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ABSTRACT
There is an urgent need to overcome the political deadlock preventing States from
substantively participating in burden-sharing in the international refugee regime, and,
in particular, finding solutions to the European refugee crisis. We propose a centralised
cdearinghouse — a “two-sided matching system” - to match refugees with States.
Drawing on the success of matching in domains, such as education and healthcare, we
outline the principles underlying matching system design and illustrate jn general
terms how they could be applied to refugee protection. This matching system respects
the priorities of States and gives agency to refugees. Matching systems can operate in-
dependently or alongside other burden-sharing mechanisms, such as tradable refugee
quotas (as suggested by Fernindez-Huertas Moraga and Rapoport). We then move to
consider two specific empirical cases: international resettlement and the European mi-

grant crisis.
KEYWORDS: refugees, forced migration, market des:gn, matchmg, resettlement,

‘Europe, EU, burden-sharing

1, INTRODUCTION
As the number of refugees reaches its highest level globally since the Second World
War, and Europe faces the largest mass influx of refugees in its history,! the interna-
tional refugee regime is looking increasingly shaky. Faced with 200,000 refugees flee-
ing the ongoing slow-motion collapse of Syria and the rise of the so-called Islamic
State, the European Union (EU) response has been inconsistent, poorly coordinated,
and (to date} inadequate to the scale of the problem. In this context, -there
have been repeated calls for the revision or outright abolition of the Dublin
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-1 Regulation,” particularly its - Tequirement that the first country in the EU that

asylum-seekers enter be responsible for processing their claim,” and it looks likely to
be scrapped.* As Costanza Hermanin, a sepior analyst in migration and equality for
the Open Society Foundation has noted, “after 25 years, it doesn’t work anymore”.

Across the world, the rise of far-right anti-migrant political parties and security rhet-

oric have led governments to 1mplement ever more restnctlve acylum and immigra-

“Ution policies

«-Atthe.time .of writing, .there are renewed . calls to. make: the largely aspirational
Common European Asylum System (CEAS) a reality.® As Alexander Betts recently
noted in the New York Times, “Europe needs a comprehensive global refugee pol-
icy”.” This is, therefore, a useful juncture to consider innovative suggestions as to
how the mechanisms which might underpin such a policy could be made fairer, safer,
and more effective. In this article, we consider how insights from over 30years of
work in economics, operations research, and computer science on matching theory
and market design can provide guidance on how to implement a desirable refugee
policy. First, we briefly review the academic literature and recent applications of
matching in different real-world contexts. Secondly, we explain in general terms how
matching could be productively applied to help States cooperate in refugee protec-
tion and burden-sharing and how it makes that cooperation more likely. Then we
consider two specific contexts: the global refugee resettlement mechanism and the

2 The Dublin I Regulation is the EU law jnstrument “establishing the criteria and mechanisms for detes-
mining the Member State responsible for examining an asylum application lodged in one of the Member
States by a third-country national.”; Regulation (EU) No 604/2013 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 26 June 2013 establishing the ¢riteria and mechanisms for determining the Member State re-
sponsible for examining an application for international protection lodged in one of the Member States by
a third-country national or a stateless person {recast) [2013] OJ L 180/31.

3 C Costello & M.-G. Guiffré, “Tragedy’ and Responsibility in the Mediterranean", Open Dentocracy, 27
Apr. 27, 2015, available at: https://www.opendemocracy.net/can-europe-malke-it/mariagiulia-giuffr% C3
%AY-cathryn-costello/crocodile-tears-tragedy-and-responsibility-i (last visited 14 Mar. 2017); K Koser,
“Time to Reform the International Refugee Regime”, OUPblog, 21 Sep. 2015, available at: http://blog.oup.
com/2015/09/international-refugee-regime-reform/ (last visited 14 Mar, 2017),

4  G. Parker & D. Robinson, “Cameron Opposes Change to EU “Dublin’ Rule on Hosting of Refugees”,

" Financial Times, 20 Jan. 2016, avaitable at: https://www.ft.com/content/5c103cb4-bf8b- 11e3-846f
79b0e3d20eaf (last visited 14 Mar. 2017).

5. B. 8. Chimni, "The Global Refugee Problem in the 2Est Century and the Emerging Seucity Paradigm: A
Disturbing Trend”, in A. Anghie & G, Sturgess (eds.), Legal Visions of the 21st Century: Essays in Honvur of
Judge Christopher Weeramantry, The Hague, Kluwer, 1998; J. Huysmans, The Politics of Insecurity: Fear,

. Migration and Asylum in the EU, London/New York, Routledge, 2006.
6 . V. Chetail, P. De Bruycker, & F. Maiani (eds.), Reforming the Common Asylum System: The New European
Refugee Law, Leiden/Boston, Brill/Nijhoft, 2016; V. Chetail, “Locking Beyond the Rhetoric of the Refugee
... Crisis: The Failed Reform of the Common European Asylum System”, European Journal of Human Rights,
" 5, 2016, $84-601; M. den Heijer, J Rijpma & T. Spl]kerboar, “Coercion, Prohibition, and Great

... Expectations: The Continting Failure of the Comimon European Asylum Systewm”, Connon Market Law... ... .00
T Review, ”'53(3)]"201'6 “607-42; C. Bailoz et al. '(eds ) S'c"ékl'ﬁg' Asylini"in"the European Union: Selected

Protection Issues Raised by the Second Phase of the Comtmon European Asylum System, Leiden, Brill/Nijhoff,
2018 5. Velluti,- Reforming-the- Common- European-Asylim—System---Legislative. Developments-and Judicial

Activism of the European Courts, New Yozk, Springer, 2014; S. Peers, “The Second Phase of the Common

Européan Asylum System - A Brave New World or Lipstick on a Pig?”, Statewatch Analysis, 2013,

-7-- 8. Eranger-& A.-Smale, “Europe’s-Halting Response to-Migrant- Crisis Draws Criticism as-Tolb Mounts”y- o o wmsimmmiomsmmo
“The New York Timtes, 28" Aug. 2018, available “ar: Https://www.nytimies. com/2015/ 08/29/world/ europe/ i
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~current. European refugee crisis. Fmally, we outlme and respond to some potennal :

ob)ectlons.
There are effectively two major problems we believe matching can address. First,

 the processes whereby refugees do or do not get protected by particular countries

are often arbitrary, unfair, unsafe, and ineffective. Some countries, such as Sweden
and Germany, are considerably more assiduous than others in welcoming refugees,

" but which ¢otintry a refugee ends up i is largely 18ft to chance. Refugees play an ex-
. tremely dangerous. lottery. when :they. select which. country. to-apply for asylum. in.

In the case of global resettlement, refugees have little to no freedom over where in
the world they will be resettied to. In the case of Europe, refugees must gamble by
applying for asylum in only one European country. In both cases, this denudes refu-
gees of agency and puts them through processes that are wracked with arbitrariness,
“calculated kindness”,* and bad faith. Secondly, from the perspective of States, refu-
gee flows are chaotic, unpredictable, and widely regarded as socially disruptive and
destabilising. Inter alia, this foments anti-migrant politics, undermines sympathy for
refugee groups, and limits the effectiveness of refugee reception programmes. States
therefore seek to restrict and regulate migration flows, often in ways incompatible
with their international legal obligations, to say nothing of the rights of the refugees
themselves. To the extent that States try to meet rapidly changing international
movements of people with inflexible ad hoc arrangements, refugee protection be-
comes more expensive, wasteful, ineffective, and — for those reasons — less likely to
happen at all.

The two aims of expanding the agency of refugees and enabling States to control
and manage migration are usually seen as in tension. It is our belief that both can be
met more successfully through the use of a matching system - the Refugee Match -
which uses no monetary transfers, better respects the freedom and choices of refu-
gees, and serves the core interests of States in regulating their borders.

The proposed mechanism would require a group of States to coordinate minim-
ally with each other insofar as they would have to opt into the Refugee Match, but
it need not force States to abandon any of their current agendas, be they liberal or
restrictive (for example, it is compatible with minimum or maximum refugee quotas
or neither). In consequence, a market-like system of the form we propose would
give States additional incentives to engage in cooperative behaviour, increase quotas,
and - therefore ‘promote interstate arrangements on burden-sharing, -such as
the CEAS.

‘Concretely, what we propose is a system that matches States to refugees and refu-
gees to States. Obviously, it would be tremendously beneficial if every State partici-

pated in_resettlement with such generosity that any refugee could have a literally

" unconstrained choice as to where they go. But such a world bears no resemblance to
~reality. However, somewhat less-ambitiously-and more realistically; a subset of cou:= e

- now, and have historically. This could also be uséd in-the instance of some other cat-

tries could undertake to resettle a given population of refugees, as some States do

_._egory of protection seekers, such as that outlined in the 2001 Temporary Protection

Downlaadan Fyvmm eeae 700
.

8- GuLoescher & JA. Seanlan, Caladated Kindss New York Simon and Schuster 1998..
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Directive.”. Participating States -and- refugees would -give their preferences — over

which refugees they most wish to host or which State they most wish to be protected

- to a centralised clearinghouse that matches them according to those preferences.

