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ASYLUM CRISIS IN THE UNITED KINGDOM: THE FAILURE
OF CONSERVATIVE POLICY

UK is facing an urgent problem of illegal migration, which has recently gained
new urgency. This has become especially noticeable against the background of
a sharp increase in unauthorized sea crossings of the English Channel. The mi-
gration crisis was influenced by both global and domestic factors, including the
COVID-19 pandemic, which temporarily diverted attention from migration and
asylum issues. However, as the immediate problems caused by the pandemic
began to subside, migration returned to the forefront of the political and public
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agenda, sparking fierce debate amongst politicians, the media and society.

This study analyses the British government’s ‘Stop the Boats’ policy proposed
by the Conservative Party. This strategy involved the resettlement of asylum see-
kers in Rwanda in order to address the problem of irregular migration. The main
objectives of the policy were to strengthen border security, reduce administrative
burdens and combat illegal smuggling networks.

Initially, the policy gained significant political and public support due to its per-
ceived decisiveness and effectiveness. However, its implementation faced many
challenges. High financial costs, administrative inefficiencies, legal uncertainty
and ethical disputes have seriously undermined the success of the programme.
Moreover, these shortcomings contributed to growing public discontent, de-
creased trust in state institutions and increased political instability. This was ulti-
mately one of the reasons for the resignation of Prime Minister Rishi Sunak.

In addition, the policy increased polarisation in British society, creating a tense
social environment. Some political analysts and commentators have even likened
this sentiment to a state of civil war, pointing to the deep divisions within British
society and the numerous anti-immigrant protests.

This situation emphasizes the complexity of the migration challenges facing the
UK today and the need to find more balanced and long-term solutions that can
take into account both national interests and humanitarian obligations.

Key words: lllegal migration, “Stop the Boats” policy, United Kingdom, Con-
servative Party, Rwanda, border security, asylum seekers, societal polarization,
social instability, migration crisis.
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TJT1 Pi3KOTO 30UIBIICHHS KUIBKOCTI HECAHKIIIOHOBAHUX MOPCHKUX TiepeTHHiB Jla-
Manury. MirpamiiiHa Kpu3a 3yMOBJIEHA SIK INIOOAJbHUMM, TaK 1 BHYTPILIHIMU
dakropamu, ykmodaroun nanaemiro COVID-19, ska tumyacoBo BinBepHyJa
yBary BiJl MUTaHb Mirpaiii Ta HagaHHA NpUTYAKy. OmHaK 13 TOCTYHOBUM
nociableHHsIM TOCTPUX NPOOJIEM, CIPUUMHEHUX MMAHIEMIEI0, TUTAHHS MIrparii
3HOBY OINWHUJIUCS B IIEHTP1 MOJITHYHOTO ¥ CYCHUIBHOTO TOPSIAKY JEHHOTO,
BUKJIMKABIIIH 3aIIeKJI1 JUCKYCIi cepest momTukiB, 3MI Ta rpomMaachKOCTI.

Y 1ubpoMy JOCHIIKEHHI aHali3yeTbCsd MNOJITUKA ypsay Benukoi bputanii
«3ynuHUTH YOBHM», 3anpornoHnoBana KoncepBaruBHoto mapriero. Lls cTpareris
nepenbayana rmepecesieHHs IIyKadiB MPUTYIKY A0 Pyannu 3ajis po3B’s3aHHS
npoOieMu HeperyinspHoi mirpaiii. OCHOBHUMH LUISIMU TOJITUKK OyJIU MOCH-
JICHHSI TIPUKOPJIOHHOT O€3MeKH, 3MEHITIICHHS aJIMIHICTPAaTUBHOTO HABAHTAXKEHHS
Ta 60poTHOA 3 HE3AKOHHUMU MEPEKaMH KOHTpaOaH Iu.

