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Abstract Manuel Castells (1996) famously argued that human processes are 
increasingly operating according to the logic of flows and it has now become common-
place to analyse movements of people, information and commodities in terms of flows. 
However, scholars have been slow to capture the dynamics of border enforcement 
practices in these terms. In this article, we argue that ‘deportation’ can best be 
understood, not as a discrete practice that is unidirectional, territorial and wholly 
controlled by individual states, but as a range of diverse practices used by states (and 
sometimes undermined by other parties) to try to control the circulation of people 
within a dynamic supra-national space. By focusing on ‘mobility control continuums’ 
operating in selected countries at the peripheries of Europe, we capture the dynamics 
of state intervention in trans-border flows and thereby contribute towards developing 
concepts and methodologies for the criminological study of border controls that are 
‘sensitive to the complexities of the global’ (Aas 2007). 
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Analysing ‘deportation’ in a space of flows  

The deportation of non-citizens has long been considered a border-control tactic of last 
resort because of the expense, political risk and diplomatic challenges it poses for 
governments (de Genova and Peutz 2010; Gibney and Hansen 2003; Weber and 



Leanne Weber, Sigmund Book Mohn, Francesco Vecchio and Andriani Fili 

66  

Pickering 2012). Despite this, however, researchers are noting a ‘deportation turn’ 
(Gibney 2008) in border-control mechanisms, which has stimulated a number of 
academic disciplines, including geography, refugee and citizenship studies, and border 
criminology, to look at deportation more carefully. This interest has produced a number 
of empirically informed articles on deportations from particular states (Bosworth 2011; 
Collyer 2012; Gibney 2008; Khosravi 2009), and several studies on the similarities and 
differences between the deportation practices of two or more countries (Ellermann 
2005, Schuster 2005). In an earlier article (Weber 2015), an attempt was made to 
analyse deportation as a discrete state practice, measurable by official statistics and 
comparable across multiple jurisdictions,1 but the significant issues this raised about 
definitions, scope and accuracy were often impossible to overcome. 

While not rejecting outright the value of comparing official practices or statistical 
trends across countries and regions – see the immigration-to-deportation ratio that 
Wong (2015) developed – here we take a broader approach. Relying on case material 
from Greece, Italy, Norway and Sweden, we argue that deportation should be 
understood, not as a stand-alone practice, but as one aspect of a continuum of state 
efforts to control the circulation of people within a dynamic space of flows. Previous 
authors have acknowledged formal deportation as a form of migration control that is 
impossible to operate unilaterally (Ellermann 2008) and have noted the ‘deportation 
gap’ that results where agreement cannot be obtained to accept deportees (Broeders 
2010). However, no published literature fully embraces the space-of-flows perspective 
to capture the diversity and inter-dependence of these border-control practices. 

For the sake of simplicity, and to connect this discussion with other scholarship on 
deportation, we apply the term ‘deportation’ wherever individuals leave the sovereign 
territory of a nation-state to comply with formal legal orders. We acknowledge that this 
may be achieved through a range of different legal mechanisms, with or without the 
application of physical force, and with varying degrees of ‘voluntariness’ on the part of 
the individuals concerned (Weber and Pickering 2014). These processes may attract 
different labels in different legal jurisdictions. For example, our definition of deport-
ation aligns with the ‘compulsory removal’ that de Genova and Peutz (2010) describe. 

However, as the following discussion will show, the arsenal of measures that nation-
states use to control outward mobility extends beyond even this expansive definition to 
embrace a range of formal and informal measures to control mobility – measures that 
operate at and beyond the border and that employ official action and inaction. These 
practices, which include pre-entry ‘pushbacks’ and post-entry ‘wave throughs’, are not 
captured in the definition of deportation given above. This complexity necessitates a 
shift of focus towards a more holistic perspective in which formal deportation processes 
are merely one dimension of a multi-factorial ‘mobility control continuum’. 

Our perspective aligns with the analytical approach that Manuel Castells (1996) 
pioneered by contrasting the ‘space of flows’ with the ‘space of places’. Propelled by 
the information revolution, and globalization more generally, he argued that human 
interactions are increasingly operating according to the logic of flows (Castells 1999). 
While noting that much of social life would continue to be organized around places, he 
proposed that the interaction between flows and places had become the new unit of 
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analysis. While the language of flows is often used to dehumanize and denigrate border-
crossers through the imagery of floods, tides and swamping, it yields a rich vocabulary 
capable of articulating relationships between places and flows that can also be applied 
to state practices. Border control may create ‘channels’ through which flows can be 
selectively and deliberately redirected, and flows can ‘merge’ or form ‘eddies’ of 
temporary immobilization in response to border-control policies. The imagery of flows 
also enables us to see both inward and outward mobility as a continuum on which sharp 
distinctions between voluntary and involuntary movements are called into question, and 
different combinations of mobility governance can be discerned.  

Katja Franko Aas and Nancy Wonders pioneered the criminological analysis of 
border controls in relation to the space of flows. As Aas (2007: 286) explained, ‘in the 
emerging global (dis)order, the notion of “society” is transformed beyond recognition 
by the growing trans-border flows, and can no longer preserve the illusion of being a 
discrete and separate entity.’ However, she agrees with Castells that ‘in spite of the 
proclaimed salience of the “space of flows”, space [of place] continues to matter’ (Aas 
2007: 293), which is precisely why, in trying to distinguish ‘good’ from ‘bad’ mobili-
ties, states are redrawing the borders that separate insiders from outsiders. Wonders 
(2006: 65) uses the language of flows to highlight new forms of global inequality, 
arguing that selective efforts to control human flows of desirable and undesirable 
migrants are ‘carving still deeper the channels of inequality that divide these social 
groups’. In this article, we build on this theoretical foundation by adopting a space of 
flows framework to analyse a specific form of border control, namely deportation. 

While operating from a ‘border criminology’ perspective, we incorporate some 
insights from cognate disciplines. Writing from the viewpoint of critical geography, 
Ashutosh and Mountz (2012) argued that, while states seek to reaffirm the primacy of 
place, migrants continue to operate within the space of flows, albeit at a considerable 
disadvantage. ‘Migrants … are not as fluid as global flows. Instead, they remain routed 
through and rooted to places produced through the striated geographies of state’ 
(Ashutosh and Mountz 2012: 336, emphasis added). This spatial imposition of state 
power includes the deliberate production of ‘state-centred movements’, of which depor-
tation is the prime example. Working from within political theory, Walters (2015) has 
argued that globalization is producing a proliferation of border-control technologies 
that vary greatly across the European space. The ‘networked non-border’ produces free 
movement within the Schengen region by substituting after-entry networks of expulsion 
for entry-control functions that were previously concentrated at the national border. 
Along the Mediterranean frontier, however, the mode becomes one of containment, 
which evokes the concept of ‘liminality’. We might therefore expect to see different 
emphases on pre- and post-arrival controls at the internal (Norway and Sweden) and 
external (Greece and Italy) peripheries of Europe. 

In addition to this geopolitical variability, border control strategies may change over 
time. As Wonders (2006: 83) reminds us, they ‘are not fixed, but rather shift and change 
in response to particular kinds of border flows and in response to particular kinds of 
border crossers’. Nowhere has this been more apparent than in the unilateral decisions 
of certain EU countries to close their borders in response to the surge in refugee arrivals, 
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particularly from Syria, in 2016. This marks a shift away from relying on the EU 
periphery to act as a buffer zone to prevent population flows into the core, towards the 
re-creation of liminal borders within Europe’s geopolitical heartland.  