Refugees, in principle, could submit their preferences from anywhere.
The outcome of this mechanism satisfies a host of desirable properties. This sys-
tem involves no money changing hands between States or between States and refu-

'ge"éS""'(‘ﬁifi‘iiHi‘”'tb‘ hew a parént’s choice of their children’s primaty school operates
. .today), works. within.quotas or under.other distributional constraints,.can be made

to guarantee that all refugees within the system are hosted somewhere, can ensure
that no refugee can be made better off (given their stated preferences) without
making at least one other refugee worse off, and can be made “safe” for States and
refugees to honestly reveal their true preferences. Such a system could operate ei-
ther in situations where a mass influx must be assisted rapidly or with systems that
operate as a matter of routine (e.g. global resettlement), This systern would only al-
locate the refugees to countries that are participating in the Refugee Match and
therefore would have no effect on the right of refugees to apply for asylum by the
conventional route of making it to a given State’s territory, much as resettlement
currently does not.

The use of economic theory in refugee protection is not new. Most prominently,
Peter Schuck proposed a system in which States would be permitted to purchase
and sell quota compliance obligations.'® It is important to recognise how different
our proposal is. The Refugee Match merely sets out a way to find the optimal allo-
cation of a given population of refugees amongst a given population of States, given
their preferences and given States’ quotas. No buying or selling of quotas is

involved. We agree with those who regard the buying and selling of refugees in

such 2 manner as morally repugnant and likely to lead to worse protection in prac-
tical terms,'! although in principle our proposal is compatible with this system or
any other burden-sharing agreement. It would work with Schuck’s tradable quotas
as much as it would with the planned economy of Hathaway and Neve,'® or the
system of humanitarian visas bestowed at consular outposts outside the EU,"

cently advocated by Alexander Betts."* We are agnostic as to how burdens should
be optimally shared, but we do argue that any burden-sharing agreement that

9 "Council Directive 2001/517/EC of 20 Tuly 2001 on minimum standards for giving temporary protection
_.in the event of a mass influx of displaced persons and on measures promoting a balance of efferts be-
tween Member States in receiving such persons and bearing the consequences thereof [2001] OJ L 212/

12.
10 PH Schuck "Refugee Burden-§ harmg A Modest Proposal” Yale fournal of Internatmnu! Law, 22, 1997,

24

HDr Anker,] Fltzpatnck &A Shacknove, Cns:s and Cule A Repiy to I-lathaway/Neve and Schuck”

Harvard Human Rights Journal, 11, 1998, 295.

12 ").C. Hathaway & K.A. Neve, “Making International Refugee Law Relevant ‘Again: A Proposal for

Collectivized and Solution-Oriented Protection”, Harvard Humun Rights Journal 10, 1997, 115.

¥ UL Jensen; “Humanitatian Visas: Optioh ot Obligation?”, btudy “for the LLBE Cormiriittes,” Directorate:
- General for. Internal Policies,- European Pariament; 2014,

4 Mar. 2017)
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“ATBeits, “Let Refugees Fly to Europe”, New York Times, 24 Sep 2015, avalrble af: http / /www nytimes,
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- then.uses a matchmg system is better for refugees and more likely to be assented to -
by States.

The idea of quota- tradmg has recently been rewved by economists,® endorsed by
some political theorists,'® and criticised by others.'” Fernindez-Huertas Moraga and
Rapoport are the first to propose and mathematically develop how to apply matching
models to the allocation of refugees across destinations, in combination with a
quota-trading schemeé i order to overcome the incentives of States to make them-

-selves undesirable-resettlement destinations. The main applications they.consider-are - : .-
refugee resettlement in general and resettlement/relocation within the EU. In their
papers, they use matching mechanisms to take into account the preferences of refu-
gees over destinations, and possibly the priorities of destination countries over refu-
gee types, as part of a broader allocation scheme where countries receive quotas that
can be traded with others.

We would agree with Ferndndez-Huertas Moraga and Rapoport that the only way
of making a tradeable quota system palatable is if it is implemented with a matching
system, but in this article we seek to explore the value and the design details of a
matching system in itself, with or without tradeable quotas. In their work, they work
through the operation of matching mathematically for an audience of economists. |
The present article is not purporting to add to the stock of knowledge in mathemat-
ical economics. Rather, it develops the concept framed for an audience in refugee
studies, adds considerable institution detail, considers fine-grained operational con-
cerns, and evaluates the proposal with reference to common worries and normative
frameworks within the field. Nevertheless, we expect that many insights in this article :
would be useful for building better mathematical models of refugee resettlement :

schemes. .
In practlce, the absence of a formal:sed system that enables States to trade quotas

i &
AT ?/J\ / in refugees has not prevented them from engaging in actions with precisely the same
e < S 15 2 effects. For example, many EU States are currently transferring resources to protect
o oL Syrian refugees in Turkey in the hope this will diminish the numbers attempting the
LW onward journey to continental Europe.'® This is, in practical terms, no different from

_paying Turkey in order to transfer protection obligations from European States to
Turkey, except insofar as it is less transparent than a formalised system of tradable
quotas.

“In the rest of this article, we focus explicitly on the desxgn of the Refugee Match
under the institutional constraints of today. For example, we take States’ interests
and lumted wﬂlmgness to host refugees as gtven We assume only minimal changes

15 2 Ferndndez-Huertas Moraga & H. Rapoport, "Tradable Refugee-Admission. Quotas.and EU Asylum
Policy”, CESifo Economic Studies, 61(3~4); 2015, 638-672; J. Fernéndez-Huertas Moraga & H. Rapoport,
o Tradable Immigration, Quotas”, Jowmal. of Public Economiics, 115,.2014, 94-108;.]. Ferndndez-Huextas, ..
~ Moraga & H. Rapoport, “Tradable Refugee-Admission Quotas (TRAQs), the Syrian Crisis and the New
European Agenda on Migration”, IZA Journal of Eurapean Labor Studies, 4(1), 2015, 23.
-—.-_16...]. Kuosmarnien, “What -(If. Anything) Is_Wreng-with-Trading Refugee- Quotas?,-Res-Publica, 19(2),-25
Sep. 2012, 103-19.
TTATTMYY Glbney, Refugees and Jistice Betwéer States”, Eurapean }'ouma! of Pahfrcal Theory, 14(4) 0TS,y

“Bee, for e pIe, tfle EU- Tuﬂ(ey j
—eusopaculen/press/prossieleases/2016/03/18:eusturkey:
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-~ to international refugee law are possible. We will argue that the Refugee Match can
* play an important complementary role within current mtematlonal refugee assistance

frameworks

2. MATCHING THEORY

-~ Two-sided- matching -theory-is-a- mathematical -framework - for-alfocating resources -

where both parties to the transaction need to agree to the match in order for a match
to take place. One popular (among matching theorists) example of “one-to-one” two-
sided matching is (non-polygamous, consensual, heterosexual) marriage. In this case,
the two “sides” are men and women. A “match” here is a marriage. No man can get
married without the agreement of a woman, and vice versa. Men and women have
preferences over partners on the other side. For example, Arabella may prefer Boris to
Ciarin, whereas Davina may prefer Ciaran to Boris. Boris and Ciarin would also have
preferences concerning Arabella and Davina."” Economists often describe this as a
“matching market” in the sense only that it is a scenario in which agents make choices
seeking to maximise their preferences within given constraints — there need not be
money involved, let alone prices. Gale and Shapley™® showed that any such one-to-one
two-sided matching market (such as renting apartments or getting taxi rides) has a sta-
ble outcome and described an algorithm (which can be implemented quickly on a
computer) that finds it. “Stable” here denotes a situation where, first, no individual pre-
fers to be alone to the match that they have ended up with, and second, no pair would
like to drop their respective partners and rematch with each other.

One well studied and carefully designed “many-to-one” matching system is the
National Resident Matching Program (NRMP) in the US, which allocates junior
medical interns to hospitals.”’ The NRMP has, in fact, been using the Gale-Shapley
algorithm to allocate since the 1950s. Besides producing a stable outcome, the on-
going success of the NRMP relies on two further important properties of this algo-
rithm.** First, the outcome in this many-to-one matching system is Pareto-efficient,
meaning that nobody can be made any better off without making any other party
worse off. Work in refugee studies has rightfully raised concerns over the Joaded and
misleading ways in which the language of “efficiency” is deployed in political dis-
course.”® Alexander Betts has argued, however, that there are legitimate uses of the
language of efficiency in réfugee studies.”* When we refer to efficiency in this article,
we simply mean Pareto efficiency (or “allocative efficiency”, in Betts” language).>®

. 19 - They may also prefer to be single to marrying a particular partner.
20 . D. Gale & L. §. Shapley, “College Admissions and the Stability of Marnagc” American Mathematical

Monthly, 69(1), 1962, 9 ~.15.
21 A, E. Roth, “The Evolution of the Labor Matket for Medical Intems and Res:dents A Case Study in

“~Gatne Theory”, The Jourral. of Bolitical Economy, 92(6), 1984,.991--1016...

— 1A E.Rothy, “A Natural Expetinient i the Otpanization of Entry-Leével’ Labor Markets Regmna! Markets' for

New Phystc:ans and Sutgeons in the United Kingdom”, The American Economic Review, 81(3), 1991, 415-440.

