens the stability and public support of the previously followed asy-

lum-policies.  

 

   At the end of the year 2015, the German government was not 

only confronted with a rising terrorism potential due to the possi-

bility of radical-Islamists IS “fighters” entering German territory 

incognito while posing as refugees, but also had to fight against a 

rising criminal-potential of asylum seekers concerning specific 

categories of crime. On top of that, the emotionalization of specific 

extreme incidents and the refugee issue itself by populistic parties 

like the AfD caused a significant division among the German popu-

lation, allowing right-wing sentiments to grow and become socially 

accepted in some parts of the German population. This division is 

mainly caused by the fear of the “other” and the slight possibility of 

becoming victim to terrorist attacks or criminal behavior on behalf 

of an asylum-seeker. The rising acceptance of conservative ideas 

in the heads of the citizens triggers simultaneously a broader ac-

ceptance concerning right-wing motivated criminal acts, which fur-

ther the division of the population even further.  

A divided population is never in the interest of a government and 

can cause further problems in the future. However, the fear that got 

installed among the citizens is not only a result due to security is-

sues but is also influenced by identity- and economic issues. Those 

will be analyzed in the following sub-chapters to develop the argu-

ment further, that the growing emotionality which results in fear 

among the citizens are, in fact, influencing factors, which led the 

German government to change their liberal alignment and introduce 

the restrictive Asylum Packages I and II.  
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4.3. Identity Issues 

 

   “The essence of the nation is psychological, a vivid sense of sameness 

or oneness of kind, which, from the perspective of the group, sets it off 

from all other groups in a most vital way (Connor, 1994, P.145).” 

   

In various academic works, perceived or existing threats to the 

national identity are used as an explaining variable as to why gov-

ernments (especially in western countries) change to a restrictive 

asylum policy (Connor 1994, Sniderman et al. 2004, Ivarsflaten 

2005). ”When the public perceives that their national community is 

somehow threatened, many feel a strong desire – or can be led to 

feel a strong desire – to defend what they believe to be their way 

of life (Ivarsflaten 2005, P.23f.)”. 

   Therefore, the second category of this research will concentrate 

on how identity influences the alignment of asylum policies in order 

to answer the question, which factors influence the German gov-

ernment  

Ivarsflaten introduced in her work two significant concerns the 

public connects with a high influx of refugees in their nations and 

strengthens the support for restrictive policies among the public. 

The first is the worry that the national government loses control 

over borders and, therefore parts of the sovereignty (ibid.). The 

second concern she identifies is the fear of losing “cultural, reli-

gious, and linguistic distinctness and unity of their national commu-

nity (ibid. P.24).” She also adds that support among the public for 

restrictive policies grows, when prominent figures of the elite re-

peatedly argue that connectivity between an influx of refugees and 

the previously mentioned concerns exists.   

Based on the existing literature, the sub-categories to be ana-

lyzed in this chapter are 1) Divide in German society, 2) Rising 

Right-Wing Sentiment, and 3) Islamophobia. 
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4.3.1. Divided Society 

 

The first glance it may seem puzzling to proclaim, that the 

“refugee crisis” had a dividing impact on the German society con-

sidering 90 percent of the respondents of a representative tele-

phone-interview conducted by the Friedrich-Ebert Foundation in 

2014 claimed to be part of the “center” [or mainstream] of society 

(Zick, Küpper 2016). Additionally, concerning the political spectrum, 

60 percent further claimed to belong to the political center (Ibid.). 

However, it is questionable whether all participants had the same 

definition of what the term “center” means. Zick and Küpper admit 

that the definition of this term is very unclear, and therefore, indi-

viduals who identify themselves as belonging to the center in parts 

express right-wing populist views while other individuals identify-

ing with the same centrist term show liberal attitudes.“While the 

majority continues to explicitly and democratically endorse demo-

cratic values, a not-so-small and fair-minded minority shares po-

sitions against modernization, liberalism, and globalism, which, in 

essence, embrace recognition of diversity and equality (translated 

by D.C. Ibid.).”The “refugee crisis” and the sudden influx of refu-

gees in the national territory of Germany is often depicted as an 

accelerator which not only intensified the heterogeneity of world-

views existing in Germany but also allowed for an right-wing 

populist articulation to become more acceptable in parts of the 

German society (Zick et al., Decker et al.)”  

The immanent importance of this topic for the German civil so-

ciety mirrors itself in the continuity of its reflection in the medial 

discourse. Fifty-four percent of major German political talk shows 

on the publicly funded broadcast outlets ARD and ZDF concerned 

themselves with the topic “refugees,” “Influence of Islamic Culture,” 

and “Populism” in the year 2016 (Restle et al. 2017). Even reputa-

ble newspapers and media-outlets used highly polemic keywords in 

their coverage of the refugee movement linking the humanitarian 

crisis with words like “refugee chaos” or “refugee flood” (Küpper et 
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al., 2016). According to Küpper et al., this rhetoric triggers fear 

among some parts of the society giving the consumer of such media 

the feeling as if the refugee movement is indeed a “threatening, un-

controllable situation of catastrophic extent (Ibid. P.84).”  

Even though, such threatening word-creations are especially 

popular among politicians from the populist party AfD, established 

representatives from the traditional parties are also no stranger in 

using polemic rhetoric when speaking about the refugee “crisis.” 

