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Executive Summary
On November 9th 1989, the Berlin Wall fell, marking what many hoped
would be a new era of cooperation and openness across borders. German President Horst Koehler celebrating its demise spoke of an ‘edifice
of fear’ replaced by a ‘place of joy’, opening up the possibility of a ‘cooperative global governance which benefits everyone’. 30 years later, the
opposite seems to have happened. Edifices of fear, both real and imaginary, are being constructed everywhere fuelling a rise in xenophobia
and creating a far more dangerous walled world for refugees fleeing
for safety.
This report reveals that member states of the European Union and the
Schenghen area have constructed almost 1000 km of walls, the equivalent of more than six times the total length of the Berlin Walls,1 since
the nineties to prevent displaced people migrating into Europe. These
physical walls are accompanied by even longer ‘maritime walls’, naval
operations patrolling the Mediterranean, as well as ‘virtual walls’, border control systems that seek to stop people entering or even travelling
within Europe, and control movement of population. Europe has turned
itself in the process into a fortress excluding those outside– and in the
process also increased its use of surveillance and militarised technologies that has implications for its citizens within the walls.
1.
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The Berlin Wall was composed of a wall of 45 km at East Berlin plus 115 km at West Berlin.
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This report seeks to study and analyse the scope of
the fortification of Europe as well as the ideas and
narratives upon which it is built. This report examines
the walls of fear stoked by xenophobic parties that
have grown in popularity and exercise an undue influence on European policy. It also examines how the
European response has been shaped in the context of
post-9/11 by an expanded security paradigm, based
on the securitization of social issues. This has transformed Europe’s policies from a more social agenda
to one centred on security, in which migrations and
the movements of people are considered as threats to
state security. As a consequence, they are approached
with the traditional security tools: militarism, control,
and surveillance.
Europe’s response is unfortunately not an isolated
one. States around the world are answering the biggest global security problems through walls, militarisation, and isolation from other states and the rest
of the world. This has created an increasingly hostile
world for people fleeing from war and political prosecution.
The foundations of “Fortress Europe” go back to the
Schengen Agreement in 1985, that while establishing
freedom of movement within EU borders, demanded more control of its external borders. This model
established the idea of a safe interior and an unsafe
exterior.
Successive European security strategies after 2003,
based on America’s “Homeland Security” model,
turned the border into an element that connects local
and global security. As a result, the European Union
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) became
increasingly militarised, and migration was increasingly viewed as a threat.
Fortress Europe was further expanded with policy of
externalization of the border management to third
countries in which agreements have been signed with
neighbouring countries to boost border control and
accept deported migrants. The border has thus been
transformed into a bigger and wider geographical
concept.

The walls and barriers to the
free movement of persons
■■ The investigation estimates that the member states
of the European Union and the Schengen area have
constructed almost 1000 km of walls on their borders since the nineties, to prevent the entrance of
displaced people and migration into their territory.
■■ The practice of building walls has grown immensely, from 2 walls in the decade of the 1990s to 15
in 2017. 2015 saw the largest increase, the number
of walls grew from 5 to 12.
■■ 10 out of 28 member states (Spain, Greece, Hungary,
Bulgaria, Austria, Slovenia, the UK, Latvia, Estonia
and Lithuania) have built walls on their borders to
prevent immigration, all of them belonging to the
Schengen area except for Bulgaria and the United
Kingdom.
■■ One country that is not a member of the European
Union but belongs to the Schengen area has built a
wall to prevent migration (Norway). Another (Slovakia) has built internal walls for racial segregation.
A total of 13 walls have been built on EU borders or
inside the Schengen area.2
■■ Two countries, both members of the European
Union and the Schengen area, (Spain and Hungary)
have built two walls on their borders to control migration. Another two (Austria and the United Kingdom) have built walls on their shared borders with
Schengen countries (Slovenia and France respectively). A country outside of the European Union, but
part of the so-called Balkan route (Macedonia), has
built a wall to prevent migration.
■■ Internal controls of the Schengen area, regulated
and normalized by the Schengen Borders Code of
2006, have been gone from being an exception to
be the political norm, justified on the grounds of
migration control and political events (such as political summit, large demonstrations or high profile
visitors to a country). From only 3 internal controls
in 2006, there were 20 in 2017, which indicates the
expansion in restrictions and monitoring of peoples’ movements.

2. The walls on Cyprus and Northern Ireland were built previous to the
period under study.
6
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■■ The maritime environment, particularly the Mediterranean, provides more barriers. The analysis
shows that of the 8 main EU maritime operations
(Mare Nostrum, Poseidon, Hera, Andale, Minerva,
Hermes, Triton and Sophia) none have an exclusive
mandate of rescuing people. All of them have had,
or have, the general objective of fighting crime in
border areas. Only one of them (Mare Nostrum)
included humanitarian organisations in its fleet,
but was replaced by Frontex’s “Triton” Operation
(2013-2015) which had an increased focus on prosecuting border-related crimes. Another operation (Sophia) included direct collaboration with a
military organization (NATO) with a mandate focused on the persecution of persons that transport people on migratory routes. Analysis of these
operations show that their treatment of crimes is
sometimes similar to their treatment of refugees,
framed as issues of security and treating refugees
as threats.
■■ There are also growing numbers of ‘virtual walls’
which seek to control, monitor and surveil people’s
movements. This has resulted in the expansion, especially since 2013, of various programs to restrict
people’s movement (VIS, SIS II, RTP, ETIAS, SLTD and
I-Checkit) and collect biometric data. The collected
data of these systems are stored in the EURODAC
database, which allows analysis to establish guidelines and patterns on our movements. EUROSUR
is deployed as the surveillance system for border
areas.

Frontex: the walls’ borderguards
■■ The European Border and Coast Guard Agency
(Frontex) plays an important role in this whole
process of fortress expansion and also acts and
establishes coordination with third countries by
its joint operation Coordination Points. Its budgets
have soared in this period, growing from 6.2 million
in 2005 to 302 million in 2017.
■■ An analysis of Frontex budget data shows a
growing involvement in deportation operations,
whose budgets have grown from 80,000 euros in
2005 to 53 million euros in 2017.
■■ The European Agency for the Border and Coast
Guard (Frontex) deportations often violate the rights of asylum-seeking persons. Through Frontex’s
agreements with third countries, asylum-seekers
end up in states that violate human rights, have
weak democracies, or score badly in terms of human development (HDI).
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Walls of fear and the influence
of the far-right
■■ The far-right have manipulated public opinion to
create irrational fears of refugees. This xenophobia
sets up mental walls in people, who then demand
physical walls. The analysed data shows a worrying rise in racist opinions in recent years, which
has increased the percentage of votes to European
parties with a xenophobic ideology, and facilitated
their growing political influence.
■■ In 28 EU member states, there are 39 political parties classified as extreme right populists that at
some point of their history have had at least one
parliamentary seat (in the national Parliament or
in the European Parliament). At the completion
of this report (July 2018), 10 member states (Germany, Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Netherlands, Hungary, Italy, Poland and Sweden) have
xenophobic parties with a strong presence, which
have obtained more than half a million votes in
elections since 2010. With the exception of Finland, these parties have increased their representation. In some cases, like those in Germany, Italy,
Poland and Sweden, there has been an alarming
increase, such as Alternative for Germany (AfD)
winning 94 seats in the 2017 elections (a party that
did not have parliamentary representation in the
2013 elections), the Law and Justice party (PiS) in
Poland winning 235 seats after the 2015 elections
(an increase of 49%), and Lega Nord’s (LN) strong
growth in Italy, which went from 18 seats in 2013
to 124 seats in 2018.
■■ Our study concludes that, in 9 of these 10 states,
extreme right-wing parties have a high degree of
influence on the government’s migration policies,
even when they are a minority party. In 4 of them
(Austria, Finland, Italy and Poland) these parties
have ministers in the government. In 5 of the remaining 6 countries (Germany, Denmark, Holland,
Hungary, and Sweden), there has been an increase
of xenophobic discourse and influence. Even centrist parties seem happy to deploy the discourse
of xenophobic parties to capture a sector of their
voters rather than confront their ideology and advance an alternative discourse based on people’s
rights. In this way, the positions of the most radical and racist parties are amplified with hardly any
effort. In short, our study confirms the rise and influence of the extreme-right in European migration
policy which has resulted in the securitization and
criminalization of migration and the movements of
people.