To capture the dynamics of these diverse and changeable efforts to govern mobility, 
we need more flexible research approaches. First, mobility control aimed at creating 
outward flows cannot be considered in isolation from that aimed at controlling inward 
flows. Moreover, since different governments employ different mobility control tactics 
at different points in time, attempts to measure and compare formal deportation rates 
using only official statistics may give a misleading picture. 

Unfortunately, as Aas (2007: 296) noted, criminology seems to be ‘theoretically and 
methodologically, somewhat ill-equipped for analysing and researching the relevance 
of the emerging “space of flows”’; consequently, she advocates developing concepts 
and methodologies that are ‘sensitive to the complexities of the global’. Pakes (2013: 
4) described attempts to capture the dynamics of global processes as ‘chasing a moving 
target’. However, this does not mean allowing oneself to be carried away on a tide of 
‘flow speak’, for Pakes agrees with Castells that most of life remains rooted in locality. 
Nonetheless, in contrast to traditional comparative studies, Pakes advocates attempting 
a kind of ‘ping pong between layers and levels’, focusing on the interface between the 
local, national, regional and global. To this, we would add the need for a perspective 
that encompasses both formal and informal processes of governance, and, in the context 
of border control, a temporal dimension that is cognizant of the ongoing dynamic 
between mobility control tactics that operate before and after entry. 

In this article, we apply a space of flows perspective to analyse mobility control 
continuums operating at the northern and southern peripheries of Europe, namely in 
Italy/Greece (considered separately and as a pair) and Norway/Sweden (likewise treated 
separately and in combination). Rather than refine existing global flows methodologies 
that are well developed in other fields of study, our objective is to import this perspective 
into border criminology, or more specifically the study of deportation, where such 
approaches have been lacking. By selecting geographically cognate pairings of coun-
tries, we open our analysis to national and regional dynamics, situated within the broader 
context of the EU and beyond. We derive our case material from a mixture of primary 
and secondary sources.2 Our methodology includes participant observation alongside 
formal and informal interviews with migrant women and border police in Italy and 
Greece (in 2012/13); interviews with immigration lawyers and NGO workers in four 
Italian cities (in May 2015); observations, field conversations and formal interviews with 
Norwegian immigration police (from 2011 to 2014), supplemented where relevant by 
official statistics and document analysis. Because of restrictions from the ethical board, 
the Norwegian data include very little interaction with migrants. Ethnographic obser-
vations of Swedish police were limited to those functions that involved interaction with 
Norwegian police, such as cooperation on joint charter flights. Other material on 
Swedish border policing practices was obtained through documentary analysis. Thus, 
our data are affected by variable collection standards and levels of access and are not of 
the exact same type across all four countries. 

Following Walters (2015), we acknowledge that both geo-political positioning and 
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place-specific social, political and historical considerations (in other words, the ‘space 
of place’) influence how individual European countries seek to manage human flows. 
Greece and Italy, situated at the geographical gateway to Europe, are exposed to uncon-
trolled flows to a far greater extent than Norway and Sweden, which are somewhat 
cushioned from irregular arrivals. In addition, historical influences create varying atti-
tudes towards, and capacities for, the exercise of regulation and control by government. 
We cannot possibly capture the full complexity of these place-related factors in the 
space available here and do not attempt a comprehensive comparative analysis. More-
over, border-control strategies are in a constant state of flux, so that data collected on 
certain policies may have been quickly superseded. Instead, we focus our analysis 
broadly on the interaction between the space of place and the space of flows, and apply 
our case material selectively to illustrate the utility of this approach. 

Managing Europe’s southern space of flows  

In Italy and Greece, immigration is a relatively new legal matter, the regulation of 
which became necessary only in the early 1990s, when these countries began to 
receive steady inflows of migrants, predominantly from Africa and Eastern Europe 
(Triandafyllidou and Ambrosini 2011). The laws and practices pertaining to the recep-
tion and removal of ‘undesirable’ travellers evolved separately in the two countries. 
Yet, they show similarities in approach. In what follows, we explore what we call four 
socio-political and historical practices that help us understand how places and flows 
intertwine at the southern edges of Europe. These are ‘unlawful and pre-emptive 
returns’, ‘selective detention and deportation’, ‘channels and routers’, and ‘migrant 
precaritization’. While selective detention and deportation may resonate closely with 
the standard definition of deportation, the others depict situations amounting to 
‘pushing back’ and ‘waving through’, which we argue can be viewed as supplementary 
forms of deportation – they meet similar aims despite operating quite distinctly from 
the more formal processes most often captured in the official data. These practices 
together form a continuum of mobility control. 

Unlawful and pre-emptive returns 

In Greece, a number of historical phases and influences shaped border-control policy 
and the prevailing attitude of the people administering it. First, its strategic geographical 
location has placed the country under immense pressure to defend Europe’s external 
borders. Notwithstanding heavy investments by European Funds (Angeli et al. 2014), 
not to mention the extensive operations of the European Border and Coast Guard 
Agency (Frontex), Greece’s attempts to curb the new arrivals proved insufficient and 
ineffective (Triandafyllidou and Ambrosini 2011). Irregular migration increased over 
time and overflowed towards northern Europe.  

Amid widespread anxiety about the impact of surging migration on European society 
and security, the Greek state responded by employing a number of informal, improvised 
techniques. For example, a Greek border police officer told us that ‘the Greek govern-
ment used to hire fishermen at the border to illegally transfer migrants back to Turkey’. 
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The reports of human rights organizations confirm that the Greek authorities resorted to 
unlawfully removing people who had made it to Greece and, even more worryingly, 
pushed the boats they intercepted near the Greek coastline back towards Turkey (HRW 
2008; NOAS et al. 2009; Pro Asyl 2007). Amnesty International (2013) also testified 
that coastguards punctured or otherwise disabled the inflatable boats they intercepted 
before setting them adrift towards the Turkish coast to prevent them from coming back. 
Over the years, these practices became routine. First-hand accounts of these forms of 
state-initiated outward flows are legion. During our fieldwork in Italy and Greece, 
migrants who had crossed borders into Greece told us that they were unlawfully 
deposited at Turkish borders, at gunpoint and with barking dogs at their backs.  

There are reports of similar tactics being used in Italy. On the one hand, Italian 
police appear to have summarily deported migrants and unaccompanied minors at the 
border (HRW 2013a).3 On the other hand, amended legislation and bilateral treaties 
with Libya allowed the ‘pushbacks’ to happen, which the European Court of Human 
Rights later condemned.4 In addition, while we were conducting our research, the 
European agency Frontex was operating search and rescue missions on the high seas. 
However, noting the continued ability of Frontex and individual EU member states 
to intercept migrant boats within the territorial waters of third states and disembark 
them in non-EU countries, some activists raised protection concerns (Peers 2014). 
This is a form of pre-emptive deportation, in which the flow of migrants from 
impoverished countries in Africa to wealthier ones in Europe is effectively reversed to 
anticipate the arrival of people whose stay would presumably be met with heightened 
reception and formal deportation costs. An Eritrean woman we met in the Italian 
reception centre at Lampedusa recounted how, in a previous attempt to cross the 
Mediterranean, a Portuguese navy vessel, presumably working with Frontex, rescued 
her and other migrants in distress at sea. After repeated assurances from navy personnel 
that they would be disembarked in Italy, the woman and her fellow travellers found 
themselves in Libya.  

