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The EU Refugee Crisis, culminating in the autumn of 2015, 
clarified the need for a common immigration policy in the EU. This 
article examines two of the EU member states’ immigration policy, 
Denmark and Sweden, on the basis of how these relate to the EU’s 
existing immigration policy. A comparison between Denmark and 
Sweden’s immigration policy indicates that it does not significantly 
matter whether the Member States are part of the European Union’s 
Common European Asylum System (CEAS) or not. The refugee 
crisis has clarified the difficulties of reaching agreement between 
the Member States and showed shortcomings of the CEAS, which 
is apparent when there is no unanimity on solutions that entail 
increased responsibility for the individual Member State. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Within the European Union (EU), there is a common asylum system agreed 
upon by the Member States, the European Union’s Common European Asylum 
System (CEAS). (European Commission, 2019). This ought to mean that there 
is no significant difference between the Member States’ policies regarding 
asylum seekers. But is this true? Is CEAS applied in the same way regardless 
of which Member State you are looking at? Does the same assessment apply 
throughout the EU? The obvious answer to these questions should of course be 
a clear no, at least for those who have in any way followed the chain of events 
after the EU Refugee Crisis which culminated in the autumn of 2015. For 
instance, that a country such as Hungary does not meet CEAS should not come 
as a surprise. Hungary has gone its own way on this issue and has basically 
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made it impossible to seek asylum in their country. (EDAL, 2019). But what 
about other Member States? Are the other Member States better at complying 
with the CEAS requirements and fulfilling the standard of EU’s policy on 
asylum? 

In this article, we will look more closely at two of the Member States, 
namely Denmark and Sweden. We will be examining how the EU Member 
States, Denmark and Sweden, live up to EU’s policy on asylum. This is done 
with a comparative study of foreign policy on immigration, by using the theory 
of foreign policy analysis (FPA). Denmark and Sweden have been selected for 
this study, partly because they are neighbouring countries and are strongly 
influenced by each other’s policies, but also because one of these countries, 
Denmark, is not part of CEAS, and that the other, Sweden, is part of CEAS. 
 

BACKGROUND 
A world of a forcibly displaced population 

Refugee crises are certainly nothing new under the sun. People have through 
all the times of history been on the move and been forcibly displaced for 
numerous reasons, such as starvation and poverty, natural disasters, war, 
persecution and violence, and so on. But today more people than ever before 
are living as refugees around the world. According to United Nations Refugee 
Agency (UNHCR), the forcibly displaced population in the world increased 
with 2.9 million people in 2017, i.e. the number of people globally living as 
refugees as a result of persecution, conflict, or generalized violence persecution 
was 68.5 million in 2017. (UNHCR, 2018). Of these, only 704,600 were 
seeking asylum within the EU in 2017. A figure that has decreased significantly 
from 2015, when the number of asylum seekers in the EU peeked at 1,322,800 
asylum applications, which was an exceptional increase from previous years. 
During the years 2006 to 2010, the number of asylum seekers was at a fairly 
stable level around 200,000 to 250,000 annually. From 2010, the figure began 
to increase, up to 431,100 in 2013, and 627,000 in 2014. (Eurostat, 2019a). 
 