7

The mental walls of fear are inextricably connected to
the physical walls. Racism and xenophobia legitimise
violence in the border area Europe. These ideas reinforce the collective imagination of a safe “interior”
and an insecure “outside”, going back to the medieval
concept of the fortress. They also strengthen territorial power dynamics, where the origin of a person,

8

among other factors, determines her freedom of
movement.
In this way, in Europe, structures and discourses of
violence have been built up, diverting us from policies
that defend human rights, coexistence and equality,
or more equal relationships between territories.
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FOREWORD
Building walls: fear and securitization policies in the European Union is
framed in a context in which, according to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), 68.53 million people have been considered forcibly displaced due to armed conflict, persecution, or human
rights violations in 2017 (UNHCR, 2017).
Some of them have arrived at the doors of the European Union seeking protection and asylum, but more and more often they have come
up against barriers and walls of different kinds. These range from the
migration policies deployed by the European Union, which from many
human rights and peace activists have called “Fortress Europe” to the
progressive rise of xenophobic parties in various countries.
The report aims to analyse the mental, physical and virtual walls that are
being established and expanded in the European Union:
■■ The first chapter: “Building Walls” places the research in the global
context of securitization policies and the construction of border walls
and particularly in how this is beginning to be implemented in the European Union. The European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex)
will be examined in this section as it has been the agent in charge of
managing European borders since 2005.
■■ “Mental Walls” analyses the narrative used by the European Union to
criminalise and securitize the movement of people, and more specifically that of refugees and migrants. It charts the rise of extreme
right-wing parties and their influence on the discourse and impact on
the immigration policies of member states.
■■ “Physical Walls” focuses on the land-based walls, the fences and walls
built on the borders of the European Union member states that have
been built from the 1990s to 2017. In maritime walls, we examine the
main operations carried out in the Mediterranean to control migratory
flows.
3. UNHCR estimates that 25.4 million are refugees and some 40 million are internally displaced, that
is, they remain in their countries but are displaced from their homes.
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■■ In “virtual walls”, we examine the systems developed by the European Union to control and monitor
the movement of people.

an electoral results by Wolfram Nordsieck, and on
theoretical studies by Zygmunt Bauman, Emilio Lledó
and Susi Meret.

The research collects data for the period since mass
movements of people began and, consequently, followed by the construction of walls and fences by the
European Union member states. In other words, from
1990 to 2017, this is the last year in which we have
all the data available for Frontex’s walls, operations
and budgets. However, some chapters use different
periods of analysis, an example being the data on
Frontex, which was created in 2005, or the need to
limit the analysis in order to identify current electoral
trends, as in the case of the chapter on “Mental walls
in Europe: the rise of racism and xenophobia”.

Land walls are examined in the “physical walls” chapter. The sources used for research come mainly from
Elisabeth Vallet, professor at the University of Quebec
who has published several works on walls and fences built throughout the world (although the sources
cover only until 2015). Also important is the work done
by Reece Jones (2016), who has also published on border violence and militarisation. The chapter has been
completed with the map of European Union walls and
controls published by UNHCR in 2017.

In Chapter 1, the analysis addresses the global
context of border militarisation, new security paradigms, and the impact of a security discourse on
policies that lead to the criminalisation of migration
and the movement of people. It then focuses on how
securitization policies are implemented and developed in the European Union, and how the concepts
of borders, security and migration fit into the new
security strategies. To do this, various academics
have been consulted who have all studied the role
and development of borders throughout the 20th
and early 21st century.
This chapter also contains a brief analysis of the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex),
for which the Agency’s own sources and those European Union for the period 2005-2017 have been
consulted together with budgets and annual activity reports. The study focuses on analysing trends in
the budget and extracting the most significant items
and resources for joint operations and deportation
operations.
The second chapter of “mental walls” explores the
narrative used by the European Union to deploy the
policies that justify the securitization of the movement. The sources used come from official sources
in the European Union. The proliferation of rightwing and extreme-right discourses and parties in
the European Union member states is also examined. The analysis of the xenophobic narrative that
ends up building mental walls has focused on the
period 2010-2018, in order to be able to specifically
study the political trends related to the increase in
the number of refugees and migrants arriving at the
doors of the European Union, and to be able to approximate the analysis to the last two electoral periods. The study was based on the analysis of three
of the Eurobarometers on racism (corresponding to
1997, 2015 and 2017), on the compilation of Europe10

The analysis covers walls built by European Union
members and the Schengen area. However, the Macedonian wall has been added, although it is not a member of either, as it is a key country in the Balkan route.
The fence on the island of Cyprus, which has separated the North from the South since 1974, and the walls
erected in neighbourhoods of Northern Ireland since
1969, have been excluded because they were built in
a timespan prior to the analysis (1990-2017).
The details on the characteristics of the walls have
been difficult to present, since the information is diverse and few states publish the characteristics of
the walls they build. That is why various sources have
been consulted and compared: official sources as well
as newspapers and press, although the information
in them often varies. For this reason, the details in the
catalogue of the walls built are just indicative.
Official sources from the European Union have been
used for the analysis of internal controls carried out
in the Schengen area. The period studied runs from
2006 to 2017, since 2006 was the year in which joint
legislation and regulations were established, together
with the Schengen Borders Code, on the internal controls of the Schengen area.
Official sources from the European Union, Frontex and
some governments have been consulted for the section on maritime walls. The main maritime operations
carried out over time have been introduced, most of
them being Frontex joint operations. A full list of these
joint operations is available in Annex 3.
The last chapter on “virtual walls”, has been written
by consulting official European Union sources, and intends to be a brief analysis on the systems for control,
surveillance and data storage, which have expanded
the surveillance society during the period 1990-2017.
The research and development projects carried out by
the European Union in the field of border management
have not been included, although we know that they
BUILDING WALLS

are numerous. Neither have the analyses of national
systems implemented by member states such as the
SIVE (Integral External Surveillance System) of the
Spanish State been included.
We use the terminology of both refugees (those fleeing violence and persecution) and migrants (those
who do so for other reasons) throughout this report.
Although from institutional structures the threats are
equal to all them, the latter are treated as subjects
that have even less rights.
In short, with this investigation we want to answer the
following questions:
■■ How is the movement of people, and more specifically that of forcibly displaced people, criminalised
and securitized in European Union policies?
■■ What discourses and political parties are allowing
this shift to extreme right policies? What is their
influence?
BUILDING WALLS

■■ How do the European Union and its member states
securitize and militarize borders?
■■ What is “Fortress Europe” and how is it built?
From the Centre Delàs d’Estudis per la Pau, the Transnational Institute and Stop Wapenhandel, we hope
that this research can serve to provide evidence about
the progressive militarisation and securitization applied in border areas by the European Union and its
member states. The construction of walls, rise of
the extreme right and repercussions of xenophobic
discourses, expansion of a control and surveillance
society, and criminalisation of the movement of people all contribute to creating a discourse of “the other
person” as an enemy. It isolates us from international
social reality and distances us from policies committed to human rights and the culture of peace..
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1. BUILDING WALLS
1.1 NEW SECURITY POLICIES IN THE BORDER
AREA
The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, the end of the Cold
War and the growing globalisation process led to
the belief that wall policies would end, giving way to
flexibility of world movement. Mobility has increased
in the last decades of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st: it is simpler and cheaper to travel,
but only for some sectors of the population linked to
a territory (Sparke, 2006: 152).
Globalisation has fallen far short of bringing equality
and connection between territories or full freedom of
movement. Nor has it meant a total and egalitarian
opening of borders, but rather an increase in territorial inequality (Shamir, 2016: 157): you can travel
with more or less freedom and security depending
on your nation of origin. Meanwhile, controls, surveillance and mass collection of data related to our
movements are expanding and intensifying. While
tourism is a source of economic wealth for the West,
people forcibly displaced by the violence of wars and
migrants fleeing from the great global inequalities
have been converted into a security threat through
securitization (Williams, 2016: 28).
The role of borders has changed over time; administrative barriers to migration were minimal in the
19th century. The First World War marked an important turning point in terms of border policy (Walters,
2002), and the role of borders as a space to control
movement. According to Walters (2002), national defence concerns and the Great Depression brought in
passports, visas, and other controls as requirements
in many places, which expanded to other territories
(Walters, 2002: 571).
In addition, border control made it possible to carry
out the so-called “valve” effect, that is, the regulation
of the border’s porosity, which allowed more or less
flow of people by closing and opening the border.
This was in order to enable the entry of immigrant
labour, which not having the same rights as the national population was more susceptible to becoming
precarious and therefore this meant cheaper labour.
The border is therefore an instrument at the service
of the needs of the domestic labour market (Heyman,
2012: 270).
At the end of the 20th century, the border went from
being a political-territorial delimitation in which the
nation-state exercised its control, to also becoming,
at the end of the 1990s, a tool for intercepting and
regulating migratory movements, while being totally
12

open to goods, with the reduction or suppression of
tariffs and absence of regulation of financial capitalism. In other words, borders are a geographical
space where the domestic laws of the State and the
integrity of the nation are strengthened based on the
legality of people according to their origin.
It was only in the 21st century that the attacks of 11
September in the US changed Western security paradigms that were already under review and debate
after the Cold War (Nuruzzaman, 2006: 228). Global and transnational terrorism at a level previously
unknown to the West was accompanied by political
rhetoric of fear and insecurity that unleashed a state
of alarm. Where any attack was possible, anywhere
and at any time, against any national subject.
This framework consolidated the Homeland Security paradigm, as it was called in the United States,
with great influence from the ultra-conservative lobby “Project for a New American Century” (Sanahuja
2005: 33). This brought in the securitization dynamics of State practices present since the 1990s, but
expanded and consolidated it (Menjívar, 2014: 356)
after 11 September.
By securitization, we mean that certain State policies in the social sphere are integrated into a security agenda. Examples might include an economic,
social, political model, infrastructures, epidemics,
or borders and immigration, to name a few. In securitizing them, they are perceived as conventional
threats, treated with methods and techniques specific to national defence and security arenas, which
have traditionally used military or policing concepts
and means (Salazar et al., 2011: 33)
The loss of territory and territorial integrity are aspects that the State has historically recorded as
threats (Zacher, 2001: 261). Borders marked that
security limit which could not be crossed. After the
Cold War and the 11 September attacks, threats to
most Western states diversified, territorial loss became more unlikely, and new threats arose from the
securitization process and transnational terrorism.
Borders changed from being a simple delimiting element of territorial integrity and sovereignty to becoming geographical spaces where new threats appear,
turning them into securitized spaces (Vallet, 2014:
144) The diversity of threats that appear in the border
geographic area causes many states to apply militaristic measures, dealing with them via military means
and techniques (Jones, 2016: 188).
In the context of a militarised border area, mobility
is understood and treated as a suspicious activity
BUILDING WALLS