Cnovarky MoJIITHKa OTpUMaja 3HA4YHY MOJITHYHY Ta CYCHUIbHY MIJATPUMKY
3aBOSKK 1i ysBHIA pimrydocTi ¥ edexkruBHOCTI. OmHak peamizaiis i€l
cTpaterii 31TKHyJacs 3 YUCICHHUMHU BHKJIWKaMu. BHUCOK1 (hiHAHCOBI BHUTpATH,
aAMIHICTpaTUBHA HEe(EKTUBHICTh, IOPUIMYHA HEBU3HAYEHICTh Ta E€TUYHI
CYNEpEYKH CEepUO3HO MiAipBalv ycmix mporpamu. KpiMm Toro, 1i HETOMIKA
IPU3BEIU JI0 3pPOCTaHHS CYCHUIHLHOTO HEBJIOBOJICHHS, 3HWKEHHS JOBIPH 10
Jep’KaBHUX THCTUTYLIH 1 3pOCTaHHS MOMITUYHOI HECTAOIIBHOCTI. 3PEIITO0, Le
CTaJI0 OJIHIEIO 3 IPUUMH BiJICTaBKHU mpeM’ ep-MmiHicTpa Pimri CyHaka.

Kpim Toro, Taka rnomiTuka mocusinia nojaspu3aiito B OpuTaHCHKOMY CYCITUTBCTBI,
CTBOPHUBILM HaNpy>KeHY colianbHy arMocdepy. Jleski MOMITHYHI aHATITHUKA
Ta KOMEHTATOpPH HaBITh MOPIBHSIM 1€ CTaH 13 TPOMAISHCHKOIO BIMHOIO,
yKa3ylud Ha THOOKI po30DKHOCTI B OpPUTAaHCHKOMY CYCIUIBCTBI W YHCJICHHI
AHTUIMMITPAHTCHKI MPOTECTH.

s cuTyartist miaKpecItoe CKIAIHICTh MITPAlIiHUX BUKITUKIB, 13 SIKUMU ChOTOJTHI
cTtukaeThecsi Benuka bputanisi, 1 HE0OX1HICTh MONIYKY OLIBIN 30a71aHCOBAHUX
Ta JJOBFOCTPOKOBHX PIIIE€Hb, sIKI O ypaXoByBaju SK HAI[IOHAJIbHI IHTEPECH, TaK 1
TyMaHITapHi 3000B’ I3aHHS.

Knrouosi cnoea: neneranbHa Mirpailisi, nojituka «3ynuHUTH YOBHU», Bennka
bpuranis, KoncepBatuBHa mnaptis, PyaHna, npukopioHHa Oe3leka, LIykadl
NPUTYIIKY, CyCHiIbHA TMOJSIpU3aIlisi, colliajibHa HECTAaOUIBHICTh, MirpariiiHa
KpH3a.

1. INTRODUCTION

Problem Formulation. The ongoing migration crisis in the United King-
dom has highlighted the challenges of managing irregular migration while stri-
king a balance between national security, economic potential and humanitar-
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ian obligations. A significant increase in the number of unauthorized maritime
crossings of the English Channel has increased public and political attention to
this issue, exposing the shortcomings of existing migration policies.

The British government’s ‘Stop the Boats’ policy, proposed by the Con-
servative Party, was aimed at combating illegal migration by resettling asylum
seekers in Rwanda. Although this policy was introduced as a decisive measure
to prevent illegal border crossings, reduce administrative burdens and combat
smuggling networks, its implementation has faced significant obstacles. These
include high financial costs, administrative inefficiencies, legal and ethical con-
troversies, as well as wider societal consequences such as increased polarization
and civil unrest.

Review of Literature. Research on the international migration system
shows that undocumented migrants possess so-called “status value.” Their il-
legal status allows various actors in the process to benefit from it. From a politi-
cal perspective, the status value of undocumented migrants supports the logic
of division and control, promoting nationalist ideas about who has the right to
belong to society and who should be excluded and punished. The absence of
citizenship and illegalization is also linked to profit generation, as it facilitates
the growth of carceral economies focused on migration control, as noted by
geographer Lauren Martin [1]. Although this phenomenon has existed before,
Brexit has amplified the status value of undocumented migrants and migration
control, bringing these issues to the forefront of political discourse.