The constant repetition of such word-creations in the media-

landscape of Germany and the participation and usage of such 

words by established politicians fulfill the third condition introduced 

by Ivarsflaten, which states, that the visibility of elites expressing 

such views would influence parts of the society and further deepen 

the division among the society. How deep the division of the Ger-

man society goes was ground for research of the yearly conducted 

“FES-Mitte”-study of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation. Its results 

show that even though the vast majority of respondents of its em-

pirical questionnaire are of the opinion that Germany did well in 

taking in so many refugees and an optimistic view concerning the 

future of how the refugee “crisis” will be overcome. On the other 

hand, a small minority of 20% percent was against the decision to 

host that many asylum seekers (FES-Mitte-study. P.87). The re-

sult initially suggests that there exists, in general, a homogenous, 

positive opinion concerning the refugee issue among German citi-

zens.  

However, this assumption proves to be a mirage if one looks at 

the attitudes of the interviewees against the security feeling and the 

effects that the refugee crisis had on German society. While only a 

small percentage of the respondents felt personally threatened in 

their everyday life by incoming refugees, a significant percentage 

felt that due to the high influx of refugees, a growing threat for the 

German community in general emerged (ibid. P.88). Against this 

background, the results of the ZuGleich-study (2016) provide a 

better understanding of why German society gives off the feeling of 

being split into two camps. 56,7 percent of the interviewees articu-
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lated that they were against more and more migrants feeling at 

home in Germany (P.3), and only 27,5 percent approved of migrants 

deciding to make Germany their new home (Ibid.). 

 This is primarily due to the fact that the understanding of what 

the term "home" means is measured through various variables, and 

only individuals who meet these requirements are recognized as 

"German" or belonging to the society of Germany. "The German 

population has significantly tightened its conditions for German af-

filiation, but it does not demand the fulfillment of categorical criteria, 

such as the country of birth or Christian religious affiliation (ibid. 

P.11)," but instead focuses on the respect of political institu-

tions/laws and the mastery of the German language.  

This tightened understanding of who and what belongs to the 

term “German” emphasizes the “otherness” with which the belong-

ing of asylum seekers - and foreigners in general - arriving in 

Germany get framed, and on which basis their “German-ness” and 

their level of “integration” gets evaluated by. 

Due to the respect for laws and existing political institutions, it 

is only understandable, that most participants of the study agree 

with the necessity and importance of a fundamental right for asylum, 

but on the other hand “nearly half of all respondents associate the 

threat of terrorism with [the asylum-seekers], one third see Ger-

many's future at risk and one in two wishes deportations as soon as 

the situation in the refugees' home countries has improved (Ibid. 

P.26). 

However, not only a general divide between Pro- and Anti-

Refugee sentiment can be depicted as a point to prove the divide 

among German society. Also, a regional divide between the old 

(prior West-German) federal states and the new (prior East-

German) federal states paints a picture of a divided society in, con-

cerning the willingness to accept asylum seekers and encourage or 

discourage the previous humanitarian approach to asylum at the 

beginning of the refugee “crisis” of 2015.  

A study by the Bertelsmann-Stiftung (2019) found out that 

migration skepticism is more pronounced in the East. An example of 
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this can be found in the findings of the study, showing that the as-

sessment that immigration places an additional burden on social se-

curity funds is a shared view in 68 percent in the old federal states 

and 83 percent in the new federal-states (Kober and Koeseman, 

2019, P.29). The chances of immigration are also assessed very 

differently: For example, only about one-third of East Germans (36 

percent) believe that immigration compensates for the shortage of 

skilled workers, while half of West Germans hold this view (ibid.).  

Additionally, to the findings of the Bertelsmann-Stiftung, bigger 

support for the Islam- and xenophobic, ethnic, racist and right-

wing populist organization, PEGIDA can be found in the East-

German part of the nation. Since 2014, the right-wing influenced 

group PEGIDA has been organizing demonstrations -especially in 

Dresden- against the “Islamisation” it connects to the immigra-

tion and asylum policies of Germany and Europe. While small 

demonstrations of this nature also took part in other cities of Ger-

many, it could not reach the popularity it has in the east German 

city Dresden. Most of Pegida's demonstrations are met with coun-

terdemonstrations, which again show how divided German society is 

on the question of Germany's asylum policy. Lars Geiges showed, 

that “[r]ight-wing populist mobilization campaigns [were] by no 

means new phenomena in the Federal Republic, but they did occur 

with clearly identifiable local focuses, often linked to regional con-

flict occurrences and in close proximity to election days (P.53).” 

Even though PEGIDA’s popularity pre-dominantly concentrates 

itself in certain regions in Germany like the East – especially 

Saxony-, its achievements in organizing small protests all around 

the country clearly “has proven the campaign suitability of the 

topics immigration, flight and integration (ibid.).”  

The AfD party took advantage of this newly proven campaign 

suitability and followed similar rhetoric as PEGIDA by taking up the 

themes of flight and integration in order to place them in a national-

ist context. Thereby, it is important to notice, that most participants 

in the demonstrations organized by PEGIDA also identified them-

selves as supporters of the AfD (Geiges et al. 2015, P. 151 ff.; 
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Vorländer et al. 2016, P. 39 ff.), therefore allowing the populist 

party to maintain a relationship with the demonstration organization. 

Other than PEGIDA, which’s popularity had its peak in 2015, the 

AfD constantly profited from the debate surrounding the incoming 

asylum seekers while constantly gaining popularity (Geiges 2016, S. 

142).  

Pegida can therefore be understood as "the [early] prelude to 

the Alternative for Germany" (Bude 2016, p. 347ff). On top of that, 

the growing popularity of the AfD party due to its populist-

nationalist program while PEGIDAs popularity decreased signifi-

cantly, depicts that the party itself "increasingly represents the 

crystallization point of a new right-wing movement with promising 

power options for the party" (Häusler and Virchow 2016, p. 347f.) 

and as the "parliamentary arm of a broad right-wing movement 

(Friedrich 2015, p. 104)”.  