Selective detention and deportation  

While the controversial and irregular return strategies described above send a message 
to migrants and smugglers that borders are not ‘unfenced backyards’ (ECRE 2014), 
both Greece and Italy have legally established their sovereign right to deport unwanted 
members from their soil. The Greek deportation regime has, since its inception, been 
based on the idea that the state can regulate the inflow of unwelcome migrants, but has 
failed to account for the ‘infrastructure, and other human and material resource 
deficiencies to detect, detain, and deport all irregular migrants’ (Kalir 2014). 

Since 2012, in particular, Greek deportation policy has relied on the widespread use 
of pre-removal administrative detention as a deterrent and punishment, rather than 
merely an effective way of organizing returns (Fili 2018). As Nikos Dendias, the former 
minister of citizen protection put it, ‘our aim is that every illegal migrant, unless the 
competent authorities decide that he is entitled to international protection, will be 
detained until he is returned to his home country’ (Ministry of Citizen Protection 2013). 
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By the end of 2014, the detained population awaiting deportation had reached 7000 
(Angeli et al. 2014). 

Despite this emphasis on detention and deportation, official removals are no easy 
task for local authorities. Between 2008 and 2013, Greece issued 491,411 removal 
orders, out of which only 24.5 per cent were enforced with a judicially approved 
deportation proceeding (Angeli et al. 2014). This happens for practical and economic 
reasons, through administrative errors or because the authorities are unable to identify 
the person to be removed or the migrants may lack proof of their identity. A Frontex 
officer interviewed in Greece told us that ‘giving false evidence is a plague’ with which 
the authorities struggle, for foreign diplomatic missions may fail to cooperate over 
identifying their nationals. 

The deportations continued into the new humanitarian era following the lengthy so-
called ‘refugee crisis’ and election of the first leftist government in 2015 (Fili 2018), 
which presented new challenges to the country’s migration system. In 2015, 20,868 
detainees were deported, of which 17,097 were forced returns. In 2016, 12,998 of the 
19,151 registered returns were forced (Greek Ombudsman 2017). Since 2016, the EU–
Turkey deal has characterized the country’s deportation profile. This allows for the 
readmission to Turkey of new arrivals who are ineligible for international protection, 
while at the same time geographically confining those whose asylum cases are still 
pending to the islands on which they landed (ECRE 2018). According to a police 
circular of June 2016, anyone violating the geographical restriction and found on the 
mainland, would be immediately detained and returned to the island – what one member 
of a human rights organization described as ‘internal deportations’ (personal conver-
sation with Fili). In 2017, 1197 people were returned to Eastern Aegean islands after 
being apprehended outside their assigned island (ECRE 2018). Furthermore, as of 
March 2018, 2164 readmissions to Turkey had been registered. While the above may 
comply with official state policy, it is sometimes difficult in practice to draw the line 
between mass readmissions and returns, and violations of the principle of non-
refoulement (Ulusoy and Battjes 2017), thus placing deportees at the intersections of 
merging combinations of mobility governance. 

Interviewees in Italy likewise argued that official state policies, as well as a lack of 
trained personnel and individual consuls following their own personal inclinations, may 
impair consular collaboration in the receiving countries. Interviewees in legal practices, 
NGOs and the police also questioned Italy’s political will to force certain countries to 
collaborate over the return of their nationals. The production of the ‘other’ was under-
stood to provide fertile ground for certain political forces in search of vote winning 
issues (Dal Lago 2009); in addition, discussions about readmission agreements and 
quotas might possibly stand in the way of the profitable agreements for Italian overseas 
companies that the political authorities would prefer to be negotiating. 

The question of who is officially deported is then warranted. At the helm of deport-
ation is the ability of a state to detain the prospective deportee. Interestingly, Colombo 
(2013) maintains that detention in Italy, which is often the step preceding deportation, 
is being used less and less frequently and only for certain migrants and nationalities. 
The availability of space and the costs and likelihood of deportation affect the 
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authorities’ ability to detain and choice of who to deport. Administrative, economic 
and geopolitical considerations thereby affect the number and nationality of who is 
actually deported. As an immigration lawyer with more than 20 years’ experience told 
us:  

If in a CIE [detention centre] I have one bed-space, and I have to put either a 
Chinese, a South American, or an Albanian, I put there the Albanian, because I 
know that, within 48 hours, I can send him away. Also, because Albania wants 
to join the EU, it is in its best interest to collaborate. It is also expensive to expel 
a Chinese. And in so doing I increase the turnover, have larger numbers, because 
this is all that matters in systems of evaluation of the public administration.  

Channels and routers  

In the light of increasing migratory pressure and the vociferous objections of inner 
European countries to showing solidarity and sharing responsibility fairly, southern 
European countries like Italy and Greece have not always managed to deal with the 
incoming flows through the official channels accepted by the European administration. 
In fact, our research shows that makeshift practices of keeping incomplete records and 
waving people through emerged as yet another border-management tactic, which the 
suspension of Dublin transfers by northern European member states often encouraged.5 
These practices, which have been termed as ‘irregular bureaucracies’ (Rozakou 2017), 
gave the southern European state authorities an opportunity to move from a state of 
official action, in which they have to care for and register the people they find on their 
soil, to one of effective semi-inaction, which enables onward movements that are hardly 
monitored or captured in formal statistics.6 

The suspension of the Dublin regulations, which took effect in 2011, offered asylum 
seekers in Greece a de facto, authority-sanctioned opportunity to move on (Brekke and 
Brochmann 2015), which, unsurprisingly, the Greek border police welcomed. In 2012, 
a police officer at Athens International Airport told us that Greece had become a transit 
country and that he and his colleagues had effectively started to allow people to move 
on undetected. ‘We could catch them all if we wanted to, but it’s a European problem; 
we want to let them go because we don’t want them in the country; let others decide 
what’s going to happen to them’ (Fili 2013: 36). 

This practice of failing to keep records and of waving people through and eventually 
out of the country became a prominent part of border management and more widespread 
during 2015. Border police officers criticized the leftist government, which had made 
an election pledge to reverse the anti-immigrant policies of the past, for allowing the 
border to collapse and abandoning them to perform their duties in an irregular way 
(Rozakou 2017). Operating in a state of legal limbo and overwhelmed by severe staff 
shortages, the Greek officials neither registered nor fingerprinted most of the new 
arrivals (Rozakou 2017). Where they did, their papers were full of errors and inconsis-
tencies. Rather than applying detention and pushback measures to prevent migrants 
reaching the northern countries, the border police encouraged the flow to avoid 
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congestion on the islands in the hope that the migrants would eventually leave Greece 
to reach their desired destinations. 

In a similar vein, Italian border police and refugee advocates alike perceived the 
Dublin regulations, which are officially meant to ensure that EU countries share respon-
sibility for asylum seekers, as an instrument through which the northern states can keep 
the ‘hordes’ of irregular migrants arriving in Europe in the south; they therefore deemed 
it acceptable to overlook their implementation. For example, police officers complained 
about what they said was the disturbing practice by Norway and other states of using 
the Dublin regulations as a way of transferring asylum seekers they did not want back 
to the country of first arrival, or rather ‘toss the bucket to the other side’ as they 
described it. Some asylum seekers obtained Italian tourist visas in their country of 
origin to enter the Schengen area, but then travelled to EU countries other than Italy. 
There, despite their intentions, they would be detained and forced to seek asylum in 
order to be ‘returned’ to Italy under the Dublin Convention. This understanding of the 
Dublin regulations justified the practice of using informal mobility control mechanisms 
to channel irregular populations to the ‘uncooperative’ north. 