Migration, especially illegal migration, is one of the most acute and contro-
versial issues in contemporary global politics. Researchers pay particular atten-
tion to the role of news media in shaping and perpetuating negative stereotypes
about refugees, asylum seekers, immigrants, and migrants. The media played a
decisive role in provoking the unrest that occurred in the UK in August 2024,
by spreading negative images of migrants and stoking fear of them. The wide
resonance and escalation of social tension were fueled by the media, which con-
tributed to the growing hostility toward asylum seekers. Research by Joaquin
Caviedes [2] shows that the media often portray asylum seekers as an economic
or national security threat, a notion supported by Victoria Esses, Shana Me-
dianu, and Amanda Lawson [3]. In some cases, the media distinguish between
‘good’ and ‘bad’ refugees, separating those deemed deserving of help from those
deemed a potential threat, as Sarah Blinder and William Allen argue [4]. Nick
Phillips and Cynthia Hardy also suggest that journalists and media organiza-
tions play a crucial role in shaping public discourse about migrants, which can
either reinforce hostility or promote support for asylum seekers [5], [6]. This
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was evident in August 2024 in the UK, when negative media coverage of mi-
grant issues led to riots.

News focused on the threats associated with migration heightened tensions
in society. In this context, the media served not only as a channel for transmit-
ting information but also as a tool to reinforce fears and prejudices among the
population. The result was an increase in aggression towards asylum seekers
and immigrants, resulting in clashes, acts of vandalism, and confrontations with
the police. Many researchers, including Majid KhosraviNik [7], believe that po-
litical elites often use this issue as a tool to gain popularity. A striking example
of this is the Rwandan scheme initiated by the Conservative Party of the UK,
which, despite initial expectations, failed and became one of the reasons for the
party’s defeat in the early elections. The issue of asylum seekers also played
a key role during the Brexit referendum, when the public, by a narrow mar-
gin, voted for the UK’s exit from the European Union, as Edward Stewart and
Andrew Mason [8], along with Sukhwant Virdee and Brendan McGeever [9],
highlight.

Purpose of the Article. The aim of this article is to critically analyze the
UK’s response to irregularities, with a particular focus on the Conservative Par-
ty’s Stop the Boats policy and the subsequent Rwanda project. It examines the
objectives, implementation and outcomes of the policy, exploring how it ad-
dressed issues such as border security, administrative efficiency and tackling
illegal migration networks. The study assesses the successes and failures of the
policy, including its financial, legal and ethical implications, as well as the soci-
etal and political consequences that follow.

Research Methodology. The primary materials for the study include ana-
lytical reports from governmental and non-governmental organizations, media
publications, official government documents, statistical data on the implemen-
tation of the Rwandan scheme, and records of debates in the UK Parliament.
Special attention is given to research findings on public reaction to the govern-
ment’s policy and its influence on the unrest.

The study uses content analysis of media publications and official govern-
ment statements to examine the public debate around the Rwanda Scheme.

— Comparative analysis of the costs and benefits of the UK’s migration po-
licy in comparison with other European countries.

— Sociological analysis of public opinion polls on the support or criticism
of this policy.

— Analysis of the political consequences based on the election results and
subsequent government decisions after the scheme was cancelled.

120



Mixcnapooni gionocunu, cycninbHi KOMyHIKayii ma pe2ionanvHi cmyoii

2. RESEARCH RESULTS

On August 6, 2024, the world’s richest person, tech billionaire Elon
Musk, commented that the United Kingdom was on the brink of “civil war”
following a week of far-right riots across the country. Musk, the owner of the
platform X and known for his controversial online statements and retweets
of far-right posts, reacted to a video allegedly showing clashes between rio-
ters and British police after several days of far-right violence in various UK
cities [10].

This time, the catalyst was the murder of three girls under the age of 10
at a dance workshop for younger schoolchildren. The horrific knife attack
also left eight other children and two adults seriously injured. A 17-year-old
was charged with the crime. Soon after, far-right, racist groups spread disin-
formation about the identity of the attacker, sparking riots, first in Southport
36 hours after the attack, and then in other cities such as London, Hartlepool,
Manchester, Aldershot, and Sunderland. The mother of seven-year-old Elsie
Dot Stencomb, one of the murdered girls, appealed through social media for
an end to the violence in Southport [11].