23 ML G:bney & R.Harisen,“Asylum-Policy-in-the- West:-Past Trends,-Future Possibilities”-in-G- j Borjas &

T. Crisp (eds.}, Poverty, International Migration and Asylum, Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2005.

-=Journal nf Pui’n!rcs & Intcmutronaf Relnhons, 8(2) #2006, 14873,

247Kl Beits; “What "Dioes Efficiency’ Mean 'iny the ‘Context of ‘the” Globa.] Reﬁ)gee Regl.me"’ The Bntlsh' T

T})ere is a more involve d dlscussmn of what ﬁicxency ¢an mean in the context of 2 proposcd mat mg
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..Secondly, reporting your. ranking to a system that produces a stable outcome is “safe”

for one side of the match, meaning that that one side of the match has no incentive
to misrepresent their preferences to the clearinghouse (e.g. their ranking of hospitals,
universities, marriage parfners, or whatever) in order to game the system (this is
sometimes called “incentive-compatibility”, or “strategy-proofness”). Moreover,
Roth®® showed that if the doctors do the proposing, then they have no incentive to

"‘"*misr_eprese‘nt“"th‘éii""pféfereﬁééé’“"a'iﬁd”géirigwtli'éws“jr’smt'éiﬁ‘ because the Gale-Shapley pro-
.cedure selects the. outcome. that.is most-preferred for every ‘doctor, 6f all ‘stable allo-

cations.”” For this reason, Roth suggested that the NRMP should switch from a
hospital-proposing Gale-Shapley algorithm to a doctor-proposing one, in order to
produce a system where doctors felt safe revealing their real preferences about which
hospitals they wished to go to and ended up with the best possible stable outcome
for the doctors (rather than the hospitals).

Stability has been a key to the designs of many matching systems. Roth?® exam-
ined medical job application procedures in the UK. At the time, the UK operated
with many different systems across different parts of the country, some of which
used methods that produced stable outcomes, some of which did not, He found that
in almost all instances, whenever a matching mechanism is unstable in the technical
sense jt is also unstable in the vernacular: those systems unravelled as doctors and
hospitals sought to “re-match” outside of the system (i.e. under the table).

Since the late 1990s, there has been an explosion in the number of applications of
matching systems. One famous application of two-sided matching systems has been
the allocation of students to public schools in Boston and New York’® What
Abdulkadiroglu and Sénmez showed is that the procedure used at the time by the
Boston school authority was neither stable nor strategy-proof. This meant that par-
ents had incentives to try and game the system and richer parents tended to be dis-
proportionately good at doing so. Not only was there “re-matching” outside the
system (as students sought places in schools that they were not matched to), but the
Boston school authorities also had no reliable information about which schools were
genuinely preferred by students and their parents. The designers of the match man-
aged to convince the school authorities to change their mechanism to Gale-Shapley,

~ which they have used ever since. Other applications of two-sided matching have

included the matching of cadets to branches of the US Army®® and the admission of
students to universities in Germany,*!

26 A E Roth, “On the Allocation of Residents to Rural Hospitals: A General Property of Two-Sided

Matching Markets”, Beonometrica, 54{2), 1986, 425-27.

- 27 - ‘Hospitals may be able to manipulate the Gale~Shapley algorithm even if they propose. In one-te-one
- matching,ﬂyv_iﬁche_:ver side proposes in a Gale=Shapley algorithm can sa.fely‘regggl-their true preferepces,
~28—Roth, “A-Natural Experiment™ above 1227 )

bret s 2 i e

29 A Abdulkadiroglu & T. Sénmez, “School Choice: A Mechanism Design. Approach”, The. American
" "Eeononiic Review, :93(3),—2003,7—729—747;*A;’Abdlllkﬂdifﬂéh]fpfﬂi Pathak & A E. Roth; The New York

City High School Match”, American Econontic Review, 95(2), 2005, 364-367

B A Westiap, An Kalyie of the G

~30-T-Sonmey & T. B Switaér; “Mateliinig With (Branch-0f-Choice) Contracts at the United States Military S

. Academy”, Econometrica,81(2),:2013;451-488. e :
i ( niversity Admissions $ystem » Economic 1

heory, $33),
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- It is also worth noting that matching does not necessarily need to be two-sided.
Agents may not be neatly divided into sides, but may still wish to match (as when
students look for house-mates). Famous applications of one-sided matching systems

‘include pairwise exchange of kidneys®? and the allocation of public housing.** Most

importantly, most applications of matching systems, including the one we will de-

scribe in this article, do not involve the exchange of money. Many systems, such as a
market fo organs, may be justfibly considered (what Roth® calls) “repugnant” i
.. money were. introduced in transactiom.“"s' e e e el

In all of these cases, matching systems were designed to suit the particular con-
straints of the problem in question. Economists are usually guided by attempting to
design a matching system that produces outcomes that are stable, efficient, and
strategy-proof, but what that means in particular cases changes. The point of design-
ing the system is to ensure that students are matched to the schools they wish to go
to, or tenants to the houses they actually wish to live in, or doctors to the hospitals
they wish to work at. If the systems described above were not designed, but instead
decentralised, they would probably be unable to overcome the informational and
temporal frictions that plague them. The consequences of this are students ending
up in schools they do not wish to attend, doctors being mismatched to hospitals, and
patients being unable to find the kidney that could save their life. %

3. AMANY-TO-ONE MATCH FOR REFUGEES: WHY

The situation of refugees is already a matching market. It just happens to be a
“decentralised” one: there is no clearinghouse, but States and refugees nonetheless
match. In order to become a refugee in a particular country, they must be accepted
by that country, and voluntarily choose to live there, A refugee can only avail them-
selves of the protection of one country, but one country can take many refugees,
making this 2 many-to-one matching market, similar to those of the NRMP or col-
lege admissions.

In most general terms, a centralised matching system for refugees would allow

 refugees to apply for protection in several countries and allow countrics to compete

 to protect different refugees. In one potential system, refugees could make one claim

for asylum to a single centralised body, simultaneously specifying where, if successful,

32 AE. Roth, T Séninez & M. U. Unver, "Kidney Exchange”, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 119(2),-2004, o.ooooe......

4574,

33 A Abdulkadiroglu & T. Sonmes, “House Allocation with Existing Tenants”; fournal of Economic Theory,

88(2), 1999, 233-260.
34 AE Roth_, “Repugnance.as. 2 Constraint. on Markets", The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 21(3),
2007,2, R : S ; o s

35 A magisterial suminary. of the successes.of matching systems andmarke.t‘-design is"A.E-Rothy Who Gets— -

“What+and Why: The Hidden Word of Matchmaking and Market Design, London, Harper Collins, 2015.
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36  One example of a system that has repeatedly failed is the matching of clerks to judges in the US judiciary:
o Cu Avery et al, “The New-Market- for- Federal Judicial Law-Clerks”, The University of Chicage Law Review,

2007, 447-486. The reason for the failure is the resistance of judges to playing by any centealised rules of -

- the gaitie; even thouigh mariy jiidges Tecognise that the current system is broken, For example, judges are

- Incentivised-togive-eatly “exploding™ offers (i.e: which-expire very quickdy if thiey ife ‘ot secspted) ko T

“"elérks and thereby they often end up hiring derks they do not want and clerks end up working for judges

I T A=A

~-they do not particularly want to swork foi
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-..they would wish to be relocated. A different system would be one where States have -
identified in advance a population to be resettled (either through a group determin-
ation of status or some other special dispensation). The match would then match

refugees to counitries. Sfatés come to the clearinghouse with a quota of refugees they
are willing to accept (we discuss minimum and maximum quotas in the next section)
and a ranking of the refugees. They are then matched.

© o Centralisingthis “systenii would require” harmonising eligibility procedures and
.yefugee determination of status. decisions. This-is-an: important-preconditionfor the

system to work well. In any such system, it would need to be a certainty that once
the State and the refugee have been matched, this match will actually happen (which
Is to say, that individual will be granted refugee status in whichever country they
have been matched to). States are sometimes thought to be “jealous” guardians of
their sovereignty and unwilling to cede it in any circumstances. However, it has been
a matter of broad consensus in International Relations across many disciplinary div-
ides since at least the 1980s that there is a wide set of circumstances in which States
can and do cooperate and surrender sovereignty to interstate regulatory frame-
works.*” There is much disagreement on precisely why states cooperate, how much
cooperation happens, and how durable that cooperation is, but it nonetheless is clear
that States at least cooperate when they believe it to be in their clear interests to do
so. In the context of refugee protection, this argument is most trenchantly made by
Betts.*® In the circumstances where States cannot be persuaded to surrender control
of eligibility. determination, this proposal is a non-starter. However, we would argue
that what States would gain in return for this is much more control over who is ultim-
ately settled in their country than they currently possess. States would be empowered
to give their preferences as to which refugees they wish to accept to the system, just
as refugees give theirs. The likely reason why some States are currently reluctant to
sacrifice control over eligibility determination is that they have no control over which
refugees come to their country (and, as a consequence, the outcome of the decentral-
ised matching market is unstable).