Several NGO workers referred to a practice through which this was made possible 
as a ‘lottery’ of identification procedures for new arrivals.7 Maritime landing proce-
dures often involved allocating arrivals to either ordinary or emergency reception areas. 
The criteria for making the selection were unclear to them. The selection was, however, 
important for the people subjected to it, for a late identification meant a greater chance 
of moving on undetected, thereby avoiding a forceful return to Italy through the 
implementation of the Dublin regulations had these migrants been caught in other EU 
member countries. As one observer explained: 

It is a roll of the dice, because in the end you may find yourself lucky to be in 
one centre instead of another. … And this affects the possibility that maybe you 
can evade controls and go to another country. Depending on which centre you 
go to and who manages it, there is the possibility that you are fingerprinted 
immediately or not  

Many participants said that, as in Greece, the authorities did not fingerprint Syrians 
or Eritreans for several months. A lawyer argued that this flow ‘has basically been left 
free to drift towards northern Europe, and probably there are agreements between states 
that no one talks about – because it was something done under the sunlight [openly] 
and lasted a year’. Migratory pressure on EU external borders was redistributed, 
whether with or without the consent of other European states, even before this 
relocation was officially discussed in June 2015 (Robinson 2015). It is indicative that 
170,100 irregular migrants landed on Italian shores in 2014, while asylum requests the 
same year numbered only 63,456, of which the majority were lodged by Nigerian, 
Malian and Gambian nationals.8 Given that Syrians and Eritreans accounted for 76,652 
irregular maritime arrivals in 2014, that Syria and Eritrea nationals submitted only 502 
and 474 asylum claims respectively seems to support the claim that this flow might 
have been allowed to move on to norther European states undetected.  
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Migrant precaritization 

A fourth practice refers to the life experiences of irregular migrants and their liminality. 
For example, NGO workers and law enforcement officers revealed that the border 
police in Italy no longer have the authority to deny asylum applications at the border. 
Rather, they register their intention to seek asylum and invite the migrant to wait for 
the regional police to summon them for formal identification before lodging their 
asylum claim. However, they might have to wait weeks for this appointment and, as 
NGO workers explained, the time would-be asylum seekers needed to wait to lodge an 
asylum claim and obtain proper levels of assistance increased considerably in 2015. In 
Milan, the police only registered five people a day, thus deferring others for months. 
This situation was said to frustrate migrants, who would then weigh their options with 
a view to moving on. It is noteworthy that many NGO workers in Italy argued that even 
the temporary right to work afforded to asylum seekers was a ‘double-edged sword’, 
because, on the one hand, no employer ‘calls you because your future is still 
uncertain. On the other, if you ask to be housed when you have a work permit you 
will not be assisted because you should have the means to support yourself’, we were 
told. 

This approach amounted to a clear, though not necessarily formal, state strategy that 
affected migrant decision-making. One senior border police officer told us that they 
were fortunate because the migrants had no intention of staying in Italy, and that the 
Italian government knew this, which was why it was being so lax about everything. The 
head of the Hellenic Police was likewise reported to have told his officers that their job 
was ‘to make [the migrants’] lives miserable; otherwise they will be under the 
impression that, in coming to Greece, they will be free to do what they want’ (Demethes 
2013). Slipshod policing combined with ineffective bureaucracies can lead to the sort 
of inaction that increases the difficulties migrants experience in their everyday lives 
through such things as the absence of legalization procedures, ‘sweep’ operations like 
Xenios Zeus (HRW 2013b), a fragmented asylum system (Aitima 2017), racist violence 
(HRW 2012), social exclusion and unemployment. 

Drawing on extensive fieldwork and interviews with stakeholders, in these sub-
sections of this article we have shown how a number of informal, improvised practices 
can powerfully shape the space in which migrant decisions are made, and inflows are 
funnelled towards northern Europe or ‘safe’ countries on the borders with Europe. 
Under such circumstances, certain migrant populations ranging from ‘legal subjects to 
repulsive legal abjects’ (Lazaridis and Skleparis 2015: 180) become visible along a 
continuum of mobility control. The flows of migrants formed in or passing through one 
state may result from and have implications for other states and vice versa. Formal 
deportations alone do not account for the various ways in which irregular migrants are 
turned away, waved through or compelled to move on in Greece and Italy. At the same 
time, formal deportations depend on the collaboration of third parties, which may be 
difficult or politically counterproductive to attain. This can affect the migrants’ under-
standing of Italy and Greece as transitory pathways towards more coveted European 
destinations and ultimately transform the place and space of the flows.  
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Protecting membership in the far North  

In Sweden and Norway, the origin of contemporary immigration policy dates back to 
the First World War, with more comprehensive immigration laws established in 1927. 
As these countries advanced through the century from being among Europe’s poorest 
to its wealthiest and shifted from a position of net emigration to net immigration, a 
protectionist approach followed, which culminated in the 1970s (Brochmann and 
Kjeldstadli 2008). The Nordic immigration model combined strict regulation of labour 
immigration with the full welfare integration of those it accepted. At the same time, 
their self-image of being humanitarian super powers stands strong in both countries and 
has perhaps made the paradoxical wish for a humane asylum system, but preferably one 
without asylum seekers, more visible than in any other countries. 

They have partly managed this paradox by ‘outsourcing’ the ‘dirty work’ of border 
control to their EU partners in the Mediterranean. While Norway is not a full member 
of the EU (only of the EEA), both it and Sweden have – since the Schengen agreement 
replaced the old Nordic passport union in 2001 – been eager participants in the system 
of European police, border and asylum cooperation.  

As we have seen, however, the southern borders of the EU/Schengen area have 
never quite been able to live up to the popular image of a fortress. While irregular labour 
migration is generally low compared with that of the EU southern member states 
(Thomsen et al. 2010), per capita rates of asylum applications in Norway and Sweden 
have been relatively high.9 The implementation of increasingly stricter acceptance 
criteria since the turn of the century (cf. Khosravi 2009: 41; Leerkes 2016) has started 
to produce a substantial number of rejected applicants10 (Øien and Søndsterudbråten 
2011), who are not necessarily willing to leave. This, in turn, has encouraged the sibling 
kingdoms to adopt two different albeit interrelated strategies for creating outward flows 
– a highly prioritized policy of formal deportations (including formal rejections at the 
border, ‘Dublin returns/transfers’, and ‘assisted/voluntary returns’) and a less visible 
policy of creating sufficiently difficult living conditions to make the illegalized resi-
dents leave. After elaborating on these well-established strategies, we will, at the end 
of this part of the article, also note a shift of roles during the 2015 ‘refugee crisis’ when 
‘pushback’ and ‘wave-through’ tactics became visible in the Nordic countries. 

Formal deportations: voluntariness by force 

In an internationally cited press statement in January 2016, following the announcement 
of an estimated 80,000 negative asylum decisions the coming year (Crouch 2016), the 
Swedish interior minister stated that Sweden would step up its police deportations. 
Although in line with the new media strategy of ‘sending a message’ to aspirant asylum 
seekers (and to Swedish voters, one might add), it was not a complete break from 
previous policies, which because of the high application rates had often been labelled 
‘open-door’. Around the turn of the century, the Norwegian and Swedish governments 
both started to step up their formal deportation and internal immigration controls, in 
accordance with the general Schengen policy to close the ‘deportation gap’ between the 
number of leave orders issued and the numbers actually leaving (Janmyr 2014; 
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Khosravi 2009). This ‘deportation turn’, mirroring other European states, took two, 
somewhat different forms in the two countries. The Norwegian state wanted to look 
strict, whereas the Swedes, by relying on ‘voluntary returns’, sought to portray a more 
humanitarian image. Nonetheless, both countries operate within the same framework 
of creating highly controlled outward flows of unwanted migrants through legitimizing 
them and operating a more efficient strategy of ‘forced voluntariness’. 