The 1951 Refugee Convention 
The right of asylum, i.e. the right for people to seek asylum from persecution 
or serious harm in their own country, is grounded in Article 14 of the United 
Nation’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The United Nations 
Convention, the 1951 Refugee Convention is the key legal document that forms 
the basis of these fundamental human rights of refugees. The central principle 
of the Refugee Convention is non-refoulment, which proclaims that “no one 
shall expel or return (“refouler”) a refugee against his or her will, in any manner 
whatsoever, to a territory where he or she fears threats to life or freedom”. By 
ratifying the Refugee Convention, states are committed to “apply the 
provisions of this Convention to refugees without discrimination as to race, 
religion or country of origin”. (UNHCR, 2019a:2-3, 17). The Refugee 
Convention is ratified by 145 States and its principles are considered as rule of 
customary international law. Thus, states are expected to cooperate with the 
UNHCR, who serves as the guardian of the Convention, and to ensure that the 
rights of the refugee are respected and protected. (UNHCR, 2019:3). 
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Common European Asylum System 
The Member States of the European Union (EU) have committed to 
establishing a Common European Asylum System (CEAS). The CEAS is a 
framework of legislation, based on the UN Refugee Convention and its 1967 
protocol. CEAS “regulates and sets common standards in the field of 
international protection with a view to developing common concepts and 
criteria, and harmonising the interpretation and application of asylum law 
among EU Member States”. (EASO, 2019:13). The central idea behind the 
CEAS is that EU, as an area without internal frontiers, must have the protocol 
for asylum to be a coordinated regulation at the EU level. The closure of 
internal borders within the EU also put attention on the control of external 
borders needing to be strengthened and that the Member States must 
collaborate on issues such as asylum and immigration. The individual 
responsibility of the Member States in the CEAS originates from the 1990 
Dublin Convention which establishes criteria for determining which Member 
State is accountable for inspecting asylum applications of individual asylum 
seekers. (EASO, 2019:13). 

The actual work on CEAS started in 1999, and by 2005 legislative actions 
coordinating common minimum standards for asylum were adopted. In 2008, 
the European Commission presented its Policy Plan on Asylum, with three 
pillars underpinning the CEAS by passing more coordination to standards of 
protection by additionally aligning the EU Member States asylum legislation, 
with well-supported practical collaboration, with increased solidarity and 
shared responsibility among the Member States. The Member States have 
agreed on several directives to guarantee that “asylum seekers are treated 
equally in an open and fair system”. (European Commission, 2019a). In 
summary, the CEAS consists of primary law, namely the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), the Treaty on European Union 
(TEU), and the EU Charter. Furthermore, the CEAS consists of secondary 
legislation such as the Dublin Regulation and the recast of the Eurodac 
Regulation and several other EU directives. (EASO, 2019:17). 

It is when it comes to these EU directives that the unification of member 
countries will be the most tested, due to the fact that EU directives require 
implementation into the national law of the Member State. Whether this 
implementation phase has been met by all member states can certainly be 
questioned. Along with the CAES, there were also other secondary legislation 
that were adopted during the first phase of CEAS, such as the Family 
Reunification Directive in 2003, the Long-Term Residents Directive in 2003, 
and the Returns Directive in 2008. (EASO, 2019:18). 

The probably best-known part of CEAS, and perhaps even the most 
questioned, is the Dublin Regulation. The Dublin Regulation have had several 
updates since it first introduction back in 1990 under the name, the Dublin 
Convention. In June 2013 the Dublin III Regulation was introduced. With its 
third generation of instruments it established the criteria and mechanism for 
determining the Member States responsibility for asylum seekers. The Dublin 
III Regulation states that it ”creates a system to detect early problems in 
national asylum or reception systems, and address their root causes before they 
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develop into fully fledged crises”. (European Commission, 2019a; EASO, 
2019:34). The Member States have according to the 20th article in the Dublin 
III Regulation a responsibility in validating the asylum applications from 
individual asylum seekers. I.e. it is the Dublin III Regulation that establishes 
the individual Member State’s responsibility for assessments of every 
individual asylum application. (European Commission, 2019b; EDAL, 2019b). 
However, this is based on what country the asylum seeker first applied in. “The 
principle of first asylum” is inscribed in the Dublin III Regulation and states 
that it is the first European country he or she arrives to, that shall secure the 
protection for the individual asylum seeker. (EDAL, 2019b). And it is on this 
latter point that the Dublin Regulation has been question the most. For instance, 
in countries like Denmark and Sweden, it is difficult to believe that the first 
EU-country that the asylum seekers arrive to could be Denmark or Sweden, 
especially when it is known that the asylum seeker has come to EU via the 
Mediterranean water-road. In their way to Scandinavia the asylum seekers must 
have passed other EU-countries. Compliance with the Dublin resolution has 
thus been poor. 