Racist motives were clearly the driving force behind these riots. Far-
right social media accounts, including supporters of the now-defunct Eng-
lish Defence League (EDL), circulated false claims that the suspect was an
asylum seeker, calling for protests across the country. Mosques in Southport
and Hartlepool were targeted. In London, rioters chanted, “We want our
country back” [12].

These riots were used by some politicians with hardline anti-immigra-
tion and anti-asylum views as an argument to claim that Britain is not a suc-
cessful multi-ethnic society. The Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Sir
Keir Starmer, strongly addressed the rioters during a press conference on
August 4, warning them that they would inevitably regret their actions. He
statmated, “This is not a protest, but organized, violent banditry, which has
no place on our streets or in the online space,” Starmer emphasized. He also
promised to do everything possible to hold the perpetrators accountable, ad-
dressing the nation amidst the riots in the UK [13].

The Prime Minister’s statements have received widespread support. For
example, The Spectator remarked, ‘Riots in Britain occur with the same
frequency as sunny days: roughly once a decade.’ The publication also high-
lighted that, regardless of the underlying reasons, the common trait in all
such events is senseless destruction. Rioters burn and destroy their own
communities, while opportunists take advantage of the chaos for political
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gain. Equally concerning is the spread of fake news and disinformation,
which only exacerbates the situation [14].

Analysts unanimously pointed out that we are living in times when a
small group of racists with violent tendencies can easily incite civil unrest
through social media and messaging platforms. Unlike in the past, far-right
extremists no longer require complex organizational infrastructure. The re-
cent riots in the UK were not the result of local conflicts but rather actions by
individuals who traveled to create tensions, driven by disinformation about
the Southport incident. Research shows that some false claims first appeared
on Telegram and later spread to TikTok, X, and Facebook.

Despite assurances from senior state officials and respected publica-
tions, the risk of these racist riots escalating into something more severe for
Britain remained significant. Sir Keir Starmer effectively addressed the situ-
ation, describing the events as attacks on the rule of law and announcing an
initiative to coordinate intelligence and police forces nationwide. However,
the August riots also highlighted one of the most pressing issues in British
society: illegal migration.

Those crossing the border seeking asylum are often labeled “illegal mi-
grants,” though under international law, particularly the 1951 UN Refugee
Convention and its 1967 Protocol, such actions are legal. According to these
documents, a person seeking asylum cannot be expelled or returned to a
country where their life or freedom is at serious risk. Added to this is the
Dublin III Regulation, adopted in June 2013, which governs the process
of submitting asylum applications within the EU. It stipulates that the first
member state where fingerprints are taken or an asylum application is sub-
mitted is responsible for processing that claim, preventing multiple asylum
requests across different countries [15].

Since the early 2010s, reducing the number of illegal migrants in the
UK to 100,000 per year has been one of the key points on the Conservative
Party’s agenda. Public demand for reducing the influx of migrants was re-
flected in the popular slogan of the official campaign for leaving the Euro-
pean Union — “take back control of our borders.” Researchers have rightly
noted that a segment of the electorate’s negative attitude towards the EU’s
freedom of movement significantly influenced the results of the 2016 refer-
endum [16].

After Brexit, especially in the case of a no-deal exit, it was expected
that the United Kingdom would no longer be part of the Dublin III Regula-
tion, which governed the procedures for asylum applications within the EU.
This regulation provided a mechanism for determining which country was
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responsible for processing an asylum claim, usually the first country the
asylum seeker entered. In the event of a no-deal exit, the UK would have
ceased to be part of this mechanism, and new rules were set to come into
effect immediately after leaving.

According to the “UK government’s White Paper on Immigration” un-
der Theresa May, if the Withdrawal Agreement was ratified, the UK would
have remained a participant in the Dublin agreements until the end of the
transition period, allowing for discussions on new mechanisms for future
cooperation [17].