The ‘softer’ Swedish touch is also evident in the high number of deportations 
referred to as ‘voluntary returns’ in the official statistics, that is achieved without arrest 
or physical force. Splitting the deportation numbers in this way resulted in the Swedish 
Migration Agency recording 7800 voluntary returns and the Swedish police 5800 
deportations in 2014. The same year, the Norwegian police deported 7300 migrants, 
but the Immigration Directorate, through the IOM, recorded only 1600 ‘assisted 
returns’. While all 1700 Dublin ‘transfers’ from Norway that year appeared in the police 
deportation figures, in Sweden the 2300 returns to a responsible Dublin-participating 
country appeared in the voluntary return figures. As we shall show, the politics of 
counting and labelling these deportations is not only of symbolic value but is also part 
of the governing of deportation work. 

Dividing deportations into ‘voluntary’ and ‘enforced’ (now renamed ‘assisted’) 
returns raises the question of what gets counted. For example, the Norwegian police 
regularly register people destined for deportation as having ‘most probably left’ the 
country, but without including them in the deportation statistics as an informal 
‘voluntary returnee’. In theory, formally acknowledged ‘voluntary’ or ‘assisted’ returns 
are applied through a set of non-violent pull- rather than push-driven measures such as 
‘motivating’ interviews or money grants – in other words, through the use of a ‘carrot’ 
rather than a ‘stick’. In practice, however, these types of government-controlled flows 
occur somewhere along a continuum between forced and voluntary removals. This was 
highly visible in the daily work of the Norwegian immigration police who used per-
suasion, threats and deceit to get ID information and cooperation throughout the 
deportation procedure. Techniques include informal punishments, such as confiscating 
money to pay for the air ticket and police ‘escort’, or rewards like ‘travel money’ for 
use after arrival. Threats to use coercive and degrading means, such as handcuffs at the 
airport, were also used to ‘encourage’ migrants to leave voluntarily. 

Khosravi (2009) also observed a form of ‘hostile hospitality’ in Swedish detention 
centres, of caring but mainly to initiate departures. A news statement from the Swedish 
interior minister in May 2016 on the need for more detention capacity captured the logic 
of forced voluntariness: ‘we need to be able to deport people by force for them to return 
voluntarily, so if we increase our detention capacity by 40 per cent, it will also lead to 
more people returning voluntarily’ (Sveriges Radio 2016, translation). 

While the use of immigration detention is fairly rare in both Norway and Sweden,11 
it is fundamental to their state-initiated deportations, along with the possible use of body 
cuffs and chartered flights. In both countries, these are state-run facilities and used first 
and foremost as an effective tool for increasing deportations rather than for detaining 
or punishing migrants, as they are in Greece (Broeders 2010). The only Norwegian 
detention centre, which had about 220 beds at the end of 2016, is near the country’s 
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largest airport on the outskirts of Oslo. However, the majority of the 7000 or so deport-
ations that the Norwegian police carried out in 2014 were completed without the use of 
detention. Of the 4000 who were detained that year, about 40 per cent stayed for only 
one night, and a further 23 per cent for between one and three days. The relatively 
restricted use of detention, with short stays, is partly because of the priority given to 
‘easy’ cases, like Dublin transfers, where identification and acceptance from the receiv-
ing country is more straightforward. While there are also cases of people being detained 
for months, or even years (both coming in and going out), in practice, Nordic detention 
through confinement in one place is mainly used as a means of ‘routing’ the flows. 

The immigration police like Dublin transfers, which mirror the pushbacks in Italy 
and Greece but in a more multilateral and formal manner, because both identification 
and acceptance in the receiving country are automated through the use of fingerprints. 
As one Norwegian senior police officer put it, ‘it’s not even identification, really, it’s 
just that that finger has been in that country’. Detention in Dublin cases is mostly for 
just a few days, and sometimes only to put pressure on the receiving country to accept 
the request – the latter is an unintended consequence of the stricter rules in the Dublin 
III regulation (Article 28) for answering and accepting take-back requests. However, 
the police are also frustrated by the Dublin system. Partly because Norway, like 
Sweden, also receives many ‘Dubliners’. But mostly because of the perceived failing 
of the system, as Southern countries do not register all arrivals. 

Few deportations from Norway since 2013 have been of failed asylum seekers. 
Easily returnable asylum cases, especially Dublin ones, are still prioritized, but when 
the ‘deportation gap’ narrowed, such cases became rarer. Because the Norwegian par-
liament gives its police aggregated deportation targets (not specified for type), the focus 
has shifted to visiting EU citizens with less serious criminal charges, but no such 
tendency is apparent in Sweden – in 2014 Sweden issued 600 expulsion orders for crime 
and Norway 2500 (Franko and Mohn 2015: 165). The use of aggregated deportation 
targets as quantitative performance indicators encourages the police to stake out new 
flows of people to illegalize and channel out. The same tendency is not so apparent in 
Sweden, where targets are generally kept inside the bureaucracy. 

In 2014, 560 deportations from Norway to Italy were Dublin (or like) cases, while 
about 1000 were of other non-Italian nationals. When people are given leave to stay in 
Italy with the purpose of letting them move on to Norway, they can still be deported 
back there if the police find any minor infraction, such as a petty crime, working 
illegally, having insufficient funds or being unable to give a credible reason to stay.  

The Norwegian immigration police also expressed their frustration over the seem-
ingly meaningless practice of deporting people between essentially open Schengen 
borders; in fact, the returnees sometimes even arrived back in Norway before their 
police ‘escorts’. Although the vast majority of Dublin deportees have no criminal 
record, the subject of organized crime, especially when relating to southern European 
destinations, was often raised in relation to them. One police officer spoke of how ‘you 
just become a link in their chain of distribution. You do. You just pay for their trip 
down to get a batch of narcotics … for free!’. Others give more mundane reasons for 
their returning, such as visiting family and friends (Kjærre 2016). Journalists have also 
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reported on illegal migrants being well integrated in Norway, even with family and 
children, who intermittently return to Italy to regularize their stay in the EU (Salvesen 
and Svensen 2015). 

One response to the perceived threat of these returnees has been to increase the 
seriousness of the crime of illegal re-entry. While short sentences or even fines were 
common before, in 2014 the standard sentence was extended to almost one year’s 
imprisonment – approximately the same length of sentence as for a robbery.12 

State of un-welfare 

While we have seen that flows both in and out are more likely to be recorded and 
officially monitored in Norway and Sweden than in Italy and Greece, unverified 
departures also occur on a significant scale from the Nordic societies. 

Evidence of one specific flow of irregular movement from Norway to Italy is found 
in the 2014 Eurodac statistics on fingerprint matches, with more than 1000 ‘hits’ in 
Italy on asylum seekers who were already registered with fingerprints in Norway. As 
the official Eurodac report (eu-LISA 2015: 15) underlines, ‘secondary movements 
observed do not … represent a one-way street from the countries with an external land 
border or those bordering the Mediterranean to a country more in the North.’ This is 
not a surprise. As we have seen, many asylum seekers arriving in Italy are not registered 
as such. However almost no ‘Dubliners’ are sent from Italy through official ‘trans-
fers’.13 At one point a reception centre in Bari, Italy, was reported to be called ‘Camp 
Norway’, as Norwegian is the most common language spoken there (Salvesen and 
Svensen 2015). The stories reported are not only of an Italy where they can easily 
integrate in the informal sector. Some are also socially integrated in Norway, even with 
partners and children, and see Italy mainly as a means of achieving legal security 
through possibilities of amnesties, or even corruption.  