Moreover, there is prima facie evidence that the circumstances we examine in this
article are cases where States are willing to sactifice this power. In the case of refugee
resettiement,” refugee status determination is already not always conducted by the
States that agree to resettle refugees (for example, the US Government resettled

60,000 Bhutanese -refugees from Nepal in 2006). A codlition of Western States

_ 37 R O, Keohane, After Hegemony: Power and Discord in the World Political -Economy, Princeton, Princeton

University Press, 1984; H. Milner, “Intecnational Theories of Cooperation Among Nations: Strengths

"and Weaknesses”, World _Pp.!x‘i‘i:.f, 44(3),.1992,.466-496; ., -Goldstein, -Legalization -and World ‘Politics,
Cambridge, MIT Press, 2001; B. Koremenos et al, The Rational Design of Internationsl Institutions,

.. Gambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2003; A Hurrell, On Global..Order:Power, Values; -and-the -~ - -

~Con n'tution¥offlnrcmafr'ana1"Society:"Power,"'Vatues, and the Constitution of International Society, Oxford,

Oxford University Press, 2007, K. W, Abbott et al, International Organizations as Orchestrators,

- Cambridge; Canibridge University Préss; 2015,

38 A, Betts (ed.), Global Migration Governance, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2011

39 ‘{esetﬁemcnt‘here“refers"td'“th‘e‘"dfga‘hi'zed movement of pre-selected refugees to a destination country in

which their setflenent.is.expected to-be-permanent?: J: Van-Selm; “Refugee Resettlersient”, i E; Fiddisn:
Qusmityeki-et-al=(ed.); The Oxford “Han: igration S xford
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... successfully resettled two and-a half million Indochinese refugees between 1975 and
1997.% Thiere are therefore numerous circumstances in which States already surren-

der refugee status determination and a centralised matching system would merely re-

- quire formalising this process. In the European case, there is a statutory commitment

on the part of the Member States of the EU to harmonise who qualifies for refugee

status, the Qualification Directive, which is binding on all members of the EU except
- Evendf.-States.cannot-be persuaded to use matching in-burden-sharing,-an-individ- - -

ual State could set up a matching system across its different regions (e.g. British local
authorities or German Bundeslinder). This would have many of the advantages, with-
out the issue of having to get sovereign States to opt in collectively, For example,
British local authorities will have granular information about their particular advan-
tages vis-a-vis other councils (e.g. some councils may have mare capacity in child ser-
vices than care for the elderly, and vice versa) and they should be encouraged to
convey this information to refugees. Indeed, a refugee matching system could gener-
ate dramatic improvement in the welfare and integration of refugees within a given
country’s national borders and significantly reduce ghettoization and restrictionist ar-
guments about capacity gaps.

If States opt into such a system, rather than determining the status of those refu-
gees that have applied to them specifically, they would submit their ranked prefer-
ences to the clearinghouse. One disadvantage of this is that now States have to look
at all the refugees in the system, rather than only those who happen to have applied
to their respective national bureaucracies. Of course, this may not be particularly bur-
densome, as the ranking could be done using very straightforward principles (for ex-

~ample, a State could prioritise refugees that have been waiting the longest, or face an

immediate threat, or that they are best placed to assist).

Once States have committed to taking a given number of refugees, there is a ques-
tion of how they prioritise which refugees they wish to receive, There are a variety of
principles, which academics and policy-makers could seek to use in trying to deter-
mine who will be prioritised, given practical and political limits on how many refu-
gees can be taken in. For example, the UK has recently stated it wishes to expand the
Vuinerable Persons Relocation Scheme, which works to resettle Syrian refugees in
the UK. The Government has stated that their priorities are determined by greatest

need and an assessment of where the UK can singly make the greatest difference.*?

On the other hand, the Governments. of Slovakia, Poland,.and the Czech_Republic

40 . C. Robinso_n, _Teh_ns_a_f Refuge: The Indqch.in.es_e Exodus & the International Response, London, Zed Books,

1998

* 41 * See Directive 2011/9S/EU of the Eurbéban Parliarnent and of the Couricil of 13 December 2011 on

~... standards for the qualification, of third-country riationals or statéless persons. as-beneficiaries of inferna-
tional protection; fora uniformiy status foF réfugees of for persons eligible for §ibsidiary protection, and

for the content of the protection granted (recast) [2011] OJ L 337/9; and Council Directive 2004/83/

EC of 29 April 2004 on minimurn standards for the qualification’and status of third-country nationals or

stateless persons as refugees or as persons who otherwise need international protection and the content

of tive protection gidnted [2004] OF L 304712 biid{ig ipon the UK and Trelind,

A2 J- McDermott & _].-:Vasagar, “Britain to Take Z0,0GO'SYrian' ﬁefugees”—" but'Not'from'“Europe”; Financial A

Tiries; 7 "Sep. 2013, available”at: http:/ Fwww.ft.com/ cms/s/0/d 709bb32-5

581-1165-9846-de406cchb3 712,

himltaz) Isited 14 Mar- 2017)..
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have all signalled a willingness to take ‘more refugees, but only if they afe Christiair,*?

‘Many would regard the latter as morally unacceptable and discriminatory, but the
former as Jargely uncontroversial. The point is just, for the moment, that different

‘States are free to rank these principles differently in the status quo, and reasonable,

non-reprehensible States might rank the same refugees differently (for example, it
would be eminently reasonable for Brazil and France to prefer Lusophone and

- Francophiie refigess, tespectively) ™

-siorr-has-beerrmade;

s AISIDE. @ matching:system: does not-dictate ‘whick principles States are allowed to~

use in ranking refugees and the clearinghouse could permit or forbid the use of any
criteria. Just as matching for doctors does not allow hospitals to engage in racist hir-
ing practices, the clearinghouse would only allow States to rank refugees based on
criteria that are compatible with the principles and goals of the 1951 Convention
relating to the Status of Refugees, or any other set of principles (e.g. international
human rights law). Even if all States ended up ranking refugees in the same way
(which is unlikely), the clearinghouse would still be an improvement on the status
quo, as it would give refugees themselves more control over their lives.

The Refugee Match is simply the tool that finds the best allocation, given which-
ever set of principles are embedded in the processes. Irrespective of those principles,
what will be true of any matching system is that it will expand the agency of refugees
by giving them greater choice over where they are ultimately protected, without
necessitating dangerous and uncertain journeys, and will give States greater control
over which refugees they take in. Right now, the problem is that refugees have no
choices and States have no control. The Refugee Match can help both,

4. AMANY-TO-ONE MATCH FOR REFUGEES: HOW

What will the matching system for refugees practically look like? The first step is to

agree what the two sides of the system are (i.e. which refugees and which States).
Any subset of States could agree to set-up a matching system and allocate any group
of forced migrants. Matching is not about who is to be resettled: it is a system that
can be used affer 2 commitment has been made by a given set of States to protect a

~given-set-of-refugees. For example, EU Member States Have pledged to relocate

160,000 refugees from Greece and Italy in order to alleviate the chronic strain on

~-those-nations” resources.* Matching is not a tool for selectinig which refugees should
be'included in that number, it js a tool for deciding who goes where after that deci-

.. If, as we suggest here, the system is for asylum-seekers, the second step is to cre-

ate a centralised body that will determine the status of applications by individuals to

- the system. If the individuals are already refugees under the 1951 Convention, or for

~-any other reason - are deemed eligible for the system:in. question,. then. that is

43 Z.Wasik & H. Foy, "Poland Favours Christian Refugees from Syria’, Financial Times, 21 Aug. 2015, avail. |

- able__at: http:/ vww.ft.com/cms/s/0/6edfdd30-472a-11e5-b3b2-16726710807b htinl#axz 3 BaPhinks

(last visited 14 Mar. 2017},

e Note‘that'tb‘u'ﬁtnes can“:ﬁa’l’s‘t‘)”,‘"m PI'I.IICIT) Ie-'u agree on what 'efugees have the highest Pl’iOri&-.

~45-J. Kanter, “EU- Nations-Urged-to Accept-160,00 Migrants”; New York Times, 9 Sep: 2015, available b~ 77~

hitps:/ /v nytimescom/ 3015/097 10/ world fetrape /i europe-migrant-crisis-jean-claude-junckerhtml?

coee=0 (lastyisited Mar 2017
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..unnecessary. In.the European context, there has been much. progress towards-achiev-
ing “joint processing” of applications according to a standardised set of procedures.
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46

In order to create a system that ensures that families who do not wish to be sepa-

‘tated are not, the clearinghouse needs to accept preference submlssmns from house-

holds. The households would be treated as a single unit,*” and States would then
evaluate those households in the same way.*® One important consideration is

“whiether totake into account interdépendent preferences of extended families. For
example)parentSAandnB ..together.,with:thei.rzoniy,chiid,--c-,..should-.be.treated.:as 17 § DR IR P NSRRI

independent household, as should parent D with his children E and F. But what if
B and D are cousins? A~B-C may have different preferences from D-E-F, but other
things being equal, they would prefer to be resettled in the same country. This could
undermine stability, efficiency, and strategy-proofness. This issue has arisen in
matching couples in the doctor-hospital match.*” Theoretically, these sorts of prefer-
ences can create problems for the matching mechanism, but, in practice,*® when the
number of people participating in the matching system is sufficiently large (and any
meaningful system for refugees certainly would be), the system has often functioned
very well. In the medical match, doctors who were a couple had their preferences sat-
isfactorily met, as could be the case for refugee families.

The next step is to determine the frequency at which the system is cleared
{ie. how often the matching is performed). For example, the NRMP happens annu-
ally, whereas the matches formed after speed-dating events happen every day.
Designers of the match can adjust the frequency of clearing depending on the ur-
gency and scale of the refugee flows. There is a trade-off here. Less frequent clearing
“thickens” the system, removing incentives to cheat the system, and offering more
choice (if there is a larger, and therefore more diverse set of participants on both
sides, it is more likely particularly fitting matches will be made). However, it in-
creases the amount refugees spend in potentially vulnerable situations.