However, prior to leaving the EU in 2018-2019, British authorities re-
corded an increase in the number of undocumented foreigners, which was
largely due to the uncertainty surrounding future migration rules. The legal
vacuum that emerged before and after the referendum, particularly due to the
suspension of the Dublin Regulation and the challenges of deporting asylum
seekers to EU countries, contributed to this phenomenon. Added to this were
family reunification aspirations and the cultural and linguistic appeal of the
UK for people from former colonies [18].

In 2018, small boat crossings of the English Channel began increasing,
with around 300 people arriving in the UK that year. By 2019, the num-
ber surged to over 1,800, prompting the UK government to tighten bor-
der controls. Despite these efforts, including a joint action plan with France
and significant financial investments in surveillance, the crossings conti-
nued. In 2020, further border measures were introduced, and the government
appointed a “Commander of Channel Threats.” However, the problem per-
sisted, with tragic incidents like the deaths of seven people in October 2020
highlighting the growing dangers. The UK and France increased police pres-
ence in Calais and allocated additional funds to combat illegal migration.
Yet, by the following year, 28,000 people crossed the Channel, exposing the
continued ineffectiveness of these strategies [19].

The fight against illegal migration and asylum system reform after Bre-
xit, particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic, moved to the periphery of
public and political discussions. However, at the same time, the rise in ille-
gal Channel crossings forced the government to focus on establishing legal
mechanisms for returning illegal migrants. These efforts intensified at both
national and international levels.

In 2021, Boris Johnson’s government initiated a large-scale legislative
reform aimed at combating illegal migration, smuggling, and human trafficking,
as well as tightening asylum regulations. In March 2021, the government
published the main document outlining post-Brexit immigration policy — the
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“New Plan for Immigration.” It stipulated that all “illegal” arrivals, inclu-
ding those via small boats, would not have the right to seek asylum in the
UK. The plan also proposed life imprisonment for those facilitating illegal
journeys, expanded immigration detention, and the possibility of deportation
to a “safe third country.” At the same time, the UK and France announced
the allocation of €62.7 million to enhance security measures along the bor-
ders in northern France and the English Channel. While border control was
aimed at deterring people from crossing, the new legislation was based on
the concept of a “deterrent effect” — imposing severe punishment on those
who had already crossed, to discourage others [20].

In April 2022, the “Nationality and Borders Act” came into force. The
law aimed, firstly, to make the asylum system fairer and more efficient, se-
condly, to deter illegal entry into the UK and combat smugglers’ business
models, and thirdly, to allow for the deportation of migrants who had no
legal grounds to remain in the country [21].

The law also introduced a two-tier system of protection based on how
migrants entered the UK. Those who used ‘“safe and legal routes” could
request asylum, while those who arrived illegally were granted limited pro-
tection for up to 30 months, with restricted rights, including the denial of
family reunification. Additionally, the law included provisions for the “in-
admissibility of asylum claims” for EU citizens and individuals with ties to
safe third countries [21].

The 1ssue of small boat crossings in the English Channel became a key
element in the Conservative Party government’s review of its post-Brexit
“sovereign” immigration policy. In January 2022, Prime Minister Boris
Johnson called on the military to “block the flow of migrants.” This opera-
tion, named “Operation Isotropic,” sparked not only academic debate but
also intense discussions in Parliament. Members of the House of Commons
Defense Committee warned of “the negative consequences of a potential
military operation in the Channel for the reputation of the Royal Navy,”
pointing out that “this statement was premature, and the decisions behind
the policy were flawed” [22].

In April 2022, the UK and Rwanda signed their first agreement to estab-
lish the Migration and Economic Development Partnership. Both sides saw
it as a potential solution to illegal migration. Under the Memorandum of Un-
derstanding, a five-year program was launched to resettle asylum seekers for
further claim processing. This initiative was designed to compensate for the
loss of mechanisms to return illegal migrants to EU countries. London al-
located £120 million for the creation of Rwanda’s Economic Transformation
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and Integration Fund, also covering the costs of resettling and temporarily
housing each migrant (ranging between £20,000 and £30,000). This agree-
ment, however, faced sharp criticism from human rights organizations and
opposition groups, with some comparing it to the colonial-era slave trade.
On the other hand, the right-wing think tank Policy Exchange supported the
plan [23].