The rising popularity of the AfD is not only cause for many 

discussions among the German society, as it is pre-dominantly un-

derstood as mirroring the rising popularity of right-wing thoughts 

and ideas but also shows how divided the nation is among those 

supporting the “welcome-policy” and those supporting the anti-

asylum seeker alignment of the AfD. This discussion will be further 

analyzed in the next section of this chapter which will give a deeper 

insight in the rising right-wing sentiment among the German socie-

ty and its impacts on the decision-making process for introducing 

the Asylum Package I and II.  

 

The worsening division among the society and the rising sup-

port for right-wing sentiments shows how “liberal and conserva-

tive norms are competing throughout the refugee crisis [and] has 

given rise to normative conflicts and triggered arguments about the 

meaning of rules and appropriate behavior (Neumeier, 2017 P.38)”. 

While conservative norms could be understood as a euphemism for 

right-wing sentiment, it is also important to notice that not every 

critical view on the humanitarian approach can be understood as 

being of this nature. Therefore, the atmosphere in Germany pre-
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introduction of the Asylum Packages I and II can be described as 

very tense, with various norms fighting for the dominance of mean-

ing.  

 

4.3.2. Rising Right-Wing Sentiment and Populism 

 

This part of the research will give an insight into the rising 

right-wing sentiment among the German society and the increasing 

use of populist rhetoric among politicians, in order to further the 

argument, that the German society is divided, which has a destabi-

lizing effect and therefore rises the fear or uncertainty not only 

amongst its citizens but also among its government. Similar to the 

question of whether the egg or the hen existed first, the question of 

the origin of sympathy for right-wing ideas and its effects on so-

ciety cannot be answered unambiguously. However, it can be stated 

that with the rapid increase of asylum seekers, the acceptance and 

public expression of populist and right-wing rhetoric has increased. 

Thus, a deeper examination of the impact of this change in German 

society on asylum policy is certainly of interest and will be con-

ducted in this part of the work. 

The fear existing in a significant part of the German citizens 

concerning the mass influx of refugees influences not only the co-

hesion among the German society but also acts as a breeding 

ground for right-wing radical ideas and xenophobia, which then 

further advances the division of society and pose a significant chal-

lenge to the government. Mudde defines the concept of right-wing 

ideology as “an ideology, which holds that states should be inhab-

ited exclusively by members of the native group („the nation“) and 

that nonnative elements (persons and ideas) are fundamentally 

threatening to the homogenous nation-state (Mudde 2007, S. 19).” 

While right-wing radical ideas and xenophobia induced by the 

refugee “crisis” prove to be topics worth studying on their own, 

they also have an essential effect on the division among the German 

society and can be depicted as the most extreme form of a threat-
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perceiving mindset concerning refugees and the German identity. 

Therefore, even though this research does not allow an in-depth 

analysis of the said phenomenon, it is still important to depict the 

changes the year 2015 brought with it concerning xenophobia and 

right-wing sentiment. 

In the 2015 report of protection of the constitution, the Federal 

Ministry of Interior described the German society as followed: 

 

“In a deeply polarized society, proponents and opponents of an open 

asylum policy seem to be uncompromising. Fear of social insecurity and 

state failure are crucial motives of a discerning clientele. They are di-

rected by right-wing populists and right-wing extremists in the direction 

of a fundamental critique of the political and social foundations of the 

democratic constitutional state (Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2016 

P.40).” 

 

After a year-long decline in numbers of right-wing extremists’, 

the numbers suddenly increased to 22,600 in 2015, recording a 

growth of 1.600 members compared to the previous year (Ibid.). 

While the number of right-wing extremists on the first glance does 

not seem to be of very significant importance, the propensity to the 

violence of this group and the growing acceptance of parts of their 

ideology and world view among the civil society gives reason to 

worry about norm-changes into the direction of accepting xeno-

phobic and right-wing extremist beliefs. 

The Insa-survey by the newspaper FOCUS, came to the result, 

that only 28% of the interviewees were supporting Chancellor 

Merkel's asylum policy, showing considerable skepticism among the 

population (FOCUS, 21.10.2015). This skepticism found its climax 

in some parts of the population, believing that the politicians lost 

control during the peak of the refugee “crisis” (Federal Ministry of 

the Interior, 2016). This initial situation proved to be the perfect 

breeding ground for popularizing radical views during which promi-

nent figures of the right-wing sphere “radicalize[d] the debate by 

arguing […] not about the concrete shape of migration and asylum, 
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but [propagated] a fundamental rejection of the existing social and 

political order (Ibid., P. 56). Klein et. al. put it very incisively when 

they described the core message of populism as the “salvific prom-

ise, in essence, to bring about the breakthrough of the true will of 

the people against the reluctance of the political establishment 

(Klein et al. 2018, P.389)”, thus invoking a they-against-us men-

tality in which politicians are presented as the protector of the 

"newly" incoming refugee, while the will of the "old-established" 

people residing in Germany are deliberately ignored and disregard-

ed. By defaming the existing press as “Lugenpresse (liar-press)14
” 

and supporters of the liberal asylum-policy approach as “traitors,” 

the possibility of having a democratic discourse about the topic be-

comes impossible, and the whole refugee-topic is put into a light of 

“good” and “evil.”  