Next, States need to determine in practical terms how they are going to rank the
refugees that are in the system. Broadly speaking, they have two options: strict or
weak ranking. Strict ranking, as in the NRMP, would require the States to assign a
position to every single refugee they were willing to consider offering protection to.
Realistically, given the numbers of refugees and the capacities of state bureaucracies,

4 H.Urth et al, “Study on the Feastbility and Legal and Practical Implications of Establishing a Mechanism
for the Joint Processing of Asylum Apphcanons on the Tertitory of the EU”, European Commission,

2013
47 Which means partmpahng States would need to adopt & common understandmg of the family unit in
question Currently, the definitions of farmly and dependent-relative status are specific to the jurisdictions
of particular States, but this is. no more than commltted to in many. domams of EU law, where 4 commeon

* definition of the family is required. - e

48 - Families are not "unsplittable” once their refugee status has been determined for a variety of reasons. (for -

example; one member-of the family can comimit a crime incompatible with thei vefiigee status withoue

undermining the refuges status of the rest of the family), but this does not undermine the stability of the

" system;’as it ‘does niot create scénarios where States and refugées wish té fe-match Sutside the systém

49 A E Roth & E. Peranson, “The Redesign of the Matching Matket for American Physicians: Some

Engineering Aspects of Ecoriomic D", Anierican Beorowiic Reéview, 89(4), 1999, 7482782

in I:érge Markets The'Q artcrl'y ]ournal

And as..it.tums..out,-even..in.. theory.. for la.rge markets, -see -B, Ko;una, ‘P, A-Pathak &-A-BE. Rothy oo
S, Econormcs,"” ot
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..this is likely to. only.be achieved by using a-points-based system.-An alternative is to
use weak ranking, as used in the Boston and New York public school system, where
the refugees are ranked according to blocs of priority classes. For example, the State

could deer those facing immediate personal danger to be the group with the highest
priority. Within the classes, whatever they are, the ranking is done according to a lot-
tery (this will only affect the refugees in a country’s lowest-ranked priority class that

" hag any bt fiot all members accepted). From the point of view of refugees, the rank-
:ing-is.more.straightforward: they simply. submit-a list-of the countries:they-would be . - -

willing to be protected by in rank order (this also works if a given country offers
more than one form of protection, such as full refugee status alongside some lesser
form of temporary protection. This is explored in more depth below). If one wants
to design a system that guarantees that every refugee is granted protection some-
where, then refugees must rank every single country (otherwise, they are effectively
saying that they would rather not be granted protection than go to a particular
country).

There is a potential concern about “manipulability”. Put simply, States may worry
that refugees will misrepresent themselves in order to get into higher priority catego-
ries (e.g. pretending to have a given educational qualification, or sexuality, if either of
those are priority categories). This is a well-known problem and sometimes leads to
individuals making choices to enter into higher priority categories by misrepresenting
themselves (as when individuals move houses in order to get into a school catchment
area to get neighbourhood priority). States must be able to trust the information
they are receiving in order for them to consent to opt into such a burden-sharing
mechanism at all. Unfortunately, many of the least manipulable priority categories
are precisely those categories it would be unacceptable to use (e.g. it is very hard to
manipulate one’s race or sex). Some important categories are not: for example, some
European States have already introduced DNA testing to verify family membership.®'
There are other categories of priority, which, in certain circumstances, would also be
hard to manipulate: for example, who has waited the longest is often a matter of re-
cord. Assessing which refugees are in the most immediate danger could be similarly
hard to manipulate if, for example, States wished to prioritise those who are regis-
tered in settlements immediately on the Turkish-Syrian border in the European
case. Most obviously, prioritising children creates 2 refatively difficult status to ma-
nipulate, although it also means that the longer the implementation of this system is

delayed, the more people will be manipulated out of this category_by. growing up.

- Finally, the fewer priority classes there are, the easier it would to venfy apphcatlons

' 'and dlscomage rnampulatlon _
Ultimately, this creates trade-offs, one between which priorities we pick, and one

o concemmg how transparent those priorities are. Refugees are less likely to manipu-

~~-late the system if they are uncertain about what the priorities” of States are; Of catise,

th1s raises SLgnlﬁcant concerns about the transparency and accountabxhty of the sys-
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- the public. and refugees know the priority categories -and the ranking of priority
classes in full), a semi-transparent system (where refugees know that all of the cate-
gories on their application are being used, but not the ranking of priority classes),
and a completely non-transparent system (where refugees neither know the priority
ranking of priority classes, nor even which categories are being used). The first cat-
egory is the most manipulable, and the last category is the least manipulable.

"7 Onie of the key ¢lernents of the matching system for refugees is the determination

- of quotas.-Statescan-have-both- minimum-and maximurm quotas if they: desire.>> The -
minimum quotas would need to be coordinated between the different States in order :
to ensure that a sufficient number of refugees are being allocated. In order to ensure |
that all refugees are allocated, it is important that no State ranks any refugee in the J
system as unacceptable, and that the minimum quotas of all participating States col-
lectively add up to the total number of refugees. If this can be agreed, it is guaranteed
that every refugee in the system will be offered protection somewhere, but if it is not,
then the refugees given the lowest priority by States would have to wait until those
quotas are increased and the system can clear again. States can unilaterally determine
maximum quotas without affecting the functioning of the system. Matching systems
with maximum quotas are very well understood and are implemented in a variety of
contexts, including the NRMP. Minimum quotas, however, present a challenge to
designers of matching systems.*® In particular, it is difficult to ensure that the system
is stable, efficient, and incentive-compatible. Economists have developed a variety of
tools to overcome these difficulties and satisfy these three requirements to some ex-
tent in certain settings. For example, Kamada and Kojima developed a matching sys-
tem for doctors in Japan that ensures that rural hospitals have a minimum
complement of medical staff.>*

Economists have also very recently developed tools to handle “dxstnbutmnal con-
straints”** One setting where this is often used is college admissions systems where
affirmative action is a requirement.*® Rather than just having minimum quotas, this
system also insists that a certain distribution of students from particular backgrounds,
ethnic identities, etc. are distributed in every college. In the context of refugees, there
may be some reason why States would wish to decide in advance that the refugee
populations they take must meet some distributional requirements. States could col-
lectively pre-commit to taking a diverse population of refugees if, for example, one

‘52 States can also have subnational quotas in the same way as hospitals fill vacancies for different depart-

... ments. For example, the German Konigsteiner Schliissel system allocates refugees to Bundeslinder based on

.a system of fixed quotas {for example, Berlin has five per cent of the quota) without any regard for the
preferences of refugees themselves, .

83 L. Ehlers, 1. E. Hafalir, M. B. Yenmez & M. A Ylldmm, “Schoo! Choice with Controtled Choice _

i Constraints: Hard Bounds versus Soft Bounds”, Jonrnal of Econosic Theory, 153, 2004, 482683, .0 oo Ll i L .

$4 Y Kamada & F- Kojiina, “Stability and Stratégy-Proofiiess for Matching with Constraintsi A Problem in e

the japanese Medical Match and Its Solution”, The American Economic Review, 102(3), 2012, 366370, ;

*'55.. Y. Kamada'& F, Kojinia, “Efficient Matching under-Distributional Consteaints: Theory-and-Applications,

Amirican Ecoromic Review, 105(1), 2018, 67-99.

56 LB Hafilis, MBUYEeE & M. A Yildikin; “Effective Affiriiative Action in School Chivice”, Theorefical ™

o Eonomics, 8(2),-2013,-325-363; -8.-D.. Kominers-&-T: Sonmez;- “Designing: for- Diversity-in- Matchmg S L L

'""Theoretrcai' Econom:cs, forthcornmg, “avatlable ™ at scottkom‘com/amcles/Kommcrs Sonmez e
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.. wished to prevent the scenario where some governments take in only Christian refu- -

gees. If this is somethmg States wish to do or can be persuaded to accept, this feature
can be built into the system.

" Anotheér factor that distinguishes this system from most apphcahons of matching
models is that it might be reasonably expected that some States would prefer nof to

be chosen. In such circumstances, countries could deliberately try and make them-
“selves a8 anwelcoining 1o refligees as possible, in order to encourage réfugees fo try
-to.avoid them. In the.simplest-version of the system; States-could- pretend to-be.gen-

erous by offering places, then act to guarantee that those places would be unfilled,
and a State could thereby shirk their responsibilities to resettle with no penalty. This
could result in some States taking disproportionate burdens, leading to collective ac-
tion breaking down, and the collapse of the system.

This problem can be addressed in a variety of ways. Firstly, minimum quotas offer
a partial mitigation of this problem (particularly if the minimum quotas are also max-
imum quotas that collectively sum to the total number of refugees to be resettled) as
such a system would guarantee that some refugees were resettled to the least desired
countries, If those countries know that they will be hosting refugees no matter how
many others host, their incentives flip: a State that knows it will be welcoming some
refugees only has incentives to be as desirable as possible to the refugees it most
wishes to host. In fact, the State would have an incentive to invest in welcoming refu-
gees no matter how much they may dislike the idea of hosting refugees in general
This. solution gives rise to three key concerns. Firstly, this may be seen as ethically
unacceptable, as it would involve forcing refugees to relocate to countries that they
had not expressed a preference for, Secondly, it might be thought that this therefore
undermines the benefits that accrue from finding apt matches. Thirdly, this may in-
crease the likelihood that refugees will withdraw from one round of matching in the
hope of getting one of their preferred matches in a subsequent round, further unrav-
elling the system. .

A second solution is proposed by Fernindez-Moraga and Rapoport.>” In their
work, they envisage a centrally imposed sanction mechanism that fines States that
end up with unmatched places after refugees are allocated. Further, they point out

that a tradeable quota system is a logical way to determine the level {or “price”) of

that sanction. Such sanctions would be the stick that would incentivise States to be-

come-more attractive, rather than less, to refugees. The key barrier such a solution

faces is that it requires a central authority capable of enforcing financial sanctions_on

- States for non- compliance. In contrast to every’thmg else we discuss here, which re-

" ‘quires minimal infractions upon sovereignty, this would necessitate that States sacri-

fice considerable sovereignty to such a body. In the context of the EU, these powers

' aIready exist in theory, although hlstorxcally their implementation has been patchy,

~-to-say the least- There is alongand dishonourable-history of States flouting the de=

mands of Brussels when they are seen-as too onerous.