While the fear of deportation to a formal ‘home country’ is a driving force behind 
these flows, a distinct ‘field of politics’ that consists of making people leave through 
‘complex sets of strategies of social exclusion and expulsion’ is also present in the 
Nordic countries (Johansen 2013: 258). The main goal of these strategies is to make 
people choose to leave ‘voluntarily’ because of their unpleasant living conditions. This 
is achieved mainly through their exclusion from work and welfare, as well as from all 
but the most acute medical treatment. Since the personal identification number (PIN) 
linking Nordic people to all parts of formal society serves as an inner wall against 
irregular residents, the policy is mainly about closing loopholes (Johansen 2013), such 
as police controls against car washes suspected of hiring irregular migrants. In Sweden, 
a ‘life without those “last four digits”’ (of the PIN) means being excluded from almost 
everything, even social activities like playing on a football team (DeBono et al. 2015). 

Such welfare-denying policies do not necessarily contribute to official deportations, 
or to people asking the government or International Organization for Migration for 
‘assisted’ passages ‘home’. There is, however, also evidence that the various strategies 
that governments employ to control mobility, as well as the actions of the migrants 
themselves, create extensive irregular flows between European countries. 
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Wave-throughs and pushbacks Nordic style? 

To back up these strategies, during the mass arrivals of asylum seekers in 2015, the 
Nordic states quickly adopted the very waving-through tactic that they themselves had 
so often criticized. They held large press conferences to ‘send a message’, introduced 
national border controls, and demanded proof of ID on international public transport. 
For some weeks, Norway attracted international attention when the Arctic border with 
Russia was revealed to be a weak point in the Schengen wall. By January 2016, the 
news media around the world were sending shocked reports of the Norwegian police 
sending Afghan and Syrian refugees back to Russia in temperatures of minus 30°C 
degrees following fast-track asylum decisions. This was because, contrary to the 
UNHCR’s recommendation, Russia had hastily been declared a safe third country. 

Earlier in the same year, both Denmark and Sweden amended their wave-through 
strategy of not fingerprinting. An official from the Swedish Immigration Agency said 
to a Norwegian newspaper how ‘important it is to emphasize that we do not force 
anyone to give their fingerprints or apply for asylum in Sweden’ (VG 2015). Thus, the 
Nordic countries gave their failure to register migrants a legal, even humanitarian, gloss 
to fit their own self-image. In not registering asylum seekers and using Russia as a first 
safe country, they showed how quickly when the situation seemed to call for it, as in 
days or hours, they could adopt the strategies they had criticized the southern European 
countries for using.  

Conclusion 

In this article, we have discussed how the space of flows – in this case unauthorized 
flows of people – interacts with the space of place – namely the sovereign territories of 
Italy, Greece, Norway and Sweden – to produce distinctive deportation practices at 
opposing peripheries of Europe. In interrogating the space of place, we have highlighted 
how each of these nation-states brings a different social, legal and political history to 
bear in its efforts to control these flows, and how its geography and political commit-
ment to EU structures differentially positions it. By identifying a range of formal and 
informal tactics that states use to control inward and outward flows, we have demon-
strated the inadequacy of conceptualizing deportation as a static, stand-alone practice 
and have thus taken our study beyond the boundaries of a comparative analysis. We 
have shown how sudden shifts in human flows, or in the politics of European border 
controls, can lead to a recalibration in the balance of these measures, including the 
adoption of tactics that have been formerly rejected or criticized by the states 
concerned.  

We have conceptualized deportation as an explicit attempt to generate reverse flows 
by expelling individuals after entry through formal legal processes, with detention 
(which may also be used to deter arrivals) creating reservoirs of humanity with a view 
to their controlled release at a later time. In addition, many of the measures discussed 
in this article avoid being formally categorized as deportation, so they may or may not 
be recorded in the official statistics. This includes pre-emptive turn-backs that divert 
flows elsewhere, which may be recorded as a form of deportation if they take place at 
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a highly surveilled land border, but at other times occur in the shadows of the law and 
are rendered invisible. Unwanted populations may also be encouraged to leave via 
official acts of omission and commission that open new channels through sovereign 
territory that flow to places for which the state bears no responsibility. Our analysis 
therefore redefines deportation studies by expanding definitional as well as geographi-
cal boundaries. 

While forced deportation remains a stark and formal expression of place-based 
sovereign power, states use soft power and a range of persuasion techniques also typical 
of contemporary democratic governance in other spheres. Although we have not 
provided a detailed historical analysis here, we have shown through examples how the 
balance between different measures – while strongly influenced by geo-political factors 
that create seemingly fundamental differences between Italy/Greece and Norway/ 
Sweden – may nevertheless alter dramatically where there are changes to local 
circumstances and to the profile of unwanted flows. Whatever the differences observed, 
a commonality appears to be that mobility control regimes aimed at generating outward 
flows follow the channels of least resistance, in the same way that water is observed to 
flow through valleys, by targeting the most readily deportable individuals. 

While adopting the language of flows brings a more dynamic perspective to the 
study of deportation, it also carries with it the danger of downplaying the humanity and 
agency of the populations that constitute those flows. We have seen how governments 
may seek to engineer outward movements, while at the same time constructing the 
appearance of voluntarism. However, individuals may still resist this channelling of 
their mobility by states or respond by creating their own ‘eddies’ of circular mobility, 
thereby disrupting the spatial imposition of state power. While the space of flows may 
be a site of insecurity for mobile populations, it is also a space of contested and unsettled 
governance and a potential gateway towards opening up access to new spaces of place. 
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3. See Khlaifia and Others v. Italy, European Court of Human Rights, September 2015, 
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-157277.  

4. See, Hirsi Jamaa and Others v Italy, Grand Chamber of the European Court of Human Rights, 
February 2012, https://tinyurl.com/yak6dcm8. 
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5. The Dublin Regulations introduced in 1997 and amended in 2003 (Dublin II) and 2013 
(Dublin III) pertain to a set of European Union rules that make the country in which the 
irregular migrants first land responsible for registering their arrival and examining their 
eventual application for asylum, thus allowing for their return to the first point of entry in 
cases on secondary migration. However, due to inefficient reception conditions in the 
countries on Europe’s southern border (for example, Italy and Greece) and handling cases in 
ways that failed to secure the returnees’ human rights, Dublin transfers were suspended in 
Greece and Italy in 2011 and 2012 respectively (Brekke and Brochmann 2015; see also 
https://tinyurl.com/yceus9vv and www.rsc.ox.ac.uk/publications/reflections-on-reading-
tarakhel).  

06. See Costello and Mouzourakis (2014); and MSS v Belgium and Greece, Grand Chamber of 
the European Court of Human Rights http://www.asylumlawdatabase.eu/en/content/ecthr-
mss-v-belgium-and-greece-gc-application-no-3069609. 

07. The EU and some member states recently decided to reinstate returns to Greece under the 
Dublin regulation, despite the Greek asylum system continuing to display systemic failures 
and the arrivals from Turkey carrying on unabated. 

08. Data obtained from the Ministry of Interior. 
09. At least until 2016. See Migration Policy Institute’s data hub: www.migrationpolicy.org/ 

programs/data-hub/charts/asylum-applications-euefta-country-2008-2016. 
10. Between 2008 and 2016, Norway and Sweden respectively recorded 56,000 and 166,000 

negative first-instance decisions on asylum applications (Eurostat 2017a). This gives Sweden 
17 negative decisions per 1000 residents, which, with the EU28 average at 4 per 1000, is a 
higher rate than any other EU/EFTA country. At 11 per 1000 residents, Norway has the fourth 
highest rate after Cyprus and Luxembourg (Eurostat 2017b, using population on 1 January 
2017). 