With the formations of right-wing motivated protest movements 

like PEGIDA and the sudden rise of the AfD in the German party-

landscape, the right-wing movement found they are -in parts- 

socially accepted speak persons who not only catered to the ex-

tremists but also reached parts of the broad masses with their anti-

asylum propaganda. While a deep analysis of the program and the 

expressions used by the AfD to influence the masses into believing 

and following their right-wing populist agenda goes beyond the 

scope of this thesis, it is important to get an idea of how the party 

operates in order to promote their messages and to understand how 

their populist politics increase the acceptance of right-wing rheto-

ric among the society. 

 

 

14 Lugenpresse (Liar press) is a political catchword that is polemic-

ally and with defaming intent directed at the media.  

In propaganda during the First World War, "liar press" was used much

more frequently; here itreferred to the press of the enemy states.  

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the term "liar press" has be-

en used by right-wing extremist and right-wing populist, ethnic or   

xenophobic and Islamophobic circles. In January 2015, "Lugenpresse" 

was voted “Misnomer of the Year 2014" by Sprachkritische Aktion  

Unwort des Jahres. 
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Especially pre-introduction of the Asylum Packages I and II did 

the AfD show a fierce stance against the asylum policies followed 

by the Federal Republic and especially Chancellor Merkel. The 

rhetoric used in the party’s “Asylchaos und Eurokrise Stoppen -

Herbstoffensive 2015 (Stopping the asylum chaos and euro crisis 

Autumn Offensive 2015)” clearly depicts how the topic asylum 

moved to the center of the political debates the party based their 

agenda on. The party claimed:  

 

“With our regained unity and clout, we must therefore now become 

visible again and, together with you, provide clarity to the citizens in the 

context of the 'Herbstoffensive 2015' about the political issues that are 

still being played down or concealed by all other parties. In doing so, we 

are deliberately putting the problem areas of chaotic asylum policy and the 

continuing euro crisis in the political spotlight (AFD, 2015; translated by 

the author).” 

 

With the focus of the AfD shifted to the topic of asylum in 2015, 

populistic rhetoric which is often found in the milieu of right-wing-

oriented parties started to emerge more visibly among various 

speeches of the members of the party. If one looks at the speeches 

which were held by the prominent AfD-members during the 

"Herbstoffensive 2015", it is striking that especially the criticism of 

Merkel as a person, the loss and threat from refugees to German 

identity, the depiction of refugees as “illegal migrants” and the 

possible destruction of Germany itself were used as the central fo-

cus.  

Höcke and Poppenmann, for example, alleged that Germany 

is“slipping straight into the biggest crisis of the entire post-war 

period in an uncontrolled manner, without any useful leadership. 

Dear friends, we do not want to make it, and we will not be able to 

make it the way Chancellor Merkel has imposed it on us without 

asking beforehand (Geiges, 2018; P.59).” Defamatory expressions 

such as "World refugee chancellor (ibid.)" to portray the refugee 

policy and person of Chancellor Merkel negatively underline the 
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populist expressions of the party, especially in order to gain more 

support from the right spectrum of political supporters. Not only 

keywords and expressions like "state failure" and "decline of de-

mocracy," but also "an incipient dissolution of the state" (Hocke 

Nordhausen 2015 cited in Geiges, 2018; P. 60) which was triggered 

by the "refugee crisis" are popular expressions in the language of 

the members of the AfD to increase the fear among the broad 

population.  

Referring to the asylum policy followed by the German govern-

ment previous to the introduction of the Asylum Packages I and II, 

Frauke Petry said: "Asylum policy must not be [misused as] an im-

migration policy" (Leipzig 2015 cited in ibid.).  While this state-

ment seems logical at first and does not necessarily fall into the 

realm of right-wing rhetoric, it certainly must be viewed critically 

in the context of further statements by the politician and her party-

members which did in fact used racist speech. Looking at those 

further statements of members of the AfD, one can see that they 

promoted subconsciously the acceptance of right-wing rhetoric by 

breaking the stigma of using racist speech in order to criticize the 

asylum policy approach. This racist approach was then “camou-

flaged” by claiming that their critic should be identified merely as 

criticism of the government's previously pursued refugee policy.  

For example, it was claimed that the aim of aid in crisis regions 

could not be "to simply uproot a significant part of the population 

from their cultural circle and bring them to Europe" (Petry Görlitz 

2015 in ibid.). Moreover, this “crisis” was based on a "fuzzy defini-

tion of the term refugee (ibid.)”, giving the appearance, that a sig-

nificant number of asylum-seekers should not be understood as  

“real” refugees. This alluded to the assumption that among the ar-

riving refugees were a large number of economic migrants who 

were wrongly considered war refugees by the Chancellor's previ-

ously followed refugee policy. One can understand that someone 

wants to leave his country so that he can be better off elsewhere, 
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Frauke Petry said, even though "this has nothing to do with flight in 

the true sense of the word" (Görlitz 2015 in ibid.). 

Lars Geiges concluded, that the AfD “Styliz[ed] their own pro-

test as a patriotic act of national concern. Speakers linked the "ref-

ugee question" equally to questions of internal security and social 

issues, invoking the progressive loss of homeland, the familiar, the 

existing (ibid. P.59.).” This expression of "concern" is linked by 

party members in almost conspiracy theory fashion with the alleged 

intention of the old parties to pursue a "multicultural revolution from 

above" (Hocke Nordhausen 2015 cited in ibid.).  

A central theme in the argumentation of the AfD is also the pos-

sible “loss of German identity” while emphasizing the importance 

of “the return to a lost or at least badly damaged German identity. 