All Member States, with the exception of Denmark, Ireland and the 
United Kingdom (UK), have agreed to the CEAS in its present form. While 
both UK and Ireland have committed to the first phase of CEAS, Denmark have 
stood outside on the whole process. Denmark has chosen to reject participation 
in every treaty provision in the field of Justice and Home Affairs. This means 
that Denmark is not bound to follow the obligations of CEAS. The CEAS is an 
evolving system, which the EU Refugee Crisis has showed. The high number 
of refugees seeking shelter in Europe in 2015 gave decisions from the Council 
of the European Union for temporary deviation from the Dublin III Regulation. 
These were deviations caused by the situation in Italy and Greece where the 
majority of the refugees arrived into the EU. (EASO, 2019:19). 

 

The EU Refugee Crisis 
The 1,322,800 asylum applications in 2015 made a significant challenge for 
the EU. These kind of numbers of refugees had not been seen in Europe since 
the end of the Second World War, when the number of people seeking shelter 
in Europe were proximally 10-12 million people. (Lucassen, 2018:385). 
However, the high inflow of refugees in 2015 emphasised systemic 
insufficiencies in the EU asylum collaboration and triggered a state of crisis – 
the EU Refugee Crisis. The Refugee Crisis came in the aftermath of the 
Eurozone crisis, while EU was already at stress, which made the refugee crisis 
severe, with the potential to totally harm the integration project of EU as whole. 
In 2015, the origins of the refugees were primarily from the Middle East. Syria, 
Afghanistan and Iraq were the three countries that most of refugees fled from 
during the EU Refugee Crisis. (Niemann & Zaun, 2018:3). With the refugee 
crisis there was a massive increase of asylum applications. This increased 
burden of applications exposed tenacious shortcomings of the CEAS and put 
severe pressures on EU. 

As a response of the EU Refugee Crisis, EU developed a European 
Agenda on Migration. This was intended to be a comprehensive agenda to meet 
the challenges that the refugee crisis put up, and to equip the Member States 
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with the tools to handle the immigration. This is an ongoing process with the 
effort of EU to managing the refugee crisis. Among the measures included in 
this agenda were, among other things, a permanent crisis relocation mechanism 
for all Member States and an emergency relocation proposal for 120,000 
people to ease pressure on mainly Greece, Hungary and Italy. The European 
Agenda on Migration also contained ambitions to make the return policy more 
efficient through a common return handbook and an EU action plan for return. 
This includes the establishment of a common European list of safe countries of 
origin. (European Commission, 2019c). 

 
FOREIGN POLICY ANALYSIS 

Foreign policy analysis (FPA) can be seen as an IR theory subfield. The key 
element of FPA is about interpretation of the output and inputs of state 
performance and about making explanations or predictions of state interactions 
on the international arena. This is done by examining underlying motives that 
might affect the performance of states on foreign policy issues. (Smith, 
Hadfield and Dunne, 2016:4-5). FPA is focusing on the international system, 
on the conduct and practice of relations between states, but also on other 
important actors that have influence on the foreign policy-making process. FPA 
is mainly about examining elements that are involved in interstate relations. 
(Smith, Hadfield and Dunne, 2016:3). In this article however, FPA is about 
analysis of the appliance of two Member States’ obligations in the Union they 
are part of. It is about how Sweden and Denmark are handling their relations, 
both as neighbouring countries and as EU Member States. What is their 
underlying motive for their immigration policy and for their treatment of 
asylum seekers? The main purpose is however to compare these two states in 
their outcome of politics for the asylum seekers. (Alden & Aran, 2017:3). 

 
DENMARK & SWEDEN 

As two neighbouring countries, Denmark and Sweden have a long history of 
mutual interest. For instance, they both were united (together with Norway) in 
the Kalmar Union between the years 1397 to 1523. After the dissolution of the 
Kalmar Union they became enemies and waged war against each other in the 
struggle for power over the domination of the Baltic Sea region. Various wars 
and unrest where Denmark and Sweden were involved on different sides went 
on until 1814, when Denmark was forced to leave Norway to the Swedes, 
which marked the ending of the period of wars between Denmark and Sweden. 
(Pohjola-Norden, 2019:11-22) 