(Shamir, 2016: 201). Migratory flows and forcibly displaced persons must be controlled, monitored and recorded as a security threat that requires interception.
Rather than leaving aside the Cold War policy of walls,
building walls today receives ever more political support. There are more than 70 walls in the world (Jones,
2016: 187), most built after the Cold War; Israel, Algeria, Calais (in France), Saudi Arabia, Hungary, Turkey,
Spain, India, United States, Croatia, Bulgaria, among
many others. More and more states are adopting the
policy of walling themselves in as if they were medieval cities, as a security model, to establish control and
restrict freedom of movement.
In short, the role of borders has mutated throughout
the 20th century, most recently influenced by policies
developed after the 11 September attacks, which have
securitized borders and the movement of people. Borders are beginning to be treated as areas of war, even
if there is no threat of territorial loss, where militarism
is deployed and the policy of creating border walls is
promoted. Therefore, those who move across borders
become a threat that needs to be controlled and monitored, with ever more surveillance.

1.2 EUROPEAN BORDER POLICY:
TOWARDS SECURITIZATION
AND MILITARISATION

The 2003 European Security Strategy, A secure
Europe in a Better World (European Union, 2003),
analysed the European security environment and
identified the main security challenges. The text,
although short, established a connection between
global and local security, partly produced by the globalisation process, where borders are also included,
although migratory flows are barely named. As provided for in the strategy of 2003:
“The post-Cold War environment is one with increasingly
open borders, in which the internal and external aspects of
security are inextricably linked.” (European Union, 2003: 2)

A secure Europe in a Better World provided the conceptual framework for establishing the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which includes
the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).
The CSDP is intended to be a definition of European
defence, based mainly on the increase in its military
capability and its deployment of military missions in
third countries. The evolution of the CSDP approved
the 2016 Implementation Plan on Security and Defence (European Council, 2016), which mentions the
need to strengthen the borders of third countries.
“While CSDP missions and operations are deployed outside
the Union, the EU can contribute from a security and defence perspective to strengthen the protection and resilience
of its networks and critical infrastructures; the security of

The European Union and its member states have also
participated in this dynamic of constructing walls to
build security. Policies towards European securitization go hand in hand with the construction of the
so-called Fortress Europe, which began in the 1990s
and has been consolidated with new means and tools
from the 21st century onwards.
The Schengen agreement approved in 1985, as discussed below, had already introduced the strengthening of external borders as a condition for States
to become part of the European Union’s area of free
movement. The securitization of borders advanced
through the different security strategies of the European Union, was reinforced by the attacks of 11
September.
Following the attacks, the European Union did not
perceive the threats in the same way as the United States (Stevenson, 2003: 87). Yet in spite of this,
measures were introduced in less than a year and
steps taken towards a European Homeland Security
doctrine, based on the US model and the securitization paradigm. Borders appeared as spaces to be securitized through the different strategies and policies
of the European Union.
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its external borders and the creation of partner capabilities
to manage its borders [...]’ (European Council, 2016: 3)

In the framework of collaboration with third countries, the European Union is also reformulating
the concept of border space through its border externalisation policies. The border is no longer just
a delimitation of territory and state sovereignty.
The geographical space expands to third countries
through different types of agreements, some of
which are carried out through the European Union, by
Member States, in the form of bilateral agreements,
or development aid funds, such as the Emergency
Trust Fund for Africa, or through the European Border
and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex).
The model of outsourcing the management of migratory flows and borders has been carried out by
the European Union since 1992 and was reinforced in
2005. It accelerated in 2015, in the Valletta Summit,
which increased the number of the African countries
targeted for measures to externalise borders (Akkerman, 2018: 17).
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The geographical space expanded to a total of 35 priority4 countries with which the European Union has
agreed a border externalisation policy to manage
migratory flows (Akkerman, 2018: 31) This has led to
a whole series of territorial power dynamics, where
third countries must establish policies based on the
needs and requirements of the European Union, such
as accepting returns of migrants, tightening of border
controls or training of their security forces and border
officers, as explained by Akkerman (2018: 18).
In 2005, the European Union set up Frontex which
would become the European Border and Coast Guard
Agency for border management and control. Frontex
plays an important role in the expansion process as it
also acts and coordinates with third countries through
joint operation Coordination Points.5
Frontex’s main objectives are European security and
intercepting those ‘illegally’ migrated people who
move through border areas and territories to reach
a specific country of their choice. In the words of the
European Commission itself:
“(Frontex) will bring coherence and solidity to the external border, especially in times of high pressure, security
being a key issue. A reformed Common European Asylum
System will remedy the fact that the current system will
not be able to effectively take care of people who ignore
the rules and travel to their country of choice.” (European

control the effectiveness of border systems and coordinate the authorities responsible for external border controls within European Union Member States
and the Schengen area, and provide operational and
technical support to countries that require it. It is also
required to develop a strategy and assess effective
border control and threats encountered by the Agency.
In 2016, its mandate was broadened and some of its
activities were reinforced. A corps of border guards
(1,500) were made available to it in addition to its own
teams. However, Member States have yet to provide
materials, equipment and personnel for operations.
The Agency was created based on a border management model that accepts the structural framework in
which people are categorised as legal or illegal. Its
main function is to control crimes related to border
areas, including intercepting refugees and migrants
so that they do not arrive on the shores of Member
States, so that no State has to manage the registration, possible asylum claim or deportation of the
person. It also is charged with monitoring and controlling the movement of people across the internal
and external borders of the European Union and the
Schengen area. Therefore, it is not a rescue agency for
people as it is often said to be, as its activity focuses on the detection and processing of border-related
crimes, and surveillance and control of borders.

Commission, 2016).

In short, the European Union’s security policies are
moving towards a securitization process and the
construction of Fortress Europe, in which borders
increasingly appear as a security concern. In addition, the sending of troops from European member
countries to third countries is encouraged - the
vulnerability of their borders is interpreted as a
threat to Europe’s security, linking global and local
threats.

1.3 THE EUROPEAN BORDER AND
COAST GUARD AGENCY (FRONTEX)
The European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex) for border control was established in 2004 in
Warsaw under Council Regulation (EC) No 2007/2004
(European Council, 2004), although the Agency did
not become operational until 2005. Its mandate is to
4. The report by the Transnational Institute Expanding the Fortress,
notes that the European Union prioritised 35 countries for border
externalisation policies and agreements. The countries are:
Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Belarus, Burkina Faso, Cameroon,
Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana,
Guinea, Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, Moldova,
Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Senegal, Somalia, South Sudan,
Sudan, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, Iran, Serbia and Tanzania.
5. See annex 3. Frontex Joint Operations by year (2005-2017).
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The Agency’s budget has increased significantly
since its creation, reaching a total of EUR 1,391 million spent,6 between the time the Agency was created
until 2017. There was a small decrease in the budget
in 2012, but it has experienced immense growth from
this date. As we shall see later, in 2012 the massive
construction of walls by European Union member
states also began. The budget significantly increased
from 2015 onwards, a date that should be mentioned
due to the massive construction of walls by member
countries.
The operational activities that define the Frontex’s
activity, which is where most of its budget and resources go, are analysed in more detail here. Within
the operational activities we find joint operations,
which are those that the Agency carries out with other states and third countries based on its risk analysis
that focus on detecting and intercepting border-related crimes and monitoring and controlling movements at the borders of third countries and member
countries.

6. See table of annexes: Annex 1. Frontex Budget 2005-2017.
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Graph 1. Evolution of the Frontex Budget (2005-2017)
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Millions of current euros

Compiled by the authors from Frontex’s annual budgets
(Frontex, 2005-2017)

The operational activities also include joint return operations. After the Agency was created, the item was
renamed: “Cooperation operations for returns.” In 2011,
2012, 2014 and 2015 these operations ceased to appear under this name in the budget reports, but the
rate of joint return operations has nevertheless steadingly increased from 2011 on (Akkerman 2018: 24).
From 2016, the functions of the Agency were extended, also in return operations, going from a facilitator
role to a coordinator one. It is in 2016 when the item
for “Support operations for return” appears, which
shows a type of operation trend (coordination) and
budget for this type of operations. 53 million was earmarked for return operations in 2017.

To conclude, the European Border and Coast Guard
Agency (Frontex) is the European Union’s political
commitment to the management of borders and migratory flows, as evidenced by its growing budget,
which grew enormously from 2015 onwards. The
Agency’s involvement in return operations also increased, indicating that Member States have decided
to boost Frontex’s role in return operations. As the
research shows below, there is a strong parallel between the years in which Frontex’s budget increased
and the accelerated construction of walls by European Union member states in 2012 and 2015.