At the same time, in July 2023, the UK introduced the Illegal Migra-
tion Act, which mandated the deportation of all individuals who entered the
country illegally, stripping them of the right to seek asylum. The law speci-
fies that deportation would occur to the individual’s country of citizenship
(if deemed safe) or a designated “safe third country.” A total of 57 countries
are identified as safe, with eight designated specifically for male migrants.

Despite these measures, the UK faced unprecedented levels of emigra-
tion in 2023, according to the Home Office. The migration balance from
June 2022 to June 2023 reached 672,000 people, significantly surpassing
pre-pandemic figures. By the end of 2023, the UK government set a new
target to reduce the migration balance to 300,000 people annually [24].

This led to the introduction of the “Rwanda Security Bill” by Home Sec-
retary James Cleverly on December 6, 2023. The bill officially recognized
Rwanda as a “safe country” for the resettlement of illegal migrants. It also
repealed provisions of the Human Rights Act of 1998, which had allowed
British courts to block the deportation of asylum seekers to Rwanda. A new
bilateral agreement between London and Kigali replaced the previous me-
morandum. This treaty included new guarantees that asylum seekers deported
to Rwanda would not be transferred to other countries unless requested by
the UK. The agreement also established an independent monitoring com-
mittee, a joint committee for experience sharing, and a new appeals body.
According to Article 19 of the treaty, the most vulnerable refugees from
Rwanda would be resettled in the UK [25].

The new government initiatives sparked mixed reactions. Some critics
within the establishment viewed the measures as half-hearted and insuffi-
ciently strict, as they still allowed migrants legal avenues to challenge de-
portation. This led to renewed debates on the effectiveness of the UK’s ap-
proach to managing migration.

The new government initiatives sparked mixed reactions. Some with-
in the establishment viewed the measures as half-hearted and insufficiently
strict, as they still allowed migrants legal avenues to challenge deportation.
This led to the resignation of Deputy Home Secretary Robert Jenrick. The
influential “European Research Group” of Conservatives called for a revi-
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sion of the bill, proposing a “redrafted version.” Meanwhile, the centrist
Conservative group “One Nation” supported the government plan, while
another faction criticized the government’s willingness to back away from
international legal norms [26].

Despite the divide within the Conservative ranks, on December 12,
2023, the bill passed its second reading in the House of Commons (313 in
favor, 269 against). A significant portion of the right-wing faction (37 MPs)
abstained from the vote, hoping for amendments during later stages of de-
bate [25].

This bill became law on April 25, 2024, coming into effect as the “Rwan-
da Security (Asylum and Immigration) Act 2024.” Under the law, individu-
als could no longer appeal their relocation on the grounds that Rwanda was
not a safe country in general or due to the possibility of their return or Rwan-
da’s failure to meet its obligations under the agreement. Instead, individuals
had to prove in national courts that Rwanda was unsafe for them specifically
(for example, if they were known critics of the Rwandan government). The
legislation, which recognized Rwanda as a safe country under all circum-
stances, was described by a former Supreme Court judge as “constitutionally
controversial” [27].

By April 30, BBC News reported on the first asylum seeker who was
denied protection and voluntarily left for Rwanda under the deportation
scheme. According to the program, rejected migrants were offered up to
£3,000 to relocate to the East African country. This scheme was separate
from the government’s forced return program, announced two years earlier,
and was set to begin by mid-July. “The Sun,” which first reported on this
story, noted that an unidentified man flew out of the UK on a commercial
flight on Monday. Officials did not provide any details except that the asy-
lum seeker had exhausted all legal rights to remain in the UK [28].It should
be noted that this policy has proven to be costly. As of February 2024, £2
million had been spent on direct personnel costs, with these expenses likely
increasing. Additionally, by that time, £2,3 million had been allocated for
legal costs, and this amount had also grown. Approximately £23,5 million
had been spent on accompanying measures by April 2024, i.e., by the end of
the 2023-2024 financial year, according to estimates from the Home Office
in the March report of the National Audit Office (Migration Observatory,
2024).