57 .Berndndez-Huertas.- Moraga. &. Rapoport,-"“Tradable- Linmigration -Quotas”,-above -n-18§;- Femandez-‘
“Huertas Moraga & Rapoport, “Tradable Refugee-Admission Quotas and EU Asylum Policy”, above n 15;

~Fernindez-Huertas Moraga & -Rapoport;“Tradal Reﬁ;ggm&dm;«mnﬁmotas (TRA(E)” above 1LS;
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~Even'if this system could be enforced, there are potential consequences which
many would regard as undesirable. In practical terms under the proposed initial

~ quota allocation such a system implemented in the present context could lead to
some of the poorest countries in the EU paying some of the richest to take their quo-

tas. In one paper, Fernandez-Moraga and Rapoport perform a number of simulations

~to illustrate the possible workings of their proposed system $ For example, in their
- proposal, Hungary receives an initial quota of 1,100, which it then pays to reduce to
=3y In-contrasty the UK;-Ireland;-and - Denmark-all- begin-onrinitial quotas of 0-(due to

their ability to opt out of European Council decisions taken under Justice and Home
Affairs competence) and are paid to raise their admission quotas. Hence, the distri-
butional consequences of such a scheme are in practice dependent on the initial allo-
cation of quotas. Given how unpopular the imposition of such quotas is, trading in
practice only partially ameliorates this concern.

The EU quota proposal (used as a benchmark initial allocation by Fernandez-
Huertas Moraga-Rapoport) also gives Greece and Italy an initial allocation of zero
since the EU relocation proposal only deals with a small fraction of the refugees, so
Greece and Italy would continue to have to host a significant number of current and
arriving refugees. Such a system would result in considerable financial reimbursement
for such States, if they agree to host more than their initial quota, but if the con-
straints they face are not easily remedied by finance (e.g. physical limitations on in-
frastructure and space), or they are otherwise limited from using that money (if, let’s
just imagine, strictures imposed as part of a bailout prevented them from spending
money), this could be of limited use. In Fernindez-Huertas Moraga and Rapoport’s
terms, if there is limited fungibility between “physical solidarity” (e.g. resettling refu-
gees) and. “financial solidarity” (e.g. paying someone else to do it), then a system of
fines and cash transfers will not provide a solution.

Our preferred solution is to require refugees to express preferences over the entire
set of countries within the system, combined with minimum quotas that guarantee
that each participating country will receive some refugees (and add up to the total
number of refugees to be resettled). Such a system would guarantee that every refu-
gee is.matched, no_spaces are left unfilled, and a State has no. incentive to_be un-
attractive. It requires no additional enforcement capacity (of course, States may

_refuse to participate in a system, but that is much less damaging than States partici-

pating’then trying to become as unattractive as possible). Such a system faces two

...—obstacles. Firstly, some-refugees-may-still- get-matched to.countries that are extremely.

~ low down their list of preferences, even their last, creating stiong incentives to move

across borders Secondly, it might be thought that refugees fack the information to

. express meamngfui preferences over such a large set of countries. The first problem
_can only be mitigated, not fully overcome. It is less of 2 problem to the extent that

ticular country is undesirable for most, that is fine if it is desirable for even a small

both refugees and States have heterogeneous preferefices. For example, even'if a par:

—subset- of refugees (say; those-with-the- skills-to-fill their pa1t1cula1 Tabour- shortag-.o )
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: ._.s_uch_.sp_e_cialigation.--Mo:e-- generally, there is some evidence from other contexts in
* which matching systems have been implemented that this is less of a problem than is
commonly assumed. In the context of public school choice, the default assumption

of many is that parents largely agree on what the good and bad schools are (i.e. they
have almost perfectly correlated preferences). However, this concern turns out to be
unfounded. In the context of the Boston school match, Dur et al, find that between

43 and 66 per cent of students were allocated to the first choice school and none of ~
-the.students were allocated - to their-bottom three-choices: In-grade six;-over-80 per - - -

cent of students get one of their first two choices and all students were allocated to
their top five choice school.> Public school choice is different from refugee resettle-
ment, not least because there are enough public school places in Boston for every
child. But the point about incorrectly assuming homogeneity of preferences still
applies in our case. Concerns about informational gaps on the part of refugees could
be overcome either by providing better information to refugees prior to their ex-
pressing preferences (there is already a window between being selected for resettle-
ment and being moved which could be used for this purpose), or through systems
that “impute” preferences by asking refugees to express preferences over the proper-
ties of areas they pr:ontlse in resettlement and using that information to construct a
ranking of countries.*®

The penultimate decision that needs to be made is about precisely which match-
ing mechanism to use. One interesting result from the economics literature® is that
there exists no matching mechanism that produces outcomes that are stable, efficient,
and at the same time give all agents an incentive to truthfully report their prefer-
ences.”> Therefore, a choice needs to be made as to which of these properties are

‘most important or to partially relax some of the constraints on what the system must

guaramtee.'53

Finally, the clearinghouse has to be created and supervised. Creating the clearing-
house is a technical challenge analogous to the creation of other international
market-based systems such as the EU Emissions Trading System. Once these deci-
sions have been taken, and the clearinghouse created, the actual running of the clear-

inghouse can be left to technocrats,

59  Dur et al, “The Demise of Walk Zones in Boston: Priorities vs. Precedence in School Choice”, Working

) Paper, 2013
- . -.60 .. We discuss this possibility in considerably more depth in a forthcoming paper, available from the authors
on request,
61.. A E. Roth, “The Economics of Matchmg Stabxhty and Incentives”, Mathemancs of Opemtmns Research,
T (4), 1982, 617-628.
.62 Mtis actually miuch worse than that. For any quotas, it.is possible for some prefcrcnccs that the.dactor-

T proposing” Gate=Shiapley “algoiithm resilts in the “doctors getfing either their worst or second-worst
choice. See K. Onur, School Chmce w:th COﬁSLnl’ The Quartcrly ]aumaf of Economlcs, 125(3), 2010,

129711548,

63 One particularly promising direction has been to consider systems with a large number of participants

. "Strategy-Proofness in- the Large ' Chicago-Baoth Rescarch-Paper;:no,-13,2013; available at: http://papers.-

wliere thigse properties aré ounly approximately satisfied (for example, E. M. Az&vedo & E.'B. Budish, "
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2 STABILITY, EFFICIENCY, AND FAIRNESS IN. RESETTLEMENT

Let us put the concepts of stability; eficiency, and strategy-proofness in the context

of refugee protection. Stability in our context reflects a sort of “fairness”: no refugees’
priority for residence i a particular country will be violated (i.e. no refugee is as-
signed to a country when there is another refugee somewhere else who is higher up
that country’s priority list, and wishes to go there). As in public school choice, States

~(coltectively or individually) establish 3 order of priotities; Tathsr than directly rank-
-.ing refugees. In effect, States. do.not. make active -choices-about.specific individuals, - -

instead pre-committing themselves to a particular way of ranking refugees.

Efficiency is straightforward. Since a country simply assigns priorities to refugees
according to an international agreement, we do not need to consider the interests of
States in the efficiency calculation (country residence permits are simply objects to
be assigned). Hence, assigning some refugee to a more preferred country (without
hurting other refugees) may be more efficient even if it violates a country’s priorities.
It may, however, be considered “unfair” for receiving States because these refugees
may have a lower priority for them than some other group of refugees. This is also
the efficiency criterion (i.e. one which only considers efficiency from the point of
view of one side of the system) used in public school choice.

A system that is strategy-proof for refugees would ensure that no refugee had any
reason to misrepresent their genuine preferences over what countries they wished to
live in. There would no longer be any reason for 2 refugee to gamble seeking protec-
tion in one country based on an inaccurate belief that they would be more likely to
receive protection there, thereby forgoing protection in another country. On the
other hand, if the system were designed in order to make it strategy-proof for States,
no State would have any incentive to dlshonestiy misrepresent their position vis-a-vis
the refugees they were willing to accept.**

It would be for the creators of this system to decide which of these properties to
prioritise and what distributional constraints to impose — these desiderata will deter-
mine precxsely what mechanism should be used (see, for example, Echenique and
Yenmez).*® Efficiency seems like an obvious first-order priority. In addition, it may
be necessary to ensure the system is strategy-praof for refugees, making it impossible

for refugees to game the system, in order to achieve political buy-in. On the other
hand, States may care more about creating a system in which it is safe for them to ac-
curately.report their preferences, and they-can trust- that- other States are domg the

same, thus requiring strategy-proofness for States.