Table 1. Frontex’s operational activities budget (2005-2017)
Current euros

OPERATIONAL
ACTIVITIES
2005

4,024,300

JOINT
OPERATIONS
(Land, sea and air)

COOPERATION
OPERATIONS FOR
DEPORTATION

3,400,000

80,000,00

SUPPORT
OPERATIONS FOR
DEPORTATION

TRAINING
250,000

2006

19,166,300

10,764,300

325,000,00

1,060,000

2007

27,326,000

19,865,000

600,000,00

3,505,000

2008

70,432,000

38,450,000

560,000,00

6,410,000

2009

83,250,000

42,900,000

2,250,000,00

6,500,000

2010

61,611,843

34,770,843

9,341,000,00

7,200,000

2011

86,730,500

73,223,500

5,600,000

2012

58,951,000

46,993,000

4,000,000

2013

62,550,900

39,531,900

2014

60,348,700

46,330,700

8,850,000,00

4,760,000
4,050,000

2015

111,228,000

92,009,000

2016

188,897,000

121,977,000

39,585,000

5,000,000

4,320,000

2017

225,652,794

129,365,000

53 060 000

8,978,285

Compiled by the authors from Frontex’s annual budgets (Frontex, 2005-2017)
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2. MENTAL WALLS
2.1 CONCEPT AND PRACTICE OF FORTRESS
EUROPE
The foundations of Fortress Europe began with the
Schengen agreement, signed in 1985, which established freedom of movement between signatory European countries and put an end to internal controls
between these countries. It created a model that, in
theory, promoted freedom of movement and mutual
trust. However, it also meant strengthening external
borders through stricter measures and increased
border controls, helping to create what is known as
Fortress Europe.
The Schengen agreement built a safe interior by assuming an insecure exterior from which one needed
to protect oneself. From this point of view, border
controls served to control crime and immigration.
Being part of Schengen requires complying with border control requirements, therefore, countries on the
periphery of Europe that have more contact with the
arrival of people forcibly fleeing their homes, have had
to strengthen their borders and external controls to
become part of Schengen. Italy, Greece, Portugal and
Spain were not allowed into the Schengen framework
until they met the standards that indicated that their
controls were sufficiently rigorous (Walters, 2002:
567). This similarly happened to Hungary, Slovakia ,
Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta and Slovenia, as well as Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia while
awaiting accession. All these countries have had or
are getting funding from the Schengen Facility (EU
instrument) to strengthen border security.

ple fleeing war, something which, as we shall see
throughout this report, does not correspond to the
implementation of the policies subsequently developed by the European Union and its Member States.
It is important to mention the content of the security
strategies developed by the European Union consistently contains this contradictory mix of humanitarian and security rhetoric, as is the case in its 2016
security strategy A common vision, a joint action: a
stronger Europe (European Union, 2016). It includes
a discourse that that characterises external threats
as internal threats, above all, regarding terrorism and
the need to establish a European-style world order,
to guarantee stability. This embraces defence-based
cooperation, the intention of establishing common
criteria among Member States, as well as the need to
strengthen relations with military organisations such
as NATO. Borders appear as part of the challenges
and threats facing the European Union:
“This means living up to our commitments for mutual assistance and solidarity, and means tackling challenges that
have both an external and internal dimension, such as terrorism, hybrid threats, cybersecurity and energy security,
organised crime and the management of external borders”
(European Union, 2016)

The Commissioner for Migration, Internal Affairs
and Citizenship of the European Commission, Dimitris Avramopoulos, also echoed this approach, in his
2017 speech, where he established the relationship
between terrorism and migration, establishing the
latter as a security issue:
“Europe has had to deal with two parallel and simultaneous
crises on migration and security.” (European Commission,

The power to control what happens at external borders from within becomes effective with the deployment of surveillance technology and control of
movements, ‘virtual walls’, as we shall see later. The
SIS Schengen Information System, currently SIS II,
which incorporates biometric data,7 is a key piece in
the Schengen agreement, designed to facilitate the
exchange of information concerning movements at
borders between national authorities; police, judicial
and migration. This has resulted in a massive collection, storage, processing and exchange of data related
to the movement of people.

2017: 15)

It should be pointed out that, in the same strategy, a
new role is given to the military and security complex
in addition to an assertion that the European Union
must give support to industry as a priority strategy
for its security:
“Member states remain sovereign in their defence decisions;
however defence cooperation has to become the norm in order to acquire and maintain many of these capabilities. The
EU will systematically promote defence cooperation and advocate the creation of a strong European defence industry,

However, the European Union denies this creates a
“Fortress Europe” (European Union, 2014: 8), saying
that external borders must remain open to peo-

which is vital for Europe’s autonomy of decision and action.”
(European Union, 2016 8-9)

7. Biometric data with the set of physical parameters of each person that
allow to verify their identity, is based on fingerprints, iris scanner, face
or voice features, among others that allow recognition of identity with
greater precision.
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Industry began to play an influential role in the EU
with the creation of public-private forums starting
in 2005, involving public bodies and private industry;
GoP (Group of Personalities), ESRAB (European Security Research Advisory Board) and ESRIB (European
Security Research and Innovation Forum) (European
Commission, 2007). They are also active in the High
Security Roundtable, which despite being defined
neutral includes industry as a decision-making agent
in the policies to be developed by the European Union8
and where NATO also participates, a military organisation with its own security agenda. This can be seen
in the report published by the Group of Personalities
in 2016, where the influence of industry on the development of security policies in the European Union is
clear:
“In 2015, the European Commission invited key personalities from European industry, governments, the
European Parliament and academia to advise it on the
establishment of a Preparatory Action on the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) (EU Institute
for Security Studies, 2016)
It is clear, therefore, that the military, security and
technology industry have the capacity to have an impact on decision-making spaces on security and border policy matters (Lemberg-Pedersen, 2013), eroding
the public governance of the European Union.
The implementation of immigration and border control security policies can also be seen in programmes
dedicated to financing research, such as the Horizon
2020 (2014-2020) programme, a European research
and innovation programme that includes “security”
among its areas (European Commission, 2005), where
border management appears as a frequent subject for
research development .
To conclude, the European Union uses contradictory
rhetoric and narratives when it comes to migratory
movements. While it ostensibly rejects a policy of
walls (Nielsen, 2017) and supports the humanitarian
and developmentgoals, in reality this coexists with
discourse and security practices that criminalise the
movement of people who migrate, conceiving them as
a threat. In addition, the EU erodes its public governance with the creation of public-private spaces, where
the military and security complex present their own
interests in reinforcing control and surveillance technology in border areas.

2.2 MENTAL WALLS IN EUROPE:
THE RISE OF RACISM AND XENOPHOBIA
2.2.1 THE ROOTS OF XENOPHOBIA IN EUROPE
There has been a huge leap in the total number of immigrants knocking on Europe’s doors in recent years.
It is, to a large extent, a “collateral damage” of the
military interventions in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya and
other countries, erroneous, nefarious and disastrous
expeditions that led to the substitution of dictatorial
regimes through a scenario of destabilisation and incessant frenetic violence. These interventions were
instigated and fostered by a global arms trade that is
out of control and strengthened by a greedy arms industry. These are phrases by Zygmunt Bauman (2016:
11) in one of his latest books. Evidence indeed shows
that there is a correlation between the shipment of
arms to countries in conflict and the degradation of
their security situation, showing the disastrous effects of this arms trade (Calvo, Ruiz, Vega, 2017).
Philosopher Emilio Lledó (Luque, 2016) spoke recently
of the superficiality that underlies current analyses of
migratory flows. He said: “One of the things that surprise me is that people talk about refugees with such
intensity, but no one explains to us why there are such
wars. If a percentage were to be set, we would see
that 95% of analysts talk about the refugee problem,
but only 5% analyse why. We must insist, demand
that they tell us the causes of people fleeing. Why is
there a war?” Few analyses speak of the interests behind xenophobic discourse that ends up asking for the
reinforcement of the fortresses that protect the countries of the global North while hiding all the actions
(depredation of resources, anthropogenic warming,
promotion of conflicts, military business, arms trade)
of these same countries that destroy the conditions of
human security in the countries of the global South.
Military interventions, corporate power, conflicts and
destruction, forcibly displaced persons and refugees
who want to come to Europe: The reality of the 21st
century contradicts the nationalist myth based on
nation-states inhabited by a population that is ethnically, linguistically and culturally homogeneous. This
is because in less than two centuries, not only have
a small number of nations occupied and colonised
the entire planet, but we have become a connected and interrelated global tribe, terribly divided between privileged powerful people and those that are
excluded. And now Europeans must choose between
rejecting these so-called “strangers” who arrive, or
welcoming them and learning to live together.

8. A detailed list of the High Security Roundtable’s private industry
partners is available online: http://www.security-round-table.eu/esrt/
partners/index.php
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The current challenge (Bauman, 2016) is to transform
the human mind, formed over millennia in environments and villages in which its inhabitants interacted
almost every day of their lives with the same people,
to equip it with ideas and institutions that allow us to
live together in diversity and in the awareness of our
global interdependence. A challenge of life or death,
because we are approaching, or perhaps we have already reached, as Zygmunt Bauman says, a fork in the
road of our possible futures: to live together in a scenario of cooperative welfare, or collective extinction
(Bauman, 2016).