The total costs reached approximately £318 million. This amount did
not cover all expenses, so the true financial cost of implementing the scheme
for Rwanda was likely even higher. The mentioned figures did not account
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for the costs of arresting and detaining individuals before their deportation
to Rwanda. Additionally, some of these costs only covered the period up to
February 2024 and likely increased by July 2024, as was the case with direct
personnel expenses and government legal fees [29].

After the general election was announced in July 2024, Sunak stated
that no deportation flights would occur before the election, but they would
resume if the Conservative Party was re-elected. Keir Starmer, leader of
the Labour Party, pledged to end the scheme if elected. Following Labour’s
victory in the election, Starmer confirmed the cancellation of the Rwanda
scheme, stating that it was “dead and buried before it even started,” and
planned to replace it with a Border Security Command. It is known that the
plan cost £700 million, and under this scheme, only four asylum seekers
were sent to Rwanda, all of whom did so voluntarily [30].

3. CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The Rwandan resettlement policy, aimed at relocating illegal migrants
arriving in the United Kingdom, was a bold initiative by the Conservative
Party, first under Boris Johnson and later Rishi Sunak. Designed to curb ille-
gal border crossings and ease domestic pressures, the policy faced numerous
obstacles that ultimately led to its abandonment and broader political conse-
quences.

The implementation challenges began with high financial costs that far
exceeded initial projections, drawing public and political criticism. Legal and
constitutional controversies further undermined the policy’s legitimacy, with
human rights organizations and international bodies questioning its adherence
to international norms and Rwanda’s suitability as a host country. These con-
cerns spurred protests and legal actions, intensifying opposition.

The broader implications of this policy included heightened societal ten-
sions, with the migration crisis contributing to social unrest in early August
2024. Economic strain, perceptions of injustice, and unresolved migration
issues fueled protests, signaling the policy’s inability to address underlying
problems and exacerbating instability. The defeat of the Conservative Party in
the elections and the resignation of Prime Minister Rishi Sunak underscored
the policy’s failure and the government’s loss of public trust.

Despite its ultimate collapse, the policy offers valuable lessons. It un-
derscores the risks of focusing migration strategies solely on deterrence, ne-
glecting sustainability and adherence to human rights. The Rwandan policy
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highlights the need for comprehensive solutions that address migration’s root
causes while aligning with international obligations.

Future research should analyze similar policies in other nations, parti-
cularly those adopting containment-focused approaches, to evaluate their
effectiveness and societal impact. A comparative study could provide critical
insights into best practices and potential pitfalls in migration management,
contributing to the development of more equitable and sustainable strategies
globally.
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JlocnmipKeHO TMOMITUYHY Ta BIMCHKOBO-TEXHIYHY CHIBIOpaIl0 YKpaiHu U
Koponisctea Hopgerii B epioa i3 2014 o 2024 pp. MeTom010T14HOI0 OCHOBOIO
CTaJid MPUHIMITK EMITIPUYHOTO ¥ paIlioHaJbLHOTO IMiIXOIB, 10 Pa30oM 3 aHalli-
30M TEMATUYHMX JOKYMEHTIB JaJd 3MOTY BM3HAUUTH JHWHAMIKy Ta (hopMaTH
HOJIITUYHOI ¥ BINCHKOBO-TEXHIYHOI CIIBIPALIl MK JIBOMa KpaiHAMHU.

Hopgerisi mociiioBHO HIATPUMY€E TEPUTOpIalbHY LUTICHICT YKpaiHU B YCIX
MDKHApOJTHUX OpraHizalisx Ta 1HCTUTYIMisAX. [TomTudHe cCriBpoOITHUIITBO MiX
KpaiHamu, sike MapaJieIbHO CHPHSI0 M BIMCHKOBO-TEXHIUHIM JOTIOMO31 3 OOKYy
Hopgerii, aktuBizyBanocs mnicast 2014 p. Hopsesbka cropona npotsrom 2014—
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