" 64 Indeed, there are also mechanisms that, under certain conditions, can even make it safe for the States to

reveal their true quolas. 'I'hese certain conditions, however, are extremely unlikely to exist, and are there-
~~fore too strong for our purposes. In a matching system with a Jarge number of conntries and reﬁ.lgees, nei-

T ther side would have ‘any incentive to misreport their preferences. See N, Ithmiorlica & M. Mabdian,. . ...
e Mamaz,e, “Honesty;-and-Stability”; in- “Proceedings af thieSixteenth Aninal ACM-SIAM- Syirgosiint o8

Discrete Algorithms, SODA '0S, Philadelphia, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2005, 53~

~62,“available "at: ‘hitp: //dlaémiorg/citation.cfm?id=1070432.1070441 (last “visited. 14_Mar. .2017);-F

Kojima & P. A. Pathak, “Incentives and Stability in Large Two-Sided Matching Markets”, The American

..ticipating in.any.given matching system to ensure.this. .
““‘—F -Echeniqie & M B Yenmez, "How t6 Conittol Control]ed Schoo[ Choxc A

Econonric-Review; 99(3); 2009, 608627 But there is o iararites that t}féfe Will tig enough oiiritris par-””"'

: »4'4105(8) 2015, 26‘79—2694 -
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- If States do not actively rank- refugees, but- rather-assign piiorities to groups of

' refugees, then the role of stability as “fairness” is important in order to ensute that

the system is transparent and does not arbitrarily discriminate against groups that

the State has publicly committed to prioritising.
If States actively rank refugees, then there is a good case for sacrificing stability so

that the system can be more efficient and strategy-proof. Preventing re-matching in
7" "many settings, such as the doctor-hospital match, or the public school match, is ex-
--tremely.difficult:-individuals-frequently-go. outside the system:to-try-and renegotiate .

their deals under the table, leading to the unravelling of the whole system. This is
why stability is normally considered important.®® However, in our case, it is unlikely
that a refugee will be matched to a country, receive refugee status, and then go on to
apply for asylum in another country. This is particularly unlikely if States collectively
agree that all such applications must now go through the central mechanism. For ex-
ample, in Europe, while refugees in the Schengen States may travel to other
Schengen States, they may not stay for longer than 90 days or work without a permit.
Moreover, they need a visa to travel to non-Schengen States.%” Therefore, sacrificing
stability does not affect the robustness of the outcome of the matching system be-
cause most “re-matchings” that would render an outcome unstable are prohibited,
costly, or time-intensive. In a well-designed matching system for refugees, stability

comes for free.

6.A GLOBAL RESETTLEMENT MECHANISM
In mid-2016, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) esti-
mated that 2017s global resettlement needs will be over 1,190,000 perSOI_lS.68
However, only some 85,000 places are available on an annual basis.*” Clearly, the
key problem here is that there are nowhere near enough places. Our proposal does
not purport to solve that problem. The scarcity of places in resettlement schemes,
however, makes it particularly crucial that those places are allocated in the best way
possible. As many have argued, international emergencies and crises, such as the cur-
rent Syrian situation, have unjustly distracted attention from the plight of those in
“protracted refugee situations” (i.e. five years or more), where resettlement places
are extremely Ii‘r_ni_ted.-"0 In particular, Milner and Loescher recommend “more effect-

including through the application of a_group resettlement referral methodology”.’

“"'In this context, matching can make resettlement a more effective durable’ solutlon
and i 1ncrease ‘the likelihood that the hmxted places at our dlsposal are tsed well

66 “Rot.l\., “A Natural Experiméht in the Orgarﬁzaﬁion 6!" Entry.-Lev.el Labour Markefs” above n 22.
.67, UNHCR, “Many Refugees Misiindeérstand Schengen Expansion”, UNHCR News. Stories, 21 Dec. 2007, .

68 UNHCR, UNHCR Projected Global Resettlement Needs, 22nd Annual Tripartite Consultation on

available at: heepi/ fwwivimbicr.org/476bb7e24 Kl (lase visited 14 Mar. 2017

“Resettlement,Geneva,-2016,- available-at:_http://www.unher.org/protection/resettlement/ 575836267/

unhcr-projected-global-resettlement-needs-201 7.html (last visited 14 Mar, 2017).

697 Van Sélmi, "Refigee Resettlement” above n 397

== 70-.:-]-Milner. &-Gi-Loescher,-*Responding. to-Protracted -Refugee-Situations: - Lessons ‘from -2 Decade-of e R e
S Dlscussmn ,Forced M:gratlon Pohcy Brxef ng, Oxford Rcfugee Studlea Centre, 2011 T I m—
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-.In_some cases, resettlement functions. according to- criteria-set-by UNHCR and
tries to encompass priority needs. When resettiement wotks well, UNHCR acquires
much information about refugees through interviews and background checks.

“Generally ‘speaking, a refugee will be referred to one resettlement country after

UNHCR has inferred the refugee’s preferences using interviews and so on. This is a
system where UNHCR manually processes this information and ultimately makes

- thieTdecision for the refugee.” As such, matching can be distinguished in two ways.
- Firstly,.even if. UNHCR:wished to-continue with: a:system:where-they-inferred. the

preferences of refugees, it would remain possible to automate the actual matching,
which would have several advantages we list below. In identifying one country for re-
settlement, UNHCR is effectively inferring the refugee’s “top” choice alone. If
UNHCR could infer a preference list across participating countries, an automated
matching system could still indicate a more desirable allocation within their limited
resources. Secondly, this bespoke inferring of preferences through interviews is ex-
tremely time- and resource-consuming and could be substituted for simply asking
the refugees themselves what countries, out of the participating States, they would
most wish to resettle to. What does not happen currently is that after it has been
determined that a refugee will be resettled, they themselves are given agency as to
where they go.

In the worst cases, given the limited number of places beyond confirmation of
refugee status and the determination of need, States are more or less unconstrained
to cherry-pick the refugees they deem most desirable. Often, it will happen that refu-
gees with particular skills or that better meet amorpheus “integration criteria” get
resettled first. On the other hand, resettlement for States arises in the context of

.emergencies where they are presented with a binary choice between taking on an en-

tire group fout court themselves or nothing. For example, European governments
panicked in the face of large flows out of Libya following the civil war there and, in
the end, resettlement was negligible.” In this context, we propose that the Refugee
Match can help with the following problems.

First and most obviously, it can give refugees more choice than they currently
possess about where they are resettled rather than being directed by the internal pro-
cedures of bureaucracies. Vulnerable refugees could state their preferences as to
which of the twenty-odd States operating resettlement schemes they most prefer.

- We-think it hkely that refugees themselves have better information about their lives,

|

aspirations, and the quality of life they would have in a_particular country than an

+ overstretched bureaucracy trying to process this information ‘manually.

Secondly, a matchmg system can make’ the process less arbitrary and contingent

“on ad hoc bilateral deals. In the status quo, States identify particular populations,
“which come to thelr attentlon for 2 variety of reasons, and simply resettle large num-
‘bers from" those areas or categories (e:g.-women at “risk; or-lacking safety insitu).

“withthe “competence and “drive of “particular civil “servants”than either ‘a sober

Whether a refugee population becomes resettled thus frequently has more to do

. 72 - K. Koser, Responding.to Migration from- Complex Humanitarian-Emergencies:. Lessons Learned from-Libya, -+ oo v v
“Chatham ~House, Briefing ~Paper, Nov. 2011, “available " at: “http? //Iastradalntermtmnal org/stdocs} EE

Mlgratmn%zolessone%201€ame¢%20§rom‘)ﬁzl)Lrbya pdf (lacgﬂwltedJiMar 20 17)
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+assessment of who the vulnerable are-or the core interests of the State; If States are

determined to form particular bilateral relationships, they can continue to do so
alongside the matching system. American resettlement of Iragis that worked with the

- US Army during the occupation of Iraq might fit this case. However, under a match-

ing system, States can continuously adjust their quotas, assess priority using universal

_ standards of vulnerability, and let the algorithm do the hard work.

~ Thirdly, because the computer algorithm finds the matching outcome as soon as
«-the-preferences-of bothsides:are submitted, the matching systemcan speed up reset-

tlement. Refugees in extremely vulnerable situations often wait for years on referral
lists. Much of what makes that process slow {(such as vulnerability detesmination and
the limited number of places) cannot be ameliorated by matching, but it can short-
circuit the oft-torturous process of negotiation between the UNHCR, the
International Organization for Migration, and state bureaucracies.

Fourthly, because matching enables States to effectively share burdens while also
empowering them to receive refugees they prefer, this mechanism may encourage
further States to participate in resettlement. If States realise that they are not under
an obligation or expectation to resettle single-handedly an entire population of refu-
gees, they may have more incentive to join the matching system. In addition, States
may find it more palatable to settle a diverse set of smaller refugee groups than a
larger and more homogeneous one.

7. THE EUROPEAN REFUGEE CRISIS
The substantial inflows of refugees into Europe have dramatically exposed the inad-
equacy of existing arrangements. The disintegration of Syria, where no less than nine
million Syrians have been displaced, of whom three million are refugees, shows no
sign of being resolved swiftly.”* The overwhelming majority of refugees are in neigh-
bouring countries: Jordan, Lebanon, and Turkey. There are now over a million refu-
gees in Lebanon, in a total population of four million.” Jordan and Lebanon have
closed their borders. Even for those that have reached refugee camps in the region,
the situation continues to worsen. Left without the right to work, access to secuity,

or basic legal protections and facing on-going racism and violence, it is unsurprising
that many refugees continue to attempt the long and dangerous journey to Europe,

“We -should assume this situation will be enduring and that refugee flows will

continue,

“ Prior to the emergence. of this crisis, the European Commission was already con-
" sidering joint processmg, relocation, Jong-term residence, protected entry proced-
. ures, and resettlement These 1ep0rts Amass a body of pohcy knowledge ancl :deas _

%3 {UNHCR, “Syrian Refugees Inter-Agency Regional Update”, webpage, 20 Sep. 2015, available at: http://.

data.unher.org/syrianrefigees/regional php {last visited 14 Mar. 2017).