2.2.2 FROM 1997 TO 2017: THE EUROPEAN
CRISIS OF SOLIDARITY
In order to assess the evolution of racism in Europe,
we first analysed the results of the 1997 and 2015 Eurobarometer on racism. In the first survey (Eurobarometer 113, 1997), the response in 1997 to the direct
question as to whether the person interviewed considered themselves racist was understandably small
(but definitely not insignificant). Nine per cent of those
interviewed placed themselves at the top of the racist
scale saying they were “very racist”, a scale led by Belgium with 22 per cent of people openly declaring that
they were “very racist”. They were followed by France
(16%) and Austria (14%). The countries with the lowest number of reported “very racist” were Spain and
Ireland (4% each), Portugal (3%), Luxembourg and
Sweden (2% each). However, the answer to the question of whether or not one agrees with the statement
that “Our country has reached its limits; if there were
more people belonging to these minority groups, we
would have problems”, showed a much more alarming
result (Eurobarometer 113, 1997: 7): the percentage of
respondents who tended to agree with this statement
was 60% or more in 12 of the 15 countries analysed.
The results of the 2015 Eurobarometer on Racism
(Eurobarometer 437, 2015), which analysed a total
of 28 States, are unfortunately not directly comparable with those of 1997, because they are based on
different questions. In any case, one of the significant
questions in this Eurobarometer on racism was the
following: People, regardless of whether they had
sons or daughters, were asked how comfortable they
would feel if one of their sons or daughters had a relationship with a person from a different ethnic group.
Nearly nine out of ten respondents said they would be
happy if their son or daughter had a relationship with
a Christian person (89% comfortable or indifferent).
However, the proportion is considerably lower for a
relationship with a Muslim person (50%) (Eurobarometer 437, 2015: 36) Up to 30% of respondents say
they would be uncomfortable with this relationship.
The lowest percentages of comfortable or indifferent
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persons in the case of a relationship with a Muslim
person were in the Czech Republic (12%), Slovakia
(16%), Cyprus (23%), Lithuania (25%), Bulgaria (27%)
and Malta (31%). Less than half of the respondents
would feel comfortable in the following countries:
Estonia (33%), Poland (34%), Greece (36%), Latvia
(37%), Italy (41%), Romania (42%), Germany (43%),
Hungary (44%), Austria (44%) and Belgium (47%) as
shown in Map 1.
These results of the Euro-barometer 2015 are shown
graphically in map 1. In How the Populist Right is Redrawing the Map of Europe, André Tartar (2017) comments that, according to the 2017 Euro-barometer, the
5 countries at the top of the list in terms of negative
feelings regarding immigration are the Czech Republic
(82% of the population), Hungary (78%), Poland (71%),
Romania (61%) and France (58%).
This wave of racism and xenophobia in the European Union States implies that the ideal of a Europe of
human rights is far from being implemented and socialised. The advance of xenophobic party MPs in the
member states shows that the problem in Europe is
not only related to the economic crisis, but is also the
result of a European crisis of solidarity and political
will (Dede, 2011).

2.2.3 FROM 2010 TO 2018: RACISM,
XENOPHOBIA, AND CONSTRUCTION
OF MENTAL WALLS
The UN Committee on the elimination of racial discrimination has been working for years on the preparation and updating of international instruments
against racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia
and specific forms of intolerance in all their aspects
(United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for
Human Rights, 2006). This committee studies the situation in each country and develops early warning
indicators.
A good indicator, which allows an analysis by country together with its temporal evolution, is the measuring the rise of extreme right-wing political parties
with xenophobic programmes. But the first problem
already arises when drawing up the list of these political parties and when trying to specify a definition
that characterises them. According to Matthijs Rooduijn (2015), attitudes towards immigration in a social context of expanding job insecurity are the main
motivation of people who vote for right-wing populist parties (PRR). Based on multiple scientific studies, Matthijs Rooduijn proposed, as does Andre Tartar
(2017), a list of 39 political parties classified as extreme right-wing populist that at some point in their
history have had at least one parliamentary seat (at
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national level or in the European Parliament). Some
countries, namely Cyprus, Estonia, Ireland, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain, have no party on the
list. For the remaining 22 countries, the results (The
March of History table in Andre Tartar’s work) show
a percentage of votes of more than 20% for extreme
right-wing parties in 15 of these 22 countries, with
more than 50% of the votes in the last elections in
two of them: Poland and Hungary.
The following table analyses the electoral results of
parties that have received more than half a million
votes in a parliamentary or presidential election in the
last five years (Worrall, 2017), (also incorporating data
from Eurobarometer 437 and the work of Wolfram
Nordsieck (n.d). Table 1 includes a total of 10 European
countries, analysing the results of the most relevant
xenophobic party in each country and considering
the period between 2010 and 2018. It also includes
an assessment of their influence on state power in
each case.

The table indicates the percentage of votes obtained
and the number of seats for each party and for each
election year between 2010 and 2018. With the exception of Finland, parties from all other countries have
increased their number of seats. In some cases, such
as Germany, Italy, Poland and Sweden, the increase is
alarming. Besides this constant increase in the number of xenophobic MPs in European parliaments, there
is a significant increase (last column of the table) in
their political influence in the executive power. The
only party in the opposition without demonstrated
influence (in 2018) in the executive is the French National Front. In all other cases, however, xenophobic
discourse has spread to other parties and has ended up influencing government policies. As the table
shows, in four countries (Austria, Finland, Italy and
Poland), xenophobic parties formed part of the government in 2018 (in Finland it was Blue Reform, a split
from FINNS), while in the remaining five cases (Germany, Denmark, Netherlands, Hungary and Sweden)
their discourse spread and influenced other parties.

Map 1. Results of the 2015 Eurobarometer on racism.
Percentage of people who said they would feel comfortable if one of their sons
or daughters had a relationship with a Muslim person

More comfortable

Less comfortable

52%
69%
33%
25%
61%

57%

69%

47%

34%
43%

12%
33%

65%

16%
44%
42%

41%
56%
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59%

27%
36%
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The cases of Poland and Hungary are particularly
worrying, because of the social penetration of these
parties. In Poland, the Law and Justice Party (PiS) have
been in power since 2015. After three years, electoral
polls in 2018 showed 43% of citizens favourable to
the policies of the PiS party, a clear increase in relation to the 37.6% of voters who opted for this party
in the 2015 elections. In addition, a large majority of
citizens in Poland support the government’s policies.
A CBOS survey in May 2017, for example, indicated
that 70% of Polish citizens were against accepting
migrants from Muslim countries, while those in favour
were only 25%. And a large majority opposed the EU’s
redistribution quotas for migrants (Szczerbiak, 2017).

In Hungary, the Orban government (FIDESZ) is constantly influenced by Movement for a Better Hungary (JOBBIK). According to journalist Lili Bayer, who
quotes a senior FIDESZ official (Bayer, 2017), Orban
feared being attacked from the right when the immigration crisis began. As a result, the Orban government built a fence along its southern border and
refused to participate in the EU migration quota
scheme. Their migration policies were to the right of
JOBBIK, which, according to the official cited, was a
smart decision.

Table 2. Analysis of the ten European countries in which xenophobic parties obtained
more than half a million votes in any of the elections between 2010 and 2018
Country

Party

Germany

Alternative
for Germany
(AfD)

Austria

Freedom
Party (FPÖ)

Denmark

People's
Party (DF)

Finland

True Finns
(FINNS)

France

National
Front (FN)

Party for
The
Freedom
Netherlands
(PVV)

Hungary

Movement
for a better
Hungary
(JOBBIK)

Italy

Northern
League (LN)

Poland

Law and
Justice (PiS)

Sweden

Swedish
Democrats
(SD)

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

% of votes

4.7

12.6

Seats

---

94

% of votes
Seats
% of votes

20.5
40

26
51

12.3

21.1

Seats

22

37

% of votes
Seats
% of votes
Seats

19
39

17.6
38
13.2
8

13.6
2

% of votes
Seats

20

47

5.7

12.9

Seats

20

49

Government

Opposition

15

Seats
% of votes
Seats
% of votes
Seats
% of votes

AfD: influence
on CSU

Government
(Blue reform)

13

16.7

PVV: influence
on VVD

20.2

19.1

23

26
17.4
124

4.1
18
29.9
157

37.6
235

Government/
influence

DF: influence
on S
(socialdem.)
and V (liberal)