11. At least compared with countries like Greece, the USA and UK. See Global Detention 
Project’s country profiles: https://www.globaldetentionproject.org/. 

12. The average sentence for illegal re-entry as the principal offence in 2016 was 346 days in 
prison, the same as for non-aggravated robbery (Statistics Norway 2018). 

13. According to Eurostat (2017c), between 2008 and 2016 there were in sum 274 ‘outgoing 
Dublin transfers’ from Italy to all other Dublin countries. 

References  

Aas, K. F. (2007) ‘Analysing a world in motion: global flows meet “criminology of the other”’, 
Theoretical Criminology, 11 (2), 283–303, doi: 10.1177/1362480607075852. 

Aitima (2017) ‘Asylum seekers ON HOLD: aspects of the asylum procedure in Greece’, 
available at: http://aitima.gr/images/pdf/onholdenglishreport.pdf. 

Amnesty International (2013) ‘Frontier Europe: human rights abuses on Greece’s border with 
Turkey’, Amnesty International report, EUR 25/008/2013, available at: www.amnesty.org/ 
download/Documents/12000/eur250082013en.pdf. 

Angeli, D., A. Dimitriadi and A. Triandafyllidou (2014) ‘Assessing the cost effectiveness of 
irregular migration control policies in Greece’, MIDAS report, October, available at: 
www.eliamep.gr/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/MIDAS-REPORT.pdf. 

Ashutosh, I. and A. Mountz (2012) ‘The geopolitics of migrant mobility: tracing state relations 
through refugee claims, boats, and discourses’, Geopolitics, 17 (2), 335–54, doi: 
10.1080/14650045.2011.567315. 

Bosworth, M. (2011) ‘Deportation, detention and foreign-national prisoners in England and 
Wales’, Citizenship Studies, 15 (5), 583–95, doi: 10.1080/13621025.2011.583789. 



Leanne Weber, Sigmund Book Mohn, Francesco Vecchio and Andriani Fili 

82  

Brekke, J.-P. and G. Brochmann (2015) ‘Stuck in transit: secondary migration of asylum seekers 
in Europe, national differences, and the Dublin Regulation’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 28 
(2), 145–62, doi: 10.1093/jrs/feu028.  

Brochmann, G. and K. Kjeldstadli (2008) A history of immigration: the case of Norway  
900–2000, Oslo: Universitetsforlaget. 

Broeders, D. (2010) ‘Return to sender? Administrative detention of irregular migrants in 
Germany and the Netherlands’, Punishment and Society, 12 (2), 169–86, doi: 10.1177/ 
1462474509357375. 

Castells, M. (1996) The rise of the network society, Oxford, Blackwell Publishers. 
Castells, M. (1999) ‘Grassrooting the space of flows’, Urban Geography, 20 (4), 294–302, doi: 

10.2747/0272-3638.20.4.294. 
Collyer, M. (2012) ‘Deportation and the micropolitics of exclusion: the rise of removals from the 

UK to Sri Lanka’, Geopolitics, 17 (2), 276–92, doi: 10.1080/14650045.2011.562940. 
Colombo, A. (2013) ‘Foreigners and immigrants in Italy’s penal and administrative detention 

systems’, European Journal of Criminology, 10 (6), 746–59, doi: 10.1177/147737081349 
5128. 

Costello, C. and M. Mouzourakis (2014) ‘Reflections on reading Tarakhel’, Refugee Studies 
Centre, University of Oxford, available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2548542. 

Crouch, D. (2016) ‘Sweden sends sharp signal with plan to expel up to 80,000 asylum seekers’, 
Guardian, 28 January, available at: https://tinyurl.com/he84lfs. 

Dal Lago, A. (2009) Non-persone: l’esclusione dei migranti in una società globale, (in Italian), 
Milan: Feltrinelli. 

DeBono, D., S. Rönnqvist and K. Magnusson (2015) Humane and dignified? Migrants’ 
experiences of living in a ‘state of deportability’ in Sweden, Malmö University: Malmö 
Institute for Studies of Migration, Diversity and Welfare, available at http://hdl.handle.net/ 
2043/19455. 

de Genova N. and N. Peutz (eds) (2010) The deportation regime: sovereignty: pace, and the 
freedom of movement, Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Demethes, C. (2013) ‘Αρχηγός ΕΛ.ΑΣ. για μετανάστες: “να τους κάνουμε το βίο αβίωτο”’ (in 
Greek), News 24/7 website, December, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y9ds98qu. 

ECRE (European Council on Refugees and Exiles) (2014) ‘12 refugees die during alleged push-
back operation off Greek island’, 24 January, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y92fvaow. 

ECRE (European Council on Refugees and Exiles) (2018) ‘Country report: Greece’, Asylum 
Information Database, available at: http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports/country/greece. 

Ellermann, A. (2005) ‘Coercive capacity and the politics of implementation: deportation in 
Germany and the United States’, Comparative Political Studies, 38 (10), 1219–44, doi: 
10.1177/0010414005279117. 

Ellermann, A. (2008) ‘The limits of unilateral migration control: deportation and inter-state 
cooperation’, Government and Opposition, 43 (2), 168–89, doi: 10.1111/j.1477-7053.20 
07.00248.x. 

eu-LISA (European agency for the operational management of large-scale IT systems in the area 
of freedom, security and justice) (2015) ‘Annual report on the 2014 activities of the Central 
System of Eurodac pursuant to Article 24(1) of Regulation (EC) No 2725/2000’, doi: 
10.2857/135255. 

Eurostat (2017a) ‘First instance decisions on applications by citizenship, age and sex. Annual 
aggregated data (rounded)’, Decisions on applications and resettlement (migr_asydec), 
available at: http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_asydcfsta&lang=en. 

Eurostat (2017b) ‘Population on 1 January’, Population (demo_pop), available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/ybxnwk5k. 

Eurostat (2017c) ‘Outgoing “Dublin” transfers by receiving country (PARTNER), legal 
provision and duration of transfer’, ‘Dublin’ statistics (migr_dub), available at: 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_dubto&lang=en. 



Beyond deportation 

 83 

Fili, A. (2013) ‘The maze of immigration detention in Greece: a case study of the airport detention 
facility in Athens’, Prison Service Journal, 205, 34–7, available at: https://tinyurl.com/ 
ycrq2hhm. 

Fili, A. (2018) ‘Containment practices of immobility in Greece’, in M. Karakoulaki, L. Southgate 
and J. Steiner (eds) Critical perspective on migration in the twenty-first century, Bristol: E-
International Relations, 162–80, available at: www.e-ir.info/publications/download/file/ 
75192/75194. 

Franko, K. and S. B. Mohn (2015) ‘Utvisning som straff? Om grensesnittet mellom strafferett og 
utlendingskontroll’ (in Norwegian) [Expulsion as punishment? On the interface between 
criminal law and immigration law], Tidsskrift for strafferett, 2, 154–76, available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/y7ztv5hg.  

Gibney, M. J. (2008) ‘Asylum and the expansion of deportation in the United Kingdom’, 
Government and Opposition, 43 (2), 146–67, doi: 10.1111/j.1477-7053.2007.00249.x. 

Gibney, M. J. and R. Hansen (2003) ‘Deportation and the liberal state: the forcible return of 
asylum seekers and unlawful migrants in Canada, Germany and the United Kingdom’, New 
Issues in Refugee Research, working paper 77, UNHCR, February, available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/y7er3gcc. 