Accordingly, the politicians had the task, especially in times of cri-

sis, of creating and preserving a German identity, it was "their duty 

to spell out what German is" (FP Görlitz 2015). (Geiges, 2018; 

P.62)” 

Geiges concludes rightfully that, “AfD speakers interpreted the 

"refugee crisis" from an initially classic right-wing populist point of 

view: The elites, who were portrayed as aloof, corrupt and degen-

erate, who formed a conglomerate of business, politics, and media, 

who stood against the actual sovereign, against "the people", instead 

of representing interests with reason and foresight(ibid. P.65).” 

Through the use of right-wing rhetoric, the AfD is able to construct 

itself as the new elite, which intends to “save” German identity 

from the established parties and the incoming asylum seeker who 

are both depicted as a “threat.  

 

Parallel to the increasing popularity of the AfD, the FES-Mitte 

study also noted a norm-change in the acceptance of racist 

worldviews among a wider part of German society (Zick and 

Kuepper, P. 3).” It is important to note, that the rising number and 

the acceptance of right-wing ideology expresses itself not only 

through security threats and real crimes but is also a worrisome 
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development for the cohesion of the German society and the Ger-

man liberal identity. The constant critic and the growth of sympa-

thizers of the right-wing ideology can be depicted as one of the 

many push-factors that led the German government to change their 

asylum-policy alignment in order to stop the constant discontent 

among its citizens and the further division of the society. 

 

4.3.3. Islamophobia  

 

As the xenophobic and racist tendencies in part of German so-

ciety increased with the influx of refugees, which were predomi-

nantly of Muslim confession, a connection between the cultural 

background and religious beliefs of the asylum seekers and the re-

jection among parts of the German society cannot be denied. Even 

though the academic debate about modern Islamophobia is a rela-

tively new field of research, as its’ first comprehensive study to 

attempt a definition was conducted in the year 1997 (Allen, 2010, P. 

153f.), it became a very relevant topic in recent years and inherits 

particular importance when analyzing the internal clash and division 

of the German society after the refugee “crisis” 2015. According to 

British sociologist Chris Allen (2010),  

Islamophobia creates a reality in which it is reasonable to see 

Muslims as fundamentally different from non-Muslims and conse-

quently treat them unequally. He defines Islamophobia as an ide-

ology that constructs Muslims and Islam as the negatively connoted 

"other" and thus excludes them from the group with which they 

identify themselves. While discrepancies concerning the question 

whether Islamophobia is connected to racist-related ideologies like 

xenophobia or right-wing extremist worldviews exist (See Allen, 

Miles, Balibar, Goldberg), this research follows the definition of 

Étienne Balibar and David Theo Goldberg, who have argued that 

Islamophobia, as well as modern anti-Semitism, is just one of many 

forms of racism. They see both culture and race as socially con-

structed categories that are not based on any real essence. At the 
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same time, they emphasize the fusion of religious aspects with 

classical biological-racist discourses. 

Although Germany does not show the highest values of Islam-

ophobia within the European Union, the refugee “crisis” of 2015 has 

undoubtedly changed the acceptance and perception of Muslim 

refugees and fellow citizens among parts of the German population. 

Graph 9: Views of Muslims more negative in eastern and south-

ern Europe 

 

 

(source: Spring 2016 Global Attitudes Survey, PEW Research Center)  

 

Even though right-wing ideology found an increasing reception 

after the influx of refugees among the borders of Germany, the de-

gree of Islamophobia or/and unfavorable views of Muslims in Ger-

many decreased slightly to 19% in 2016, according to the FES-

Mitte study. Those findings stand in stark contrast to the current 

heated debate and findings of other studies, which depict a more 

negative point of view on the severity of Islamophobic ideology 

among German society.  

Half of the population stated that they sometimes "feel like a 

stranger in their own country" because of the increasing visibility of 

Muslim individuals (Zu-Gleich Study). This number shows an in-



 

 ９１ 

crease of seven percent to the year 2014. This subjective feeling 

by parts of the society underlines again the argument previously 

introduced, that among the German society indeed exists a divide 

when it comes to the asylum policy and the feeling of belonging to 

the German state. Additionally, more than 40 percent of citizens 

believe that Muslims should be prohibited from immigrating to Ger-

many. Those numbers show that a significant part of the German 

population views Muslim refugees and migrants in a very unfavora-

ble light. According to Wilhelm Heitmeyer (2011), nearly one in 

three Germans assumes that Muslims sympathize with religiously 

led terrorism. Combined with a fear of cultural alienation led by the 

Muslim population, multiculturalism and the belief in equal rights 

seem to lose importance, and the calls for a strong German Leitkul-

tur (guiding culture) are getting louder. Existing prejudices against 

Muslim people are often promoted as going against the liberal views 

of the German society, and topics like gender equality or the rights 

of queer people will be used to encourage a negative view of Mus-

lim individuals while promoting Islamophobic ideology in disguise. 

Heribert Adams (2015) puts it very accurately when he wrote, that 

“Anti-Islamic sentiment has changed into a permissible bias. In the 

name of promoting rights of homosexuals or LGBTQ-people, all 

Muslims are tarred with the stigma of a sharia-obsessed minority 

(P.457)." 

In conclusion, Islamophobic views among the German society 

originates in the perception, that Muslim refugees and migrants are 

the cause for changes among the German society and that they 

threaten the existing traditional civil order. The rapid changes con-

cerning the refugee “crisis” in 2015 caused uncertainties among 

parts of the population, which felt as if their identity is threatened. 