10.1

% of votes

2018

JOBBIK:
influence on
FIDESZ
Government
Government
SD: Influence
on Modelling

Compiled by the authors from the source (Parties and elections, n.d.)
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In France, Marine Le Pen said she would protect
France by suspending immigration and defending
the country from the threat of wild globalisation. She
proposed to mobilise thousands of reservists to protect French borders if she was elected, and said: “With
the grave terrorist threat we face, we must be able to
control who enters so that we can expel those who
pose a danger” (Dearden, 2017). In Italy, the Northern
League leader Matteo Salvini, deputy prime minister
and interior minister in 2018, reiterated his government’s goal of deporting illegal immigrants on a visit
to Sicily. He insisted that his government’s stance on
migrants was common sense, and then said (Ellyatt,
2018) “It is not enough to reduce the number of people arriving. We need to increase deportations. It will
not be easy to do, but in the next few weeks we shall
BUILDING WALLS

begin to act, reducing the time of detention of immigrants and therefore reducing costs”. The message
to the “illegal” immigrants was to get ready and pack
their bags.
In the case of Finland, the FINNS party’s electoral
programme for the 2015 elections included proposals
such as reducing the quota of refugees, opposition to
the planned distribution mechanisms of the common
European asylum policy, opposition to the use of public funds for multiculturalism policies and the tightening of conditions for family unification of immigrants.
The analysis of the influence and political spread of
xenophobic discourse in Germany, Austria, Denmark,
Netherlands, Belgium and Sweden shows great
21

similarities, indicating how terribly easy it is to shift to
scenarios where racist platforms dominate. In Germany, for example the CDU and CSU agreed in July 2018
to set up border centres to return migrants to the
countries of entry, even though the German population did not like it (69% of whom supported Merkel’s
position and wanted a European solution to the migration issue). 85% of the far-right AfD supporters,
however, supported the CDU-CSU agreement (López,
2018: 6), which was in line with its own xenophobic
theses. The reason was probably electoral: The CSU,
concerned about state elections (in this case in Bavaria), decided to strengthen its own anti-refugee
stance in an attempt to regain AfD voters (Schmidt,
2018). The Austrian reaction was immediate: the Austrian government agreed to close its southern borders with Italy and Slovenia if Germany implemented
the CDU-CSU agreement. The Austrian Minister of the
Interior, Herbert Kickl, and the Minister of Defence,
Mario Kunasek, both of the extreme right wing FPÖ,
created a “border protection force” with 600 police
officers and 200 soldiers, named Puma, which can be
mobilised in just 24 hours (Forès, 2018).
In Denmark, repressive proposals against immigration are not being spearheaded by the populist Danish People’s Party (DF), which for a long time was the
main racist and anti-immigration voice in Denmark.
Rather, the fight against immigration is being led in
2018 by the two main established parties (the centre-left Social Democrats (S) and the centre-right
Liberals (V)). According to Richard Milne (2015), “If you
come to Denmark, you have to work,” says a sign from
the Social Democrats, while the Liberals have promised an immediate halt to the large influx of asylum
seekers. According to a prominent Danish corporate
executive director, the Danish People’s Party has
been overtaken by the centre in its extreme positions.
And if we go to the Netherlands, Prime Minister Mark
Rutte made a shift to the right by publishing a fullpage advertisement warning immigrants to “be normal or leave” during the bitter 2017 electoral struggle
for national identity (Boztas, 2017). Mark Rutte, leader
of the Liberal Party (VVD), did so to avoid the pressure and growing popularity of Geert Wilders of the
far-right Freedom Party (PVV), which created his programme on the basis of anti-immigration.
Finally, in Sweden, the centre-right Moderate party
(M) said in May 2018 that it would be willing to reach
an agreement on immigration with the xenophobic
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Swedish Democrats (SD) party which for a long time
had been a pariah in Swedish politics due to its historical neo-Nazi ties. The offer was related to expectations that Swedish Democrats would significantly
increase their percentage of votes, leaving the Moderate party in a difficult situation (Local, The, 2018).
In four of these five cases (we do not include Austria because FPÖ is part of the government), some
classic political parties (the German CSU, the Danish
Social Democrats and Liberals, the Dutch VVD and
the Swedish Moderate party), far from maintaining a
programmatic coherence, have moved towards the
xenophobic stances of the parties listed in the table,
with the basic objective of winning votes. They have
all shown willingness to use xenophobic discourse as
a dangerous strategy to win votes.
In short: certain non-xenophobic parties based on
electoral calculations and concern at the rise in the
number of votes of their racist competitors, use xenophobic discourse to try and capture a sector of their
competitor’s voters, instead of daring to develop their
own discourse. In this way, the most radical and racist parties succeed in seeing their proposals amplified
with hardly any effort of their own, as shown by the
evolution of the electoral results in the table.
Newcomers may cause distress precisely because
they are unknown, unlike the people we interact with
every day. In this environment, the perverse reaction
a good number of governments has consisted of using this fear of existential insecurity to launch racist
and xenophobic messages that insist that there are
“external” enemies. This is an easy way to win a certain social support but ends up imposing militarised
“security” systems.
As the table we have just mentioned indicates, this
strategy has proved successful and “promising” in
terms of electoral expectations. In fact, the analysis of Susi Meret (2010), in her doctoral thesis on
the three European racist parties LN, DF and FPÖ, indicates that support for these racist parties comes
primarily from people who perceive immigration as
a threat to their culture and identity, regardless of
other factors such as their gender or social position.
Perception of threats generates fear, which in turn
is transformed into xenophobic and simplistic discourses against “the others”, xenophobic discourses
that build mental walls, and finally end up asking for
physical walls and closed borders.
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3. PHYSICAL WALLS
3.1 WALLS SURROUNDING EUROPE
The construction of walls and fences became a political commitment from the 1990s, with the case of
Spain (Ceuta and Melilla), but from 2012 and, above
all, in 2015 the construction of walls and fences by
member states of the European Union has accelerated. In 2017 there were now a total of 13 walls including Norway, which is not part of the European Union
but part of the Schengen area, plus the one built by
Macedonia, included in the research because it is an
essential part of the Balkan route, reaching 14 walls
built to close borders and stop migratory flows. There
will be a total of 15 walls by 2017, if we include the one
corresponding to Slovakia, which built internal urban
walls, in some of its cities, in order to segregate the
Roma population.

Migratory movements are the main reasons given
by States for their construction, thus consolidating a
political commitment to walling. There is a particular
dynamic in the case of the Baltic republics, which also
build walls because of migration issues, but also because of the tensions generated with the great neighbouring power Russia, a situation reminiscent of Cold
War times.
In 2015, the Balkan route (Greece, Bulgaria, Hungary,
Macedonia, Austria, Slovakia, Slovenia and Serbia)
was closed with walls and the massive deployment
of border controls and agents, which is why the Arctic
route (AsktheEU, 2015) opened to Norway, which built
a new fence in 2016.

Graph 2. Evolution of walls built by European Union member states,
Schengen area and Macedonia (1990-2017)
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Compiled by the authors from: Economist, The (2015), Herrera, Manuel (9-2-2017), JAKEŠEVIĆ, R.
and TATALOVIĆ, S. (2016), ACNUR (2017), Jones (2017, 87)

Table 3. Walls of the countries of European Union Member States,
Schengen area and Macedonia (1990-2017)*
BUILDING COUNTRY
Spain (1)
Spain (2)
Greece (3)
Bulgaria (5)
Hungary (6)
Hungary (7)
Macedonia (8)
Austria (9)
Slovenia (10)
United Kingdom (11)

COUNTRY AGAINST WHICH IT IS MADE
STARTING YEAR
Morocco (Ceuta)
1993
Morocco (Melilla)
1996
Turkey
2012
Internal cities: Kosice,Velka Ida,
2013under
construction
Ostrovany
Turkey
2013
Croatia
2015
Serbia
2015
Greece
2015
Slovenia
2015
Croatia
2015
France (port of Calais)
2015

Latvia (12)

Russia

2015

Norway (13)
Estonia (14)
Lithuania (15)

Russia
Russia
Russia

2016
2016-2017
2017

Slovakia (4)

REASONS
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Segregation, security
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Immigration
Security, territorial tension, smuggling,
immigration
Security, Immigration
Security, territorial tension, immigration
Security, territorial tension, immigration

*The Republic of Macedonia is included despite not being a member of the EU or Schengen area because it is an essential part of the Balkan Route through
the EU countries Compiled by the authors with data from the sources: (1) (2) (3) (5) (7) Economist, The (2015), (4) Herrera, Manuel (9-2-2017)(6) JAKEŠEVIĆ,
R. and TATALOVIĆ, S. (2016), (8) (9) (10) (11) (13) ACNUR, 2017 (12) (14) (15) Jones, 2017, 87
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By the date of this report (July 2018) some governments have expressed their intention to build new
fences; Latvia, Poland, Ukraine and Lithuania against
Belarus (Government of Belarus, 2017) and Belarus
against Latvia (Government of Belarus, 2015). On the
other hand, the Spanish State has announced that it
will remove the concertinas (barbed wire fences or

coil-shaped blades) from the fences of Ceuta and Melilla (Amnesty International, 2018).
Military maritime, land and air operations are also deployed to intercept and reduce migratory flows. As is
the case with operations launched in the Mediterranean, one of the main entry routes to the European Union.

Map 2. Walls built by European Union Member States (1990-2017)
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3.2 LAND WALLS
A) THE BALKAN ROUTE: GREECE, BULGARIA,
HUNGARY, MACEDONIA, AUSTRIA
AND SLOVENIA
The Balkan route has been the busiest route for people fleeing some of the conflicts in the Middle East
such as Syria or Iraq, or from Asian countries such
as Afghanistan (AsktheUE, 2015). Different countries
on this route - Greece, Macedonia, Croatia, Slovenia,
Hungary, Austria, Serbia and Slovakia - have taken
steps to stop the entry of people into their territories,
including the building of walls.