Greek Ombudsman (2017) ‘Return of third-country nationals: special report 2016’, Athens, 
available at: https://tinyurl.com/y7otyb2h. 

HRW (Human Rights Watch) (2008) ‘Stuck in a revolving door: Iraqis and other asylum seekers 
and migrants at the Greece/Turkey entrance to the European Union’, HRW report, November, 
available at: www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/greeceturkey1108web_0.pdf. 

HRW (Human Rights Watch) (2012) ‘Hate on the streets: xenophobic violence in Greece’, HRW 
report, 10 July, available at: www.hrw.org/report/2012/07/10/hate-streets/xenophobic-
violence-greece. 

HRW (Human Rights Watch) (2013a) ‘Turned away: summary returns of unaccompanied 
migrant children and adult asylum seekers from Italy to Greece’, 22 January, available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/ycdotggd. 

HRW (Human Rights Watch) (2013b) ‘Unwelcome guests: Greek police abuses of migrants in 
Athens’ 12 June, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y72lzvko. 

Janmyr, M. (2014) ‘Norway’s readmission agreements: spellbound by European Union policies 
or free spirits on the international field?’, European Journal of Migration and Law, 16 (2), 
181–208, doi: 10.1163/15718166-12342053. 

Johansen, N. B. (2013) ‘Governing the funnel of expulsion: Agamben, the dynamics of force, 
and minimalist biopolitics’, in K. Franko and M. Bosworth (eds) The borders of punishment: 
migration, citizenship, and social exclusion, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 257–72. 

Kalir, B. (2014) The deportation mess: a bureaucratic muddling of state fantasies, Faculty of 
Law, University of Oxford, available at: http://bordercriminologies.law.ox.ac.uk/ 
deportation-fantasies/. 

Khosravi, S. (2009) ‘Sweden: detention and deportation of asylum seekers’, Race & Class, 50 
(4), 38–56, doi: 10.1177/0306396809102996. 

Kjærre, H. A. (2016) ‘Kan myndigheter styre mobilitet?’ (in Norwegian) [Can governments 
control mobility?], unpublished paper, presented at the opening seminar of the MIGMA-
project, University of Oslo, details available at: https://tinyurl.com/ybgqe45f. 

Lazaridis, G. and D. Skleparis (2015) ‘Securitization of migration and the far right: the case of 
Greek security professionals’, International Migration, 54 (2), 176–92, doi: 10.1111/ 
imig.12219.  

Leerkes, A. (2016) ‘How (un)restrictive are we? “Adjusted” and “expected” asylum recognition 
rates in Europe’, Ministerie van Veiligheid en Justicie, Netherlands, 2 February, available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/y8rjpaek. 

Ministry of Citizen Protection (2013) ‘Response to Syriza Press Office announcement on the 
events in Amygdaleza’, press release, 11 August, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y8mag48n. 



Leanne Weber, Sigmund Book Mohn, Francesco Vecchio and Andriani Fili 

84  

NOAS, NHC and Aitima (2009) ‘Out the back door: the Dublin II Regulation and illegal 
deportations from Greece’, Norwegian Organisation for Asylum Seekers / Norwegian 
Helsinki Committee / Aitima joint report, available at: www.statewatch.org/news/2009/oct/ 
greece-illegal-deportations-report.pdf. 

Øien, C. and S. Sønsterudbråten (2011) ‘No way in, no way out? A study of living conditions of 
irregular migrants in Norway’, Fafo-report 2011:03, available at www.fafo.no/index.php/ 
zoo-publikasjoner/fafo-rapporter/item/no-way-in-no-way-out. 

Pakes, F. (2013) ‘Globalisation and criminology: an agenda of engagement’, in F. Pakes (ed.) 
Globalisation and the challenge to criminology, London: Routledge, 1–8. 

Peers, S. (2014) ‘New EU rules on maritime surveillance: will they stop the deaths and push-
backs in the Mediterranean?’, Statewatch analysis no. 7/14, February, available at: 
www.statewatch.org/analyses/no-237-maritime-surveillance.pdf. 

Pro Asyl (2007) ‘The truth may be bitter, but it must be told: the situation of refugees in the 
Aegean and the practices of the Greek Coast Guard’, Pro Asyl report, available at: 
https://tinyurl.com/y9k3gvt7. 

Robinson, D. (2015) ‘EU plan to share asylum seeker burden collapses’, Financial Times, 26 
June, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y9crxumn. 

Rozakou, K. (2017) ‘Nonrecording the “European refugee crisis” in Greece: navigating through 
irregular bureaucracy’, Focaal, 77, 36–49, doi: 10.3167/fcl.2017.770104. 

Salvesen, I. and S. Svensen (2015) ‘Ut på retur’, (in Norwegian), DN Magasinet, 16 January 
2015, available at: www.dn.no/magasinet/2015/01/16/2102/Dokumentar/ut-p-retur. 

Schuster, L. (2005) ‘A sledgehammer to crack a nut: deportation, detention and dispersal in 
Europe’, Social Policy and Administration, 39 (6), 606–21, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9515.20 
05.00459.x. 

Statistics Norway (2018) ‘Sanctions’, Statbank table 10651, available at: www.ssb.no/en/ 
statbank/sq/10009250/. 

Sveriges Radio [Swedish Radio] (2016) ‘Fler asylsökande kan låsas in efter avslag’, 2 May 2016, 
available at: http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=83&artikel=6423806. 

Thomsen, T. L., M. B. Jørgensen, S. Meret, K. Hviid and H. Stenum (eds) (2010) Irregular 
migration in a Scandinavian perspective, Maastricht: Shaker. 

Triandafyllidou, A. and M. Ambrosini (2011) ‘Irregular immigration control in Italy and Greece: 
strong fencing and weak gate-keeping serving the labour market’, European Journal of 
Migration and Law,13, 251–73, doi: 10.1163/157181611X587847. 

Ulusoy, O. and H. Battjes (2017) ‘Returned and lost: what happens after readmission to Turkey?’, 
Faculty of Law, University of Oxford, 19 October, available at: https://tinyurl.com/y8qa5fah. 

VG (Verdens Gang) (2015) ‘Sverige: ingen tvinges til å bli registrert’ (in Norwegian) [Sweden: 
No one forced to be registered], 11 September, available at: https://tinyurl.com/ydhqsqhs. 

Walters, W. (2015) ‘The frontiers of the European Union: a geostrategic perspective’, 
Geopolitics, 9 (3), 674–98, doi: 10.1080/14650040490478738. 

Weber, L. (2015) ‘Deciphering deportation practices across the Global North’, in S. Pickering 
and J. Ham (eds) The Routledge handbook on crime and international migration, Abingdon: 
Routledge, 155–78. 

Weber, L. and S. Pickering (2012) ‘Exporting risk, deporting non-citizens’, in: F. Pakes (ed.) 
Globalisation and the challenge to criminology, Abingdon: Routledge, 110–28. 

Weber, L and S. Pickering (2014) ‘Constructing voluntarism: technologies of “intent 
management” in Australian border controls’, in H. Schwenken, S. Russ and S. Ruß-Sattar 
(eds) New border and citizenship politics, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 17–29. 

Wonders, N. (2006) ‘Global flows, semi-permeable borders and new channels of inequality’, in 
S. Pickering and L. Weber (eds) Borders, mobility and technologies of control, Amsterdam: 
Springer, 63–86. 

Wong, T. (2015) Rights, deportation, and detention in the age of immigration control, Stanford: 
Stanford University Press. 


	GLOB12226



