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will be able to plan a future in peace: to work, study and live among us with equal access
to democracy, social rights and culture. The stories are based on the autobiographical
narratives of refugees we met in Athens and in Berlin. They are random stories, without a
particular climax. We chose to turn them into comics in order to avoid drama but at the
same time to retain narrative detail. The protagonists of the stories are people who could
have been members of our family, our friends or our neighbours. They are, beyond doubt,
people who, some day, will become our fellow human beings in our societies and in our
spaces. Let us welcome them.

Martin Schirdewan, loanna Meitani,
Director of the European Office Coordinator of the Office in Greece
Brussels-Athens

















































































































































































blood injected into this greying continent. This utilitarian perspective sees in migrants a
means to bolster the European workforce and contributions to social security funds but,
on second thoughts, perceives this as a threat to the “purity” of European ethnoreligious
identity. This line of thought finds its ultimate expression in the xenophobic appeal of the
extreme right to save the homogeneity of “white Christian Europe”. The shallow rhetoric of
charity has offered no substantial rebuttal to such discourses; it has also obscured the key
issue at stake, namely the political consciousness of European citizens and their
awareness of the power dynamics at play in the distribution of rights and privileges —
dynamics which do not concern the relations between the “old” and “new”, the local and
foreign residents of our continent, as much as the dynamics of socioeconomic
participation, domination, exclusion or inclusion.

Though some migrants will be “removed”, either intentionally or unintentionally, many
will remain and live in Europe, with or without their families. In what ways and to what
extent have migration policies been (un) successful and how should they be revised or
redrafted? As much as the answers may veer in different directions, it is difficult to
establish a reliably balanced approach to the prospect of an enlargement of the European
community with “new blood”. If we consider the original objectives of the policies, there
appears to be an overwhelmingly disproportionate emphasis on securing borders as well
as the European interior, at the expense of respecting the rule of law, protecting rights, the
content of democracy and internal burden-sharing among member states. The result of
this has been the consolidation of anti-EU political parties (in France, Hungary, Greece and
the United Kingdom) which, citing the failure of immigration policies, systematically
delegitimise the EU itself, in the hope of dismantling it.

The notion of “security”, particularly concerning refugees but also any human being in
danger, has acquired ambivalent significations:

* as regards people, especially as concerns rescue and safe passage, and

* as regards the border, marked by a series of operations and special agencies created
with a view to monitoring the (primarily sea) borders of southern and southeastern
Europe (see, for instance, the Poseidon and Sophia operations, and the Frontex, Rabit
and EU NavFor forces), which have been continuously allotted more and more EU funds,
often beyond any rational accounting and political control (Fotiadis 2015).

The massive expansion of structures geared towards securitisation and the confusion
about the content of these security measures have an immediate and negative impact on
the targets of these policies, given it is clear that national and European borders are not
under threat. Rather, they are being traversed by mass groups of people with legitimate
claims to asylum or who, more generally, desperately seek safer and better living
conditions. Ultimately, prevention policies cause serious harm to the democratic plans
to consolidate European rights standards (Takis 2015, 19).

The issue of safe passage and the guarantee of safe settlement remain, perhaps, the
most intractable issues since they require long-term policy analyses of migrants’ needs
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a long time, the quiding principle of Greece’s central immigration policy regarding
“undocumented” migrants and others. The alternation between “integration” and
“repression/exclusion” or, in other words, between the “recognition of rights” and
“securitisation” may be observed in three areas: legal migration, irregular migration and
refugees, both for refugees settling in Greece and those in transit.

The history of Greek immigration policy can be broken down into the following key
periods: the initial period of denying the existence of the phenomenon (1990-1997),

a period of temporary toleration and fear of the criminal “other” (1998-2000), the
period of rudimentary organisation and rationalisation (200 1-2004), a positive shift
towards acceptance of the reality of migration (2005-201 1) and a period of hardline
securitisation within and without Greece's borders (2012-2014). In 2015, a new phase
was inaugurated that began with complying with basic legal principles as regards
administrative detention, the inclusion of second-generation immigrants (see, for
example, the decision to open up avenues to citizenship) and a desperate but
unsuccessful attempt to address the refugee issue.

However, the future is likely to see ever-harsher measures being taken in conformity
with EU policies on refugees as well as the deportation of undesirable “nonrefugees”. The
EU’s stance has assigned Greece the position of Europe’s “warehouse”, a repository for
those (non-) refugees who do not manage to complete the Balkan route to Germany and
for whom the next checkpoint and any other filter aimed at reducing migrant mobility will
remain intractable. The informal hybrid of an EU policy crafted as an attempt to reconcile
the unilateral initiatives of individual member states has dealt a heavy blow to EU
legitimacy: if the formal breach of the Schengen agreement (opening the Balkan route)
was in line with providing safe passage to asylum seekers under the Geneva convention,
then subsequent restrictions and constraints imposed on refugee mobility, justified by
citing the purportedly unmanageable scale of the influx, undermines the very foundations
of an EU anchored in rights and democratic standards. At the same time, references to
non-refugees are in the spirit of their deterrence, even with violence.

Trapping migrants and refugees in transit in Greece is largely the outcome of the EU
legal framework, which is now being expanded territorially, with Turkey emerging as the
new geographical territory (European Council 2015) for the enforcement of policies
pursued according to the logic of fortressing the EU. The geography of death may become
a geography of “closed doors”, where borders are opened and closed for certain people
only. Others will enjoy temporary (?) immobility with an uncertain fate thanks to EU funds
and bilateral agreements. Fences and natural barriers, operating in unprecedentedly
complex and unpredictable ways, will facilitate the control of the mechanics of migratory
movements.

Greece will likely experience a sudden and significant change in its migrant population,
resulting in a social, cultural and political shock at both the small and large scale. The issue
of the position of migrants and refugees as human beings in Greek society will arise. The
fostering of relationships through work, socialisation beyond the narrow social confines of
the community, family and participation in political life all constitute gradual steps
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