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

GREECE (1) (2) (3)

TURKEY

Separation

Turkish and Greek States

Total border between both
areas

206 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 12 km (4)(5)
Height: 4 m (6)

Starting year

2012 (1)

Year of completion

2012 (1)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National

State of militarisation

Wire and cement fence with
barbed wire (7), electronic
surveillance systems, border
guards, drones, night vision
cameras (6)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4)Greece plans Turkey border fence to tackle migration (4-1-11),
(5) Stroobants y Perrier (11-1-11) , (6) Associated Press (6-1-12) , (7) Kakissis,
Joanna (7-1-11)

Greece is one of the first countries to receive refugees and migrants and a key territory for entry into
the Schengen area and the European Union. In 2011
the Minister of Defence decided to build a fence with
a surveillance system on its border with Turkey, in the
Orestiada area in north eastern Greece, which began
and was completed in 2012. The Greek wall had led to
people diverting to Bulgaria, which is also a member
of the European Union, but not yet a member of the
Schengen area.
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BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

BULGARIA (1) (2) (3)

TURKEY

Separation

States of Bulgaria
with Turkey

Total border between both
areas

260 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 201 km (4)
Height: 3 m (5)

Starting year

2013 (1)

Year of completion

2014 (1) extensions
in 2017 (6)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National

State of militarisation

Barbed wire fence on the top
of watchtowers, soldiers (7)
and border guards, infra-red
cameras and heat and motion
sensitive cameras. (8)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4)Construction of fence at Bulgaria-Turkey border completed: Tsvetan
Tsvetanov (6-11-17) (5) Nenov, Stoyan (17-7-14), (6) The Interior Minister
Declared the Fence on the Bulgaria-Turkey Border is 100% Finished
(29-10-17), (7) Government of Bulgaria (21-9-13), (8) Mortimer, Caroline
(4-8-15)

Bulgaria is one of the first European countries to build
a fence on its border, in this case against Turkey in
2013. It has also sent the armed forces to assist the
border police.

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

HUNGARY (1) (2) (3)

CROATIA

Separation

States of Hungary
with Croatia

Total border between both
areas

329 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 300 km (4)

Starting year

2015 (2)

Year of completion

2015 (5)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National, entry into
Schengen area

State of militarisation

Electrified barbed wire fence,
more than 3000 soldiers (10)
and border guards between
Croatia and Serbia barrier, heat
sensors, thermal cameras (6)
100 off-road vehicles (11)
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BORDERING COUNTRY

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

HUNGARY (1) (2) (3)

SERBIA

MACEDONIA (1) (2) (3) (4)

GREECE

Separation

States of Hungary
with Serbia

Separation

State of the FRY Macedonia
with Greece

Total border between both
areas

151 km

Total border between both
areas

246 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 151 km (6)
Height: 4 m (7) Under the
ground: 1.5 m (8)

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 33 km (5)
Height: 2.5 m (6)

Starting year

2015 (1)

Starting year

2015 (1)

Year of completion

2015 (9) Extensions in 2017 (7)

Year of completion

2015 (6)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National, EU external borders,
entry area, Schengen

Intended geographical
delimitation

National

State of militarisation

Two lines of barbed wire
fences(7), border guards (8)

State of militarisation

Electrified barbed wire fence,
more than 3,000 soldiers (10)
and border guards between
Croatia and Serbia barrier, heat
sensors, thermal cameras (6)
100 off-road vehicles (11)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) Jones, Reece (2016: 87), (3) UNHCR (2017),
(4) Government Of Hungary, Official Website (17-10-15), (5) AFP (15-10-15),
(6) Dunai, Marton (2-2-17), (7)Kingsley, Patrick (22-6-15), (8) Government
of Hungary, Official Website (22-7-15) (9) Jakešević, R., & Tatalović, S.
(2016: 1255) (10) Government of Hungary, Official Website (9-11-15) (11)
Government of Hungary, Official Website (8-1-17)

Hungary is one of the countries which shares borders
with countries that are not part of the European Union
or the Schengen area. The government of Viktor Orban has promoted the policy of building walls on its
borders, associating their construction with the protection of the entire European Union, saying: “Anyone
who attacks the technical border barrier is attacking
the country’s external border security, and accordingly is also attacking the security of the European
people” (Government of Hungary, 2017).
By the end of 2017 the country had built barriers
against Croatia and Serbia. The government asked the
European Union to pay half the cost estimated at 270
billion Hungarian forints (€813 million) (Government
of Hungary, 2017). Although Hungary announced the
construction of a fence against Romania in 2015, the
government later changed its mind by committing to
help Romania to strengthen its border with Bulgaria
by encouraging the country to also build a wall (Government of Hungary, 2017).

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4) Government of Macedonia, Official Website (23-11-15 (5) Racaj, M., &
Janev, S. (2017), (6) Macedonia finishes fence at Greek border to stem flow
of asylum seekers (29-11-15), (7) Galpin, Richard (12-2-16), (8) Taylor, Alan
(2-3-16)

Macedonia submitted its application for membership
of the European Union in February 2004 (European
Council, 2018), although this is still under consideration. Macedonian citizens may travel within the
Schengen area even if the country is not part of it.
The country is included in the analysis as it is key
to the Balkan route. Macedonia built a wall against
Greece in 2015, and deployed the army on its border
with Greece and Serbia in 2017(Johns Hopkins School
of Education, 2017). Frontex has supported Macedonia
in the framework of cooperation with third countries
(Frontex, 2009).

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

AUSTRIA (1) (2)

SLOVENIA

Separation

States of Austria and Slovenia

Total border between both
areas

330 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 3.7 km Height: 2 m (3)

Starting year

2015 (4)

Year of completion

2016 (5)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National

State of militarisation

Barbed wire fence (6)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) UNHCR (2017), (3)Reuters (13-11-15), (4) Hall,
Melanie (13-12-15), (5)Reynolds , James (11-12-15), (6) Austria streamlines
Slovenia border to process refugees (22-1-16)

In October 2015 Austria announced the first construction of a fence against Slovenia at the Spielfeld border
crossing, one of the points most used by refugees and
migrants on their way through the Balkans. It will be
the first among countries in the Schengen area.
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In 2016 it also strengthened border controls against
Hungary (European Parliament, 2016) and a fence on
this border continues to be discussed (Government
of Hungary, 2016).

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

ESLOVENIA (1) (2)

CROATIA

Separation

States of Slovenia and Croatia

Total border between both
areas

670 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Several sections (3)(4);
Length: 200 km (5)

Starting year

2015 (1)(6)

Year of completion

2015

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National, entry into
Schengen area

State of militarisation

Barbed wire fence, border
guards and soldiers (3)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Malešič, M. (2017: 958),
(4) AP (11-11-15) (5) Malešič, M. (2017, 953), (6) Stroobants and Perrier
(11-11-15)

Slovenia also built a wall against Croatia in 2015 and
in the same year approved the deployment of the
army on the same border (Malešič, 2017).

B) ENCLAVES IN NORTH AFRICA: SPAIN
The Spanish State is the paradigmatic example of the
management of migratory flows. It is the first Member State of the European Union to build fences for
the management of migratory flows in the 1990s. In
addition, it was also a pioneer in terms of the state of
militarisation of the fences and the development of
technology for border control such as SIVE (Integrated
External Surveillance System).
SIVE is an integrated operating system of the Guardia
Civil, which was approved in 1999 as part of a plan
for the surveillance of the southern border. It includes
sensors, cameras and radars that transmit information in real time of what is happening at the borders
and of any vessel that approaches the Spanish coasts
in order to intercept them. It consists of the deployment of a series of stations installed along the coast,
some of which are mobile, especially on the Andalusian coast and the Canary Islands archipelago, which
transmit information to the command centre, which
analyses it and gives orders according to the situation. SIVE has served as a model for the EUROSUR of
the European Union and to implement a similar model
in some Baltic republics.
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BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

SPAIN (1) (2) (3)

MOROCCO CEUTA

Separation

States of Spain and Morocco
(border not recognised
by Morocco)

Total border between both
areas

6.3 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 8.3 km (4)
Height: 6 m (4)

Starting year

1993 (1)

Year of completion

2005 (1)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration, smuggling (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National, European UnionAfrica, entry into the EU, entry
into the Schengen area

State of militarisation

Two wire fences (4). Motion
detectors, video and infrared
cameras and 17 control towers
(4) and video cameras (SIVE
surveillance system) (5).

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist, (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4) Alscher, Stefan (2005: 11), (5) Alscher, Stefan (2005: 12), (6) Picazo, Belén
(20-11-13)

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

SPAIN (1) (2) (3)

MOROCCO MELILLA

Separation

States of Spain and Morocco

Total border between both
areas

9.6 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 10 km (5) Height: 6 m
(4)

Starting year

1996 (1) (3)

Year of completion

2007 (6)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration, smuggling (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

National, European UnionAfrica, entry into the EU, entry
into the Schengen area

State of militarisation

Triple fence, wire fences,
coiled barbed wire, threedimensional cable (3 meters
high added in 2007) (6),
alarms and two-metre deep
earth trench (6). Surveillance
cameras (SIVE surveillance
system) (5), motion detectors,
optical and acoustic sensors,
control towers and more than
70 surveillance cameras (5).