While Sweden could avoid being drawn into the two world wars in the 
20th century, Denmark was occupied by the Germans in 1940 until the end of 
the Second World War in 1945. After the war, Denmark joined NATO while 
Sweden remained a neutral country. In 1952 The Nordic Council was 
established as an intergovernmental collaboration body between the 
Scandinavian States and since 1954 there has been passport freedom between 
Denmark and Sweden. Denmark joined the European Economic Community 
(EEC) already in 1973, while Sweden joined in 1995 when the EEC became 
the European Union (EU). (Pohjola-Norden, 2019:27-29). 
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However, Denmark conducted a referendum in 1992 in preparation for 
the Maastricht Treaty. The result of this referendum was that Denmark rejected 
the treaty. After this, however, seven parliamentary parties in Folketinget 
agreed in a "National Compromise" to negotiate the terms of the Maastricht 
Treaty. With this compromise, Denmark was able to agree with the other 
member states in the Edinburgh Agreement in December 1992. In an 
agreement that meant that Denmark received 4 exceptions to the Maastricht 
Treaty. These exceptions were: 

1. Citizenship of the Union, i.e. that a Union citizenship cannot attain the 
same status as or replace the Danish citizenship, 

2. The third stage of economic and monetary union, which meant that 
Denmark would not introduce the euro and would not be part of the 
euro area, 

3. The Defence Cooperation, i.e. Denmark would not be part of the 
European Common Security and Defence Policy (ECSD), 

4. Supranational cooperation on justice and home affairs, i.e. Denmark is 
not part of supranational cooperation on asylum, immigration, visa 
and other policies related to the free movement of persons. 
(Udenrigsministeriet, 2019). 

Sweden is also outside the euro area and has not introduced the euro. But 
unlike Denmark, Sweden has no formal exception to this. In a kind of ‘silent 
agreement’ with the EU, Sweden is allowed to stand outside the euro area until 
further notice. Officially, it is said that Sweden will, according to the treaty, 
adopt the euro once Sweden meets the necessary conditions. Beside the euro-
cooperation, Sweden is included in all the commitments that a full EU 
membership entails. (European Commission, 2019d; European Union, 2019). 

Today, the relations between Denmark and Sweden are both close and 
good. The two countries are cooperating in various international forums, for 
example in the UN, the EU and the Nordic Council of Ministers. Denmark and 
Sweden share basic values and have similar attitudes to issues related to good 
governance, human rights, international law, and free trade. 
(Regeringskansliet, 2019). The structure of the political system in Denmark 
and Sweden shares many similarities. They both have a political system that is 
characterised by a multiparty system which tends to bring minority 
governments. Both Denmark and Sweden have a clear left-right divide with 
traditional ‘bloc-politics’. They both also have anti-immigration parties 
represented in their parliament. (EIU, 2018a; EIU, 2018a;). However, in 
Sweden this left-right bloc-politic somehow loosened after the election of 2018 
which resulted in a government with support over the bloc-divide. 
(Marmorstein, 2019). 

However, despite these similarities in attitudes and values between 
countries, there is much that distinguishes Denmark and Sweden. Denmark is 
a much more homogenous country than Sweden. In 2018 12% of the Danish 
population were born in a foreign country. The corresponding figure for 
Sweden was 18.5 % in 2018. Given the proportion of population born outside 
the EU, the figure for Denmark is 7.9% and for Sweden 13.1% for year 2018. 
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(Eurostat, 2019b). As mentioned above, Denmark is not part of the Common 
European Asylum System (CEAS), which Sweden is. 