Drüeke et al. (2010) agree that “cultural identity becomes a prob-

lem in everyday life when the traditional social and cultural founda-

tions of society threaten to break away, or at least no longer suffice 

to locate people (P.14). The problem with right-wing populist and 

Islamophobic attitudes in Germany is not the slight increase of its 

sympathizers but, moreover, the intensity with which this group of 
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people vocalizes their agenda. The refugee “crisis” and the sudden 

influx of people practicing the Muslim religion catalyzed to increase 

the fear among parts of the German society, which would not nec-

essarily identify themselves as right-wing populists or Islamopho-

bic. Therefore, the real problem is not lying in the numbers of ex-

tremists – even though those should not be underestimated as well- 

but moreover, in the growing tolerance for the articulation of racist 

ideology among the population. The FES-Mitte study also conclud-

ed that the “center” moved more into the direction of the “right” 

spectrum, which explains the call for a more restrictive approach 

and a distrust of the politicians among the German society. So, this 

distrust and call for a paradigm-change concerning the liberal asy-

lum-policy followed by the German government during the peak of 

the refugee “crisis” on behalf of a big part of the German population, 

can be assumed to have had a significant impact on the German 

government when changing their alignment.  

 

4.4. Evaluation  

 

The previous analyses of the three categories show that it is 

quite challenging to define a single variable as the cause of influ-

ence for the sudden change of asylum laws in a restrictive direction. 

Instead, the hypothesis is correct that a mono-theoretical approach, 

as used in many academic works, is not sufficient to explain the 

complex influences on the alignment of asylum law. 

The publishing of future scenarios concerning the German econ-

omy, which did not exist at the beginning of the refugee crisis, 

caused the mood in Germany to partially change to a negative atti-

tude towards the newly incoming refugees. Argumentations based 

on combating the problems posed by the demographic change were 

quickly refuted by several economists and political advisers, who 

refuted the high costs and possible high burden on the social sys-

tem. The economic burden which the hosting of a high number of 

refugees entails for a single country is understandably perceived by 
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Germany as an additional threat and offers populist parties a new 

breeding ground for making their xenophobic message socially ac-

ceptable and spreading it more widely. This was the case with the 

AfD party who used the discourse about possible economic burdens 

caused by the “refugee crisis” to promote their own anti-

establishment agenda and deepen the perception of refugees 

through the lens of “otherness”. By doing so, they paint the German 

citizen as a victim in their own nation and further the divide of the 

society by using populistic rhetoric. 

The high probability that a large proportion of the newly arrived 

asylum seekers will slip into the less privileged lower class in Ger-

many due to their insufficient qualification to adapt to the German 

labor market and lack of knowledge of German linguistic skills has 

an impact not only on the German labor market but also on the 

crime potential of this group, as the lack of prospects and the 

shortage of financial means often leads to an increase in the will-

ingness to commit crimes. On top of that, the misconception that 

possible employment chances could be “undeservingly stolen” by 

asylum seekers, shows that also in the category of economic 

threats, the refugee “crisis” and its connected high influx asylum 

seekers among German borders is widely perceived as a threat to 

the German state.  

 Also, Security concerns, which did not exist in Germany to this 

extent before the refugee crisis of 2015, or only existed in a much 

smaller form, became more visible than before due to the sudden 

increase of refugees in the German territory. Particularly extreme 

situations such as New Year's Eve 2015/2016, which was increas-

ingly and intensively dealt with in the media landscape and social 

media, had a significant influence on the feeling of security of the 

German population and led to more considerable criticism of the 

liberal refugee policy previously pursued.  

Also, the increased possibility of IS fighters incognito invading 

German territory through the refugee movement created a sense of 

insecurity among the German population and helped populist parties 

like the AfD to gain more considerable influence in the German 
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party landscape. Even though criminal statistics show that an in-

creasing criminal potential of the asylum seekers, cannot be proven 

the perceived threat for German citizens which increased through 

the previously mentioned criminal acts of New Year’s Eve show, 

that a securitization of the refugee issues is taking place, as all ref-

ugees are perceived as a threat to the German State. 

The fear, which has spread in parts of the population at the peak 

time of the refugee crisis, cannot be presented one hundred percent 

as rational and factually proven. Instead, the irrational fear of 

populist personalities and groups was used to make the possible 

security threats by refugees look more severe than the statistics of 

the Federal Criminal Police Office suggest. Although an increase in 

crime cannot be denied, the increase is not extreme enough to ra-

tionally initiate such a strong reaction on the part of the German 

population.  

This understanding of asylum seekers as a “threat” to the Ger-

man state is also mirrored in the category of identity issues.  

The sudden change to a negative mood in German society, triggered 

by the sudden publicity of the potential negative consequences of 

the unexpected influx of refugees, subsequently caused a split be-

tween those who agreed with Chancellor Merkel's “welcome cul-

ture” and liberal asylum policy and those who opposed this very 

asylum policy critically. The rise of right-wing ideas and the will-

ingness of this group to resort to violence are causing a renewed 

threat to Germany's social order. On top of that, the rising number 

of right-wing extremists and the growing popularity of the populist 

AfD party poses a risk not only for asylum seekers and the social 

stability of Germany but also for the old-established parties. After 

all, they are not only facing a possible loss of votes in the future 

election through the AfD but also the negative and dividing influence 

on German civil society.  

A divided society in which views are as blatantly divided as the 

polarized opinions concerning the issue of refugees in Germany 

suggests can also lead to social friction within said society. Even if 

the number of right-wing radicals has not risen immensely, right-
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wing memorabilia have indeed arrived in the middle of society and 

shows that there has been a particular jolt to the right in Germany's 

political alignment of the society. Especially the brazen display of 

Islamophobic ideas, which may not be as severe as in other member 

states of the European Union, has risen in Germany, and the fear of 

some of the German population of being alienated from their own 

country is endangering Germany's multicultural and on equality-

based society. Therefore, the refugee issue is again perceived as a 

threat to German identity and social norms.  

