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It is beyond dispute nowadays that there is a migrant crisis (also known as
the refugee crisis) in the world: people escape from the countries with military
conflicts inside them and migrate to the safest and nearest states. As a rule, mi-
grants also regard these countries to be more affluent and developed. Taking into
account all the above mentioned factors, European Union member states seem to
be particularly attractive for potential migrants: they are developed, safe and until
recently were able to accommodate and give asylum to all its seekers.

However, every country has a limited capability of asylum-seekers accommo-
dation until the peak is reached and the crisis begins. Today no one doubts that it
has happened to the EU. The expressions of the crisis can be found in every aspect
of life from the reestablishment of the internal borders to the existence of the
Muslim parts of the cities: the number of the asylum-seekers from these countries
is so colossal that the states are not able to assimilate and integrate them into their
culture. This inevitably leads to the conflicts based on the religious and national
basis, cultural erosion of the native cultures.

It is obvious that the problem exists. However, the solution to it is far from
being reached. In this abstract we will try to analyze the existing approaches from
different angles and propose a possible solution.

The first and universal step is the creation of a single institution that will be re-
sponsible for the existing and future problems in this sphere. It should be based on
the model of EUROPOL.: single database, single managerial organ, cooperation
with other EU institutions for a better functioning [1].

The second and the most significant step is deciding on the asylum strategy. And
it causes most of the controversy. It should serve the interests of every member state
and, at the same time, solve the problem with respect to the human rights and previous
international agreements. As of now, there exist 5 general approaches to the problem.

1. The first strategy is the establishment of international treaties with safe third
countries. By following it, EU member states prohibit a vast majority of asylum
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seekers to get in the EU itself. Instead, the states conclude treaties with the safe
country which refugees may use as a path to the EU, agreeing to finance a part of
the expenses the country experiences based on the treaty’s execution. EU — Turkey
statement can be used as an example [2].

2. The second strategy is based on the sovereign equality of the states. It is a
fundamental axiomatic premise of the international legal order, which was first
proclaimed in 1943 [3; 4]. It foresees an equal distribution of migrants among
member states. The idea is that if a state has equal rights with others, it should
also have equal responsibilities. However, this strategy proved little efficiency in
the face of the current migrant crisis in Europe. It is believed that one of the most
important reasons for the UK leaving the EU was directly connected with the
challenge of accommodating migrants [5].

3. The third strategy suggests that the distribution should mainly depend on
the population of the member state. The coefficient should be mathematically cal-
culated to determine the number of migrants for a certain number of citizens of
the member state.

4. The fourth and the fifth strategies are based on the GDP: per capita and
per member state. The logic here is that the GDP or, in other words, the mate-
rial resources will enable the counties to accommodate more asylum-seekers
because they will afford to provide more people with shelters and basic number
of amenities.

Every strategy has its own positive and negative sides. Some are beneficial
for one countries, and some for the other. However, the point is to find a balance.

In our opinion, the best solution would be the synergy of the third and the
fourth strategies: it is rational to think that countries with a higher overall GDP and
population will be able to handle the crisis more efficiently. There are two main
reasons for it. The first is that the capacity of assimilation of the more populated
state is much higher: it can allow in more people without the gradual extinction
of the local culture. The second one is that affluent countries with their material
resources have more possibilities to provide healthcare, language courses, accom-
modation and satisfy other basic needs of the refugees in a more efficient way.
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Buemnsis moautuka lIBenun
BO Bpemsi Bropoii MUpPOBOii BOWHBI

I'puwgenxo C. U., cmyo. I k. BI'Y,
Hayu. pyk. Pybo O. I1., kano. ucm. Hayk

[IIBenust Bo BHELIHEH MOIUTHKE TPAAULIMOHHO IPUIEpKUBaIach HEHTpaiuTe-
Ta, KOTOPBIH (POPMUPOBAJICS HA IPOTSKEHUU JUIUTEJILHOTO IEPUOAA €€ CTAHOBIIE-
HUS B KQUECTBE CYBEPEHHOIO rOCYJapCTBa.

B roms! Bropoil MupoBOi BOWMHBI 3aJa4yell IIBEICKOIO IPABUTENILCTBA HApSLY
C COXpaHEHHEM HEUTpaJIUTeTa CTalo 0OecIieueHe CHaOKEH S CTPaHbl HEOOXOAUMBI-
MH HMITOPTHBIMH TOBapamu. B 1o sxe Bpemst [1IBenust paccMarpuBaiach BOIOIOIIMHE
CTpaHAMH KaK BOYKHBIH SKCIIOPTEP CTPATErMIeCKHUX TOBapoB. 7 nekadbpst 1939 1. 6puto
TIOJIMICAHO TOProBoe comalienne Mexay LlIBenyeit u AHIIHEH, IpexycMaTprBaB-
1Iee COXpaHEHUE JOBOCHHOTO 00beMa JIBYCTOPOHHEH TOPTOBIIH, a TakxkKe 22 ieKadpst
3aKJTF0YEHO IIBEJICKO-aHIIINICKOE TOProBoe coramienue [ 1, c. 489].

C navanom CoBetcko-(puHisiHACKON BOitHBI (1939—1940) I1IBerus Bo3nepka-
Jach OT 3asBJICHUS O HEMTpaIUTEeTe U 3aHSJIA MMO3UIHIO «HEBOIOIOMIEI» CTPAHBI.
Juis 1lBenuu B TOT mepuo ObUIM XapaKTEPHbI OKa3aHUE BOCHHO-MAaTePHAIbHOM
nojaep KKy OUHISTHINY U TOCPEIHNYECTBO MeK Iy 3T0i cTpanoit u CCCP B Bo3-
00OHOBJICHUH T1eperoBopoB [ 1, c. 489].

Bropxenue nemenxux Boiick B Hopseruto B ampene 1940 r. mosnekiio 3a co-
60i1 ycunenue 3aBucumoctu lIBenuu ot I'epmanuu. IlIBenckas cropoHa 1eMoOH-
CTpHUpOBaJla TOTOBHOCTh K COTPYAHUUECTBY C «peiixom», TpeOoBaHMs KOTOPOIo
nocTosiHHO pociy. IIpaBurenscro IllBenuu npunsano TpeOosaHue I'epmanuu
0 COXpaHEHUHM CTpoKaiillero HelTpanurera [2, c. 218].

9 mrons 1940 r. mexnay IllBenuell u I'epmaHuell 3aKIFOYEHO IIBEICKO-TEp-
MaHCKO€ COTJIAIIeHHue O TPAH3UTE COJJAT M BOSHHBIX MaTepuasioB u3 [epMaHum
B Hopeeruro n obparHo. 3a Tpu rofa IEHCTBUS COIVIAIIEHHS B 00€ CTOPOHBI
OBLIO TIEPEBE3CHO OKOJIO JBYX MHJIIMOHOB HEMEUKUX conaar [3, c. 474]. Jlan-
HBII aCTIEKT YacTO PaCCMaTPHUBAETCS] HICTOPUKAMU KaK CYIIECTBEHHOE HapyIIeHUE
MPUHLUIIOB [IOTUTHKN HEHTpaIuTeTa.

B wmione 1940 1. Takke MOANMCAHO HOBOE IBEACKO-TEPMAHCKOE TOPTOBOE
COIVIAILICHHE, HANpaBJICHHOE Ha PACIIUPEHHE IBYCTOPOHHETO TOBapooOOpOTa.
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