The issue on immigration is probably the topic where the Swedish and 
the Danish debates have been the most divergent the last decades. In Sweden, 
the debate on immigration has been almost absent from the public debate until 
the EU Refugee Crisis. In Denmark, however, this debate has adopted a 
considerably more prominent position in the public debate. Denmark has also 
adopted a much harder attitude to the topic than Sweden has done. (Dahlerup, 
2013). The explanation for the absent debate in Sweden can be found in the 
emergence of the Swedish Democrats, a party founded out of the Swedish 
white supremacy movement and with a clear anti-immigration agenda. 
(Hamrud & Qvarford, 2010). The ‘established’ parliamentary parties, in their 
ambition to distance themselves from the Sweden Democrats, have taken an 
opposite position on immigration issues and for a long time abstained from 
taking the debate with the Swedish Democrats. However, since the Swedish 
Democrats have grown in strength, this position has become more difficult to 
hold on to. When then the EU Refugee Crisis culminated in autumn 2015, it 
also caused a shift in Swedish immigration policy to a more restrictive policy, 
and the immigration issues also became debated much more diligently. 
(Dahlerup, 2013). In Denmark, there is certainly a long experience of having 
immigration-critical party in the Danish Parliament. E.g. the Danish People’s 
Party (Dansk Folkeparti) is the second largest party in the Danish parliament, 
Foketinget, since the election 2015. (Dst.dk. (2019). However, there is no such 
‘aphephobia’ in Denmark as in Sweden, much because the Danish People’s 
Party has no basis in any white supremacy movement, but was started as a 
protest party. (Dansk Folkeparti, 2019). Nevertheless, Sweden has approached 
Denmark in attitudes towards immigration. After the election in autumn 2018, 
where the Swedish Democrats became the third largest party, the normalization 
of the Swedish Democrats has become more accepted. Even though most of 
the other parliamentary parties still refuse to cooperate with them, several of 
the parliament parties have approached the immigration politics of the Sweden 
Democrats. (Riksdagen.se. 2019; Ahmadi, Darvishpour, Ahmadi & Palm, 
2018). 

 
SWEDEN’S IMMIGRATION POLICY 

The Swedish government has determined that ”the Government’s objective is 
to ensure a sustainable migration policy that safeguards the right of asylum and, 
within the framework of managed immigration, facilitates mobility across 
borders, promotes demand-driven labour migration, harnesses and takes 
account of the development impact of migration, and deepens European and 
international cooperation.” (Regeringen.se, 2018). This comprehensive 
objective has not been changed due to the EU Refugee Crisis. (Skr. 2013/14:73) 
At least on paper, the right of asylum is still inviolable in Sweden. However, 
the EU Refugee Crisis has made several major changes in how Sweden will 
achieve these objectives, by changes in the immigration policies. 

Sweden has long tried to push the EU to agree on a common asylum 
system. During the Swedish Presidency of the EU in 2009, the Stockholm 
Program was adopted with the aim of developing justice, freedom and security 
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for the European population. One part of the Stockholm Program was the 
establishment of the goal that the EU should form a common asylum system. 
(Council of the European Union, 2009:57). The intention of the Stockholm 
program was realised in June 2013 when the European Parliament voted 
through a proposal that entailed that the EU’s Common Asylum System 
(CEAS) coming into force in autumn 2015. (Sakerhetspolitik.se, 2019). 
However, the EU Refugee Crisis meant difficulties for the implementation 
process of CEAS. Not least, the large numbers of asylum seekers in the EU 
caused great tensions between the Member States to deal with the wave of 
refugees. This was especially noticeable in Sweden, where the large number of 
asylum seekers in autumn 2015 caused major systematically difficulties in the 
asylum reception. (RIR 2017:4). 

The EU Refugee Crisis meant that the Swedish government considered 
it necessary to introduce a long row of measures to handle the refugees that 
already were in Sweden and to reduce the influx of new refugees. Up to this 
point, Sweden was one of the EU Member States with the most generous rules 
for asylum. But due to the refugee crisis the Swedish government put in place 
measures to change this, to make Sweden less attractive to asylum seekers. 
Among these measures were; introduction of temporary identity checks, 
temporarily reintroduction of border control, abolishing the right to economical 
aid for asylum seekers who were denied their asylum application and who did 
not return voluntarily, introduction of a temporary residence permit as the main 
rule for asylum seekers (previously almost all persons in need of protection 
received a permanent residence permit), limited opportunity for family 
reunification. However, quota refugees were exempted from these restrictions 
and are still given the opportunity to permanently reside and to have family 
reunification. These were all measures that led Sweden to move from the EU’s 
most generous asylum legislation to the EU’s minimum level. 
(Migrationsverket, 2019). 