As seen above, all three categories are interlinked and influence 

each other. Common to the three categories is the perception of the 

asylum seekers as a possible“threat” to security, economy, and 

the German identity. 

Therefore, at first glance, it might seem difficult to depict a par-

ticular category (i.e., economic concerns, security concerns, and 

identity issues) as a more influential variable in the decision making 

process of the German government concerning their choice to in-

troduce the Asylum Packages I and II and subsequently follow a 

significantly more restrictive asylum policy, the previous analysis 

shows, that two categories had a more significant impact on the 

Stimmung (Mood) of the German society. Based on the previous 

analysis the fear of terrorism and the possible threat to the internal 

security of the nation, as well as the threat to the German identity 

while feeling like a stranger in the own country seem to be the core 

of the uncertainty and fear that is stirred up in the citizens, leading 

to more restrictive asylum policies.   

 

Parkes (2017) described the European Union’s reaction to the 

refugee “crisis” as a failure, due to the securitization of the asy-

lum seekers and the refugee movements as a threat to the host-

countries, therefore failing to portray a leading humanitarian role in 

the overcoming-process of the worldwide “crisis” (P.9). With 

the introduction of the restrictive asylum policy of the Asylum 

Packages I and II, Germany -theoretically- joins the group of 

countries, which securitize the refugee-issue, consequently also 
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failing in achieving the initial goal to show a “friendly face” and 

follow a leading and humanitarian role during the “crisis.”     

Therefore, the German government was confronted with several 

problematic influences and had to act quickly to show that citizens' 

concerns were being taken seriously. In general, the example of the 

German case shows that the sudden adoption of restrictive asylum 

laws is closely linked to the three interacting categories mentioned 

above, which put pressure on the government. 

 

Figure 5: Influencing Factors on restrictive Asylum Policy 

Changes 

 

 

 

Therefore, the previously introduced theoretical approach, which 

follows a pluralistic approach in accordance with Sangbae Kims 

Complex Political Theory, gives a more precise understanding con-

cerning the factors which influence a government to suddenly 

change its asylum policy alignment into a restrictive direction dur-

ing the time of “crisis 
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 Chapter 5. Conclusion 
 

 

The sudden rise of refugees within the territory of the European 

Union in 2015 posed a significant challenge for all members of the 

European Union. Germany initially showed a humanitarian attitude 

towards the refugees detained in Europe and, unlike most other 

member states, pursued a liberal refugee policy. With the increasing 

number of refugees entering German territory uncontrolled during 

this period of “crisis,” the criticism and pressure on the German 

government grew simultaneously, so that only a few months later 

the Asylum Packages I and II were passed, which replaced the lib-

eral policy of Germany and restricted it in many areas. This sudden 

change in the government's course posed the question to academics 

as to whether the newly adopted asylum policy could be classified 

as restrictive and what factors contributed to Germany's rapid 

change in the direction of its asylum policy. 

This dissertation, therefore, aimed to identify 1) whether the 

German asylum policy post-introduction of the Asylum packages I 

and II can be depicted as restrictive and 2) the factors which influ-

enced the German government to rapidly change the alignment of 

their asylum policy in a minimal time frame. To do so, a qualitative 

content analysis according to Mayring with a focus on structuring 

has been undertaken to compress the highly fragmented data and 

knowledge by concentrating on the identified subcategories for each 

part of the analysis.  

The theoretical background of this dissertation's first analysis 

was based on the classification measurements for a restrictive asy-

lum policy introduced in the article Policy in the West: Past Trends, 

Future Possibilities by Matthew J. Gibney and Randall Hansen 

(2013). Therefore, the categories for the first part of the analyses 

aimed at identifying whether the Asylum Package I and II are re-

strictive were picked as followed: 1) Preventing access to state 

territory, 2) Deterring arrivals, and 3) Limiting stay.  
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   This part of the dissertation showed that various changes im-

plemented by the Asylum Packages I and II could be depicted as 

corresponding to the categories that portray restrictive asylum 

policies in western countries. Especially significant were the 

changes in the sub-categories for 1) Deterring Arrivals and 2) 

Limiting Stay. The limitation and complication of access to the labor 

market and welfare system, as well as more challenging conditions 

for detention and residency, clearly showed that Germany was pur-

suing a restrictive asylum policy with the adoption of the Asylum 

Packages I and II. This was done with the intent to make the pull 

factors for refugees still residing outside the German territory less 

attractive while at the same time reducing the financial burden on 

the German state for asylum seekers already arrived in Germany. 

Besides, there are measures to exclude specific individuals from the 

asylum procedure by adding Balkan states to the list of safe coun-

tries of origin, simplifying deportations, and speeding up the asylum 

process. Even though toughened regulations for asylum seekers 

have been proven in the first three categories introduced by Gibney 

and Hansen, the last category 4) Managing arrivals, was not affect-

ed by the changes introduced by the Asylum Package I and II. This 

is due to the category not being depicted as restrictive per se and is 

more focused on bettering the asylum-process and finding a solu-

tion for the growing threat of increasing refugee movements. An 

analysis of Germany's efforts in this area would be worthwhile but 

is not in line with the adoption of asylum packages I and II and is, 

therefore beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

The analysis itself concentrated on deepening the understanding 

of factors influencing a state to change the alignment of their asy-

lum policy into a restrictive direction. The previously existing aca-

demic discourse offered various approaches to explain the passing 

of restrictive asylum laws. However, in various works, only one 

variable or one specific factor was highlighted as a particularly im-

portant source of influence. This dissertation argues that such a 

mono-theoretical approach is not sufficient to explain the change 

from a liberal to a restrictive asylum policy approach. In order to 
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broaden the understanding of influencing factors, the second part of 

the analysis was therefore based on a pluralistic approach, which 

was developed with the help of Kim Sangbae's Complex Political 

Theory.  