74 Iid

75 "I - Van Selm et- al "Study on The Fcasnbﬂlty oESettmg up- Resettlement-Schemes-in-BU- Member-States

or at BU Level, against the Background of the Common_European_Asylum System and the Goal of a _ _

Common Asylum Procedure”, European Commission, 2003; J. Van Selm, N. Lassen & J. Doomernik,

=“Studyon"The “Transfer-of ProtectionStatus-in-the~EU; against -the “Background -‘of -the -Common

WEumpean Asy[um System and the GOS.] Of :i“ui.l‘n‘lform Status, Vaild)throughout the Umon, fOl’ ThOSeU R S T

- Granted - Asylim®, DG JAIFA2/2003/001,. - Edropean - Commission, 2004, — Européan . Commission, —
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as.to how resettlement and. relocation -€an be implemented What they do not con-

participating States within the schemes they outline.

‘The current system, where the first arrival country has responsibility for refugees,
is fﬁndamentaﬂy unfan’ to countrles such as Greece, Italy, or Hungary an& creates

&;{ @ PN NEVer been clearer that AHEW. ,deal on. respons1b111ty~sharmg.mthlnEurope is: needed .

to-replace the. Dublm HI Regulation. History suggests interstate cooperation to meet -
such a challenge is not impossible: from the Comprehensive Plan of Action for
Indochinese Refugees in 1989 to the European Bvacuation of Kosovar refugees from
Macedonia in 1999, a clear plan and astute political leadership have led to negotiated
cooperation in the past. Crucially, a workable solution requires cooperation across
the EU. It is the hope of many that sufficient popular pressure of the sort that fol-
lowed the publication of the tragic photographs of Aylan Kurdi may be enough to
get States on board, but there is no conflict between that and trying to persuade gov-
ernments that a coordinated, managed response is not only better for refugees, but
ultimately for States as well.

Given the widespread recognition of the urgency of forming a comprehensive
European asylum policy, the crucial role matching can play is in providing States
with 2 framework that might persuade them to participate in burden-sharing arrange-
ments to meet the crisis, thus overcoming the current deadlock.

A matching system can run either alongside or instead of a system modelled on
Dublin I1I, where a refugee applies for protection in one and only one country. This,
for example, could replace the current situation where_Syrian refugees-in-the-coun.
tries bordering Syria may apply for humanitarian visas from particular countries, but
must Pick a particular country to apply to. Refugees are then tied to a _Eartlcular ap-
plication to a particular country (embassies invariably keep the ongmal documenta-
tr;(})‘l‘:r)efugees provide, in part to prevent multiple applications). It advantages nobody
that at present refugees must play the lottery in deciding where to apply, and States
cannot evaluate from the entire pool of applicants, Allowing any refugee to apply to

a single system from any embassy is therefore in the interests.of refugees and States.

“Another potential use would be with something analogous to the mass relocation
of Kosovans across Europe in the late 1990s and early 2000s.”® In this case, almost

no attempt was made to match refugees and hosting locations. Refugees were some-

times_unaware_of which_country the plane_they boarded. was_taking_them. to.

A matchmg system could have been used to allocate refugees within that system
“quickly to a country where they were most likely to flourish for the duration of their
stay without affecting the rest of the European refugee regime. In particular, the pro-
posed system could exclude discriminatory categories such as religion and race,

~which are incompatible" with European law, as well as bemg morally unacceptable,

and focus on categories of vulnerability, suitability for integration, presence of family,

" and ‘so-‘on.The system would.‘then match-refugees and-States.'This, as before, -

- Relocation of Beneficiaries of International- Protection”, European Commission, 20!0

76 "R Kerber, “The Temporary Protection ‘Directive”, Europmﬂ ]aumai of M:gfanon and Law, 4(2), 2002, e
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- necessitates. that-eligibility is. centrally agreed upon. Yet this is no more than what is -
alteady aspired to in the 2011 Qualification Directive. What is currently lacking is a

way to persuade States to implement this in practice. We argue that using matching
has further advantages over and above simply persuading States to participate.
Most simply, matching may save lives. The matching system allows refugees to

submit an application for asylum to every participating State and they could, in prin-
UCiple; subimnit it Yemotely. Tt could include; for example, Tegional processing centresin
~the Middle East and North Africa. The core advantage is that to the extent refugees

can have confidence that there is a fair and effective system that will grant them pro-
tection without attempting a dangerous crossing, they are less likely to take that risk.
Unlike naval security operations in the Mediterranean, such as Operation Triton -
which merely empower human traffickers and make the journey more dangerous ra-
ther than deal with the underlying demand - this is a system that makes refugees
outside Europe no less likely to secure protection than those that have reached it
(or at least one with a credible and safe alternative to smugglers). Of course, creating
a system designed to prevent deaths at sea and provide people with an alternative to
dangerous crossings is principally and practically separate from the question of deal-
ing with refugees that have already made it to Europe - these refugees must be ad-
dressed separately.”’

Europe also offers a case study of how rapid matching may help manage a sudden
chaotic influx. A matching system can be deployed as soon as the States agree on the
quotas and the criteria for ranking refugees. To the extent that matching is successful,
it reduces the chaos and volatility of rapid population movements as fewer people try
and reach (or move across) Europe, because getting to a particular destination has

. become substantially less important. Furthermore, the unmanaged chaos under the

status quo does not make it likely that refugees will end up in the countries they
genuinely wish to go to because they have family there, speak a relevant language,
have contacts that might help them secure employment, and so on. This is all in the
interests of States, because first, States wish to minimise the anarchy of sudden popu-
lation flows, with the concomitant stress on infrastructure and scarce resources, and
second, because it guarantees that they will also end up protecting those refugees

they most prefer.
Notably, even if not all States can be persuaded to participate, it still makes sense

for those States that are willing to use the matching system to do so.”® Hopefully, it
should become clear in time to any States staying out_of the matching system that

_ they thereby receive less- -preferred refugees in comparison to states which do partici-
 pate, thus encouraging wider participation. For this reason, the refugee match is

.77 Right-wing politicians often invoke 2. distiniction between. deserving refugees “there” in order fo justify re- ...

steictivie policies attacking the vights of alleged queve-jumpers “Gver hiere”. T¢ i plausible that we wnder-

78 Designing mechanisms-that-encoutage-agents-to-paiticipate-in -it-rather-than- contracting- and- transacting

mine this discourse to the extent that we make it (even maor e) ﬂagrantly untrue.

o

outside it is an active area of research in matching theory. The bottom line is that it may hard to create

Bllée-proof incentives for participation in many mechanisms especially if there is Uncertanity abdut the ™"
ecoutcome {see,-for example B N Roth & R. I Shorrer,' A Model 'of Medlanism Design in the Presence- S,

ot ude—:426648159 (iachslteiliMar 2017))
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. precisely. what .can_persuade States to opt into refugee burden-sharing, surrender
control of eligibility determination, and ultimately protect more refugees. ;

8. FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS ‘
It might be thought that this system does not offer genuine choice to refugees, but
"-""merely;~creates~--a-syst_em.\.in.,‘which,,,S.tate,sWh.a\ze.‘21.1‘..‘.-‘.1}%.,PQE.'.‘.’?}.’_?‘."..‘,d. refugees have none.

_ We argue the opposite. We note that it is States, in the current system, that have vir-
tually all of the power. They may be constrained by international norms or legal obli-
gations, but only weakly at best. Yet neither side has any choice. States must process
only those who apply within their borders, refugees must accept the protection or re-
settlement that is offered to them, even where there is a country that they would
have preferred to go, that also would have preferred to take them. A matching system
is exactly the situation where both sides need to agree. Refugees already exist within
an international system of States, where it is necessary for a State to agree to render
protection in order for a refugee to receive it. Pace total global open borders, the as-
sent of States is a precondition for protection, and only agreement from both sides
gives refugees any choices at all. Currently, many activism works assume a strict di-
chotomy, where refugees can either have unconstrained choice or no choice at alk.
For example, some European refugee activists advocate a system that would give
refugees to the EU total freedom as to where in the EU they decided to live, while
States are compensated for every refugee they take.”? This would be the best out-
come for afl refugees, but there is little-to-ne chance States would assent to it. But
this dichotomy also misses that in most scenarios justice does not require that we
give individuals total choice, but choice from a reasonable set of options. Few would
advocate that students must have the right to go to any university they wish or doc-
tors to work at any hospital. What is important is that they go to good universities
and hospitals and if both sides of the system have some choice that is more likely to
happen. Those choices, although not complete, are nonetheless real. If it really is the
case that almost every Syrian refugee makes Germany their first preference, then of
course they will not all be able to go there, but refugees would still have qualitatively

‘more agency if they were to achieve their second, third, fourth, or fifth preference.
Where every refugee to submit the same preference ranking from beginning to end,

. States. would. merely pick the refugees they prefer-(rather as if everyone in a given

school district agreed completely on the desirability of the schools). Scefiarios of
" “perfect correlation of preter_e;;;:e_sf',__suc_h'_'_;{_S"'this;'do-indeed---hand--all.-.of_.the_.p.ower to
i the:other-side. of the system (be that States or schools). But this is extremely un-
“likely. In the Boston public school matching system, the image of a single hopelessly
- oversubscribed school is. largely mythical, as Dur et al. ppipt_dht.so There are abun-
' dant reasons.to believe that the preferences of refugees are as heterogeneous as they

themselves are, as are those of countries. This heterogeneity is exactly what makes™ = "~
-the matching system so approptiate and powerful,

/9““E“.‘g‘.“G.“Granjon,wﬂFreedom“oiwMovemenmqler;ﬁuropean"CODditionsf,ﬁumrﬁv,}s Jul. 2014, available
-https/Awrwweuractiv.com/ section/social-europe-j bs/opinien/freedom-of- movement-under-eire
: 5 stiditions?-{last visited EYIEY SR 74 1 WSS e s el e s
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