The Swedish government has also focused on resettlement. On achieving 
a better policy for getting those who, after a lawful trial of the asylum grounds, 
received a valid rejection or expulsion decision. Sweden has through several 
readmission agreements with third-countries and through cooperation in EU 
put pressure and demands on third-countries to readmit their nationals. 
Furthermore, the Swedish government has expressed a desire for more legal 
ways into the EU for refugees to seek asylum, with demands that all Member 
States are increasing their efforts for resettlement of people in need of safety. 
(Regeringen.se, 2018). 

The Swedish government’s action to handle the refugee influx faced 
great debate, both from those who thought the government was doing too little 
and from those who felt that the government was doing too much. Especially, 
the introduction of border control between Sweden and Denmark became 
highly debated. This because these border controls were highly affecting the 
common people crossing this border. Work commuters across the Øresund 
Bridge were particularly affected as they were forced to change train for ID 
checks, which resulted in considerably longer traveling times. These border 
controls are still in place but today the travellers need not to change train. 
Instead, the police carry out the ID checks on board of the trains. 
(Migrationsinfo.se, 2019). 
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DENMARK’S IMMIGRATION POLICY 
The Danish government proclaims that they “will pursue a tight, consistent and 
realistic foreign policy”, with a “balance between idealism and realism.” They 
also proclaim the need of a new European asylum system. A new asylum 
system that allows the asylum seekers to apply from a third country rather than 
at the borders of European countries. (Regeringen.dk, 2019a). Today Denmark 
has one of EU’s most restrictive immigration policies. Nonetheless, the 
ambition from the government is implementation of even more restrictive 
policies. For instance, the Danish government states that they will implement 
a foreign policy that actively will prevent immigration flows. And that the 
foreigners who come to Denmark must comply with the Danish common game 
rules. Furthermore, the Danish government also wants more constricted 
requirements for family reunification, especially for those with poorer 
prerequisites for integration into society. (Regeringen.dk, 2019a). 

Like most other EU-countries, Denmark, had a record of high influx of 
asylum seekers due to the EU Refugee Crisis. Approximal 21,000 people 
sought asylum in Denmark in 2015. This caused the Danish Government to 
tighten their immigration policy, which they have done with a great pace. Since 
the brake of the EU Refugee Crisis, Denmark has passed 110 tightenings in 
their immigration policies. (Regeringen.dk, 2019b). Many of these laws impose 
major restrictions on the asylum seekers such as, for example, incarcerating 
asylum seekers in connection with establishing their identity, and the 
possibility to search asylum seekers with a view to confiscating assets which 
can be used to pay for their maintenance. (Regeringen.dk, 2019b). Other 
tightening measures in the immigration area that have been implemented are, 
for example, introduction of legal ability to reject asylum seekers at the border 
in a state emergency (emergency brake), increased possibility for detention of 
asylum seekers and foreigners without legal residence, introduction of ID-
controls at Denmark’s border to Germany (implemented as a response to the 
decision of the Swedish government to introduce ID-controls at the Swedish 
border). (Regeringen.dk, 2019a; EIU, 2016). Furthermore, the Danish 
government has tightened the conditions for acquisition of Danish citizenship, 
e.g. the self-sufficiency requirement, stricter penalties for crime which will lead 
to exclusion from Danish citizenship, mandatory ceremony in the residences of 
the applicants with signature of the constitution and demands for the applicant 
to show respect for Danish values and to the representatives from the 
authorities. These new conditions for Danish citizenship entered into force in 
the summer of 2018 and applies to the processing of all applications 
irrespectively if the application was made earlier than this. (Regeringen.dk, 
2018). 
 

THE IMPACT OF THE EU REFUGEE CRISIS 
The EU Refugee Crisis did possess great strains for the EU Member States and 
elucidated the difficulties for the Member States in reaching the consensus that 
forms the very basis of why the EU exists. Above all, the EU Refugee Crisis 
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showed that there were major weaknesses in the European Union’s Common 
European Asylum System (CEAS). Since the CEAS had just entered into force, 
this was perhaps not so surprising. CEAS had not actually been tested in 
practice before this refugee crisis struck. The Member States had thus not fully 
implemented the routines of CEAS into their national procedures for asylum 
reception. EU was also severely weakened by the long period of economic 
crisis, due to the Eurozone crisis and the Greek debt crisis. (Amadeo, 2019a: 
Amadeo, 2019b). The conditions for achieving agreement on the large influx 
of refugees were thus not good. 