Based on the case of the reactions observed in Germany to the 

refugee crisis 2015 and the introduction of the previously identified 

restrictive Asylum Packages I and II, the most prominent factors of 

the literature were compressed into a pluralistic theoretical ap-

proach in order to explain the sudden change of direction. In this 

newly developed theoretical approach, the influx of the numbers of 

refugees in the German territory was identified as trigger point, 

which had an impact on the three depicted categories 1) Economic 

Issues, 2) Security Threat, and 3) Identity Issues.  

Contrary to previous assumptions, the categories did not entirely 

influence the decision-making process of the German government 

separately, but rather an interdependence between the categories 

was discovered so that reciprocal influences between the categories 

were found out. A common point in the three categories was the 

perception of the asylum seeker as a “threat” to either the security, 

the economy, and the identity of Germany. Therefore, concern 

about the economic burden of refugees, security risks from possible 

terrorist attacks and a general shift of the political spectrum to the 

right in German society seem to make populist groups and ideas 

socially acceptable and thus influence the degree of Islamophobia 

and xenophobia, which in turn pressure the government to follow a 

more restrictive approach concerning their asylum policy if rising 

discontent among the citizens does not want to be risked. Even 

though the analysis did prove that all three categories had an impact 

in stirring up the uncertainty among the citizens and therefore in-

fluencing the decision-making process of the German government, 

it can not be said that all three categories had a similar influencing-

effect. Especially the fear of terrorism, which is embedded in the 

security-threat category and the fear of “foreign infiltration,” 

seems to be the central core point in stirring up fear among the 

German citizens, therefore allowing a securitization of the “refugee 
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crisis” to happen. 

After the introduction of the Asylum Packages I and II, Asylum-

law wise, Germany aligns itself in the category of “securitizing” the 

refugee movement. The example of the German case shows that the 

sudden adoption of restrictive asylum laws is, therefore, closely 

linked to the three categories mentioned above, putting pressure on 

the government by stirring fear and discontent among the German 

citizens.  

This dissertation thus not only makes an essential contribution 

to answering the research question but also helps to bring a certain 

degree of clarity concerning the existing discourse, which deals 

with Germany's reaction to the European refugee crisis in 2015 by 

introducing a new theoretical framework with which a change to a 

restrictive asylum policy can be explained. To better understand 

the implications of these results, future studies could use this theo-

retical background to analyze if this theoretical framework only has 

the explanatory power in the German case, or if other countries – 

especially among the members of the European Union – show 

similar patterns when restrictive asylum policies are introduced. 

Since Germany was not the only country affected by the sudden 

migration of refugees, it is of academic interest to analyze the re-

actions of the other member states in order to see whether the 

findings of the German case can serve as a model. 

Also, in 2019, Federal Interior Minister Horst Seehofer (CSU) 

warned against a possibly even more massive “wave” of incoming 

refugees compared to the year 2015 (Tagesspiegel, 08.10.2019). 

This shows that the topic analyzed in this dissertation is still of 

great importance and that the results of this work can undoubtedly 

contribute to suggesting the future behavior of governments facing 

a sudden massive influx of incoming refugees. Due to the deterio-

rating situations in the Middle East and Africa, the number of people 

seeking refuge in Europe and especially in Germany will likely not 

decrease in the future, and therefore it is all the more important to 

understand the reasons for a restrictive policy to find a way in the 
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future that can guarantee a more humane treatment of those seek-

ing protection without unsettling the society of the host state too 

much. The aim of this work, to lay the foundation for understanding 

the German restrictive asylum policy during the refugee “crisis” 

2015, will, therefore, be of great use for future works and hopefully 

will benefit the academic discourse 
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Abstract 

  

2015년 유럽연합(EU) 영토 내 난민 급증은 모든 유럽연합(EU) 회원국

들에게 중대한 도전이 제기되었다. 독일은 초기에 유럽에 억류된 난민들

에게 인도주의적인 태도를 보였으며, 다른 대부분의 회원국들과는 달리 

인도주의 난민 정책을 추구했다. 독일 영토로 들어오는 난민들의 수가 

통제되지 못한 채 독일 정부에 대한 비난과 압박감이 커져, 불과 몇 달 

후에야 망명 패키지 1, 2호가 통과되어 독일의 인도주의 정책을 대체하

고 많은 지역에서 이를 제한하였다. 본 연구는 1) 망명 패키지가 제한적

인 것으로 식별될 수 있는지 여부를 평가하고 2) 망명 정책의 변화에 

영향을 미친 요인을 분석하는 것을 목표로 한다. Gibney와 Hansen의 

이론적 틀에 기초한 분석을 통해, 독일은 실제로 유인 요인을 줄이기 위

한 다양한 제한적 조치를 도입했다는 것이 밝혀졌다. 

제한적 망명 정책 변화에 영향을 미치는 요인과 관련하여 본 연구는 

김 상배의 복합세계정치론에 기초한 다원론적 접근방식을 도입한다. 그

렇게 함으로써 안보 우려, 정체성 문제 및 경제적 위협을 궁극적으로 세 

번째 보류 효과로 이어지는 영향을 미치는 변수로 연결시켜 정부가 제한

적인 망명 정책을 도입하도록 만든다. 

 

키워드: 난민“위기”2015, 망명 정책, 안보화, 독일, 유럽 
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