The governments in Denmark and Sweden have both pushed for more 
secure ways of getting into the EU, in effort to make all EU Member States 
take greater responsibility for the reception of asylum seekers. The influx of 
asylum seekers caused both Denmark and Sweden to tighten their immigration 
policies. For Denmark, who already had a strict immigration policy, this was 
no new direction. But for Sweden, these changes in immigration policies meant 
a complete turnaround. A political turnaround which had consequences for the 
Swedish domestic policy and for the self-image of the parliament parties. The 
aftermath of the EU Refugee Crisis gave a new political landscape in Sweden. 
The sharp ‘block politics” became more open and diffused by this turn. This 
had consequences for the Swedish election campaign 2018 and, not least, for 
the complicated formation of a new government after the tied election result. 
If the political parties in the Swedish parliament previously had limited their 
attitude to immigration policies in a kind of rejection towards the Sweden 
Democrats, this barrier is now gone. This has given a much harsher public 
debate and a higher level of tone towards immigrants in Sweden. Sweden has 
thus approached the Danish public debate on immigrants. In Denmark, they do 
not prevaricate for their ambition of introduction of stricter immigration 
policies. The government even boasts about how many restrictions that they 
have imposed on the area. On the Governments homepage on Internet they 
announce in large figures the number of tightening measures the government 
has passed. (Udlændinge- og Integrationsministeriet, 2019). The Minister of 
Integration even publicly celebrated with cake when they reach the number 50 
of these policy tightenings. (Politiken, 2017). However, this move caused great 
anger, which indicates that not even in Denmark is the public debate one-sided. 
All in all, Denmark and Sweden have approached each other in the public 
debate on immigration policy. 
 

CONCLUSION 
Denmark and Sweden had different starting points when the EU Refugee Crisis 
struck. CEAS was supposed to maintain a framework for how such a crisis 
would be handled by the EU countries jointly. However, this has not been 
achieved within the framework of CEAS. Above all, there have been 
shortcomings regarding the Dublin Regulation that have not been followed. 
This has not facilitated the possibility of reaching agreements on policy 
measures. Both Denmark and Sweden want other countries to take greater 
responsibility according to relocation of asylum seekers. At the same time, they 
are tightening their own policies. Which, based on the asylum seekers’ 
perspective, means that the two countries are reducing their own responsibility 
for managing the refugee crisis. Denmark and Sweden are not alone in such an 
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attitude. In principle, all EU Member States think in this way, why it is not easy 
to reach common solutions that entail increased responsibility for each one. 

The result of this comparative study between Denmark and Sweden’s 
immigration policy indicates that there is no significant difference whether the 
individual member country is part of the CEAS or not. Regardless, the 
countries act autonomously based on their own needs. The EU has not been 
able to show unanimity regarding solutions for a large influx of asylum seekers 
to the Union. The individual member states have chosen nationalistic stands by 
vetoing solutions that would mean increased supranationalism on the EU’s 
immigrations policy. Despite Denmark’s strict and tightened immigration 
policies and the turn in Swedish immigration policies toward EU’s minimum 
standard on immigration policy, neither Denmark nor Sweden stand out as any 
deviating country regarding the EU’s immigration policy. On the contrary, they 
have both been pushing, and especially Sweden, for the EU to reach mutual 
agreement in order to handle the high influx of asylum seekers. In this way, it 
can be said that both Denmark and Sweden operate in accordance with the EU’s 
immigration policy. That the EU’s immigration policy has turned out to be 
futile in crises situations such as the EU Refugee Crisis is another story. Today, 
the refugee influx into EU have decreased to more manageable sizes. This is a 
condition that EU member states should use for reflection and preparation for 
possible upcoming refugee crises. 
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