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) Economist, The (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4) Alscher, Stefan (2005: 11), (5) Alscher, Stefan (2005: 12), (6) Picazo, Belén
(20-11-13)
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C) WALLS ON THE INSIDE: UNITED KINGDOM
BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

UNITED KINGDOM (1) (2) (3)

FRANCE (PORT OF CALAIS)

Separation

Port of Calais (Coquelles)
from the rest of the port (4)

Total border between both
areas
Physical barriers (distances)

Both sides of the road: Length:
1 Km per side (5) Height: 4 m (5)

Starting year

2015 (1)

Year of completion

2015 (1) (6) extensions
in 2016 (7)

Reasons for its construction

Immigration (1)

Intended geographical
delimitation

Cut access to the English
Channel

State of militarisation

Concrete and wire wall and
barbed wire on top, border
guards (5) (with riot control
equipment), checkpoints with
passport reading. Carbon
dioxide detectors for trucks
(detection of hidden
persons) (6)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) UNHCR (2017), (3) UK Government, Official
website (3-3-16), (4) UK Government, Official website (31-7-15), (5) Calais
migrants: Work to start on UK-funded wall (7-9-16), (6) UK Government,
Official website (31-7-15), (7) Calais migrants: How is the UK-France border
policed? (3-3-16)

The United Kingdom put pressure on France to build
walls around the port of Calais on the Eurotunnel
route connecting France and the United Kingdom.
It is the only wall built within a Member State. The
United Kingdom invested millions of pounds (Calais
Research, n.d.) on notable occasions to strengthen
surveillance and control of the port of Calais.

D) ARCTIC ROUTE: NORWAY
BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

NORWAY (1) (2) (3)

RUSSIA

Separation

States of Norway with Russia

Total border between both
areas

196 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 200 m (4)
Height: 4 m (4)

Starting year

2016 (4)

Year of completion

2016 (5)

Reasons for its construction

Security, immigration (5)

Intended geographical
delimitation

EU-Russia, NATO-Russia,
borders outside the EU, entry
into Schengen area

State of militarisation

Wire fence, surveillance
cameras (5)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) UNHCR (2017), (2) Government of Norway, Official website (n.d) (3)
Johnson, Howard (6-10-16), (4) Reuters (24-8-16), (5) Johnson, Howard
(7-10-16)
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After the walls and operations carried out in many
countries on the Balkan routepractically closed the
route, refugees and migrants in 2015 diverted, opening the Arctic route (Frontex, 2017). So the migratory
flow increased to the northern countries, and in particular to the border station of Storskog in Norway
with Russia. Most of the people who arrived at the
gates of Norway were asylum seekers from Syria and
Afghanistan (Frontex, 2017). Norway built a fence in
2016 at the Storskog border crossing.

E) BALTIC REPUBLICS AND THE BORDER WITH
RUSSIA: LATVIA, ESTONIA, LITHUANIA
The Baltic republics are also beginning to build walls
and fences on their borders because of the possible
arrival of refugees, in order to control border smuggling and because of territorial tensions with Russia
with which they share a border. In fact, the governments of the three republics announced the intention to build walls in 2015 (Economist, 2015) when
the closure of the Balkan route began. The already
complicated relations between these republics and
Russia became tenser as a result of the conflict with
Ukraine, although the migration issue is also one of
the reasons for building a fence on their border. They
all impact entry into the European Union and the
Schengen area.

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

LATVIA (1) (2) (3)

RUSSIA

Separation

States of Latvia and Russia

Total border between both
areas

276 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Various sections:(4)
Length: 23 km in 2017(5)(8),
90 km (planned) (4)
Height: 2 m (6)

Starting year

2015 (7)

Year of completion

2017 (5) with extensions
until 2019 planned (5) (6)

Reasons for its construction

Security, territorial tension,
immigration smuggling (1) (6)

Intended geographical
delimitation

EU-Russia, NATO-Russia,
borders outside the EU,
entry into Schengen area

State of militarisation

Wire fence (4), 200 border
guards (6), surveillance
cameras and sensors (4)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) ACNUR (2017), (3) Jones, Reece (2016: 87),
(4)‘Great Estonian Wall:’ Country decides to cut itself off from Russia ...
with 2.5-meter fence (17-3-16), (5) Latvia completes 23km of ‘antimigrant wall’ on Russian border (5-1-17), (6) Smagare, Silvija (1-11-17), (7)
Latvia began building a fence on the border with Russia (14-12-15), (8)
Jegelevicius, Linas (12-5-17)
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Latvia started building a fence in 2015 and extended
it until 2017.

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

ESTONIA (1) (2) (3)

RUSSIA

Separation

States of Estonia and Russia

Total border between both
areas

294 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length 1.6 km in 2018(4)(8),
110 km planned(5)
Height: 2.5 m (5)

Starting year

2016/17-2018 (3) (4) (6) (8)

Year of completion

2018 with extensions until
2018-2019 planned (3)

Reasons for its construction

Security, territorial tension,
immigration, smuggling (1) (6)

Intended geographical
delimitation

EU-Russia, NATO-Russia,
borders outside the EU,
entry into Schengen area

State of militarisation

Barbed wire, surveillance
systems (3), drones (7)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) UNHCR (2017), (3) Government of Estonia,
Official website (2-6-16), (4) Estonia mulls applying for EU co-financing of
border fence construction (16-02-2018), (5)Estonia ‘plans Russia border
fence’ amid Ukraine tensions (28-8-16), (6) Sytas and Mardiste(8-3-16), (7)
Latvia completes 23km of ‘anti-migrant wall’ on Russian border (5-1-17) (8)
Jegelevicius, Linas (12-5-17)

Like Hungary, Estonia is proposing that the European
Union finance its fence on the basis it will protect external borders and NATO allies. Its cost is estimated
at 197 million euros (Financial Observer, 2018).

BUILDING COUNTRY

BORDERING COUNTRY

LITHUANIA (1) (2) (3) (4)

RUSSIA (KALININGRAD)

Separation

States of Lithuania and Russian
(Kaliningrad enclave)

Total border between both
areas

227 km

Physical barriers (distances)

Length: 44.6 km (8)
Height: 2 m (3)(9)

Starting year

2017 (5) (6) (8)

Year of completion

2017 (3) (6) (7)

Reasons for its construction

Security, territorial tension,
immigration (1) (3) (5) (8) (9)

Intended geographical
delimitation

EU-Russia, NATO-Russia,
borders outside the EU,
entry into Schengen area

State of militarisation

Wire fence, video surveillance
(109 km from the border) (8)

Compiled by the authors with data from the following sources:
(1) The Economist (2015), (2) UNHCR (2017), (3) Lithuania plans fence on
Russian Kaliningrad border (17-6-17), (4) Jones, Reece (2017,78), (5) Obrez,
Veliki (24-8-17), (6) Jegelevicius, Linas (12-5-17), (7) Fence on LithuaniaKaliningrad border to be completed Wednesday (20-12-17), (8) Lithuania
starts building fence on border with Russia (6-6-17), (9) Murphy, Francois
(5-6-17)
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The case of Lithuania is similar to the rest of the Baltic
republics. It built a wall in 2017, in this case against
Russia, but in the enclave of Kaliningrad.

Total length of walls
In total, the investigation estimates that the construction of border walls by EU member states and the
Schengen area totals 957.4 km. If we also take into account Macedonia, which is not a member of either the
EU or Schengen but is a member of the Balkan route,
the estimated total of walls and fences to prevent the
entry of forcibly displaced and migrated persons is
990.5 kilometres.
In short, the policy of building walls began in the
1990s, boosted in 2012 and sharply accelerated in
2015, marks a trend that seems to be increasing.
Member States are responding to the movements
of forcibly displaced people who come to the gates
of Europe by erecting walls and militarising borders,
even between member states. The building of walls
is a clear sign that governments prefer to wall themselves in rather than welcome people in desperate
circumstances, a clear violation and lack of commitment to human rights. The worst thing is that it will
be very complicated and much more difficult to tear
down the walls than it has been to build them.
The walls and measures to control migratory movements have not closed the routes, but have redefined
them, which means the migratory flows are forced
to divert to undertake longer and more dangerous
routes. Longer routes lead to higher prices paid to
smugglers, which also leads to greater indebtedness
of the people making the journey and a greater risk
to their lives.

3.2.1 CONTROLS IN THE SCHENGEN AREA
The 1985 Schengen Agreement has been successively extended by agreements that have extended
or modified aspects of it, such as the 1990 Schengen
Implementing Convention (SIC), implemented in 1995,
which granted the right to free movement among the
population of the Schengen area countries, although
it would be further extended at a later date. Together
with, the successive treaties and regulations of Amsterdam and Dublin (II and III) that regulated the petition of asylum seekers, among others.
In 2006 the Schengen Borders Code (SBC) was approved by regulation 562/2006 (European Union,
2006), which was also later revised in 2016. The
Schengen Borders Code established a common standard and legislation for the Schengen area, and for the
temporary introduction of internal controls at the
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borders of the Schengen members, at the discretion
of each State and under certain conditions and for a
limited time period which can be extended. Internal
controls can be carried out based on the detection of
serious threats to public security or the internal security of the European Union (European Union, 2006).
The establishment of these controls must be communicated to the European Commission and may also be
established from a proposal of the Commission.
In other words, internal controls in the Schengen area
from 2006 onwards must be carried out in accordance
with certain parameters and are regarded as extraordinary measures:
“The Schengen standards continue to allow national authorities to reintroduce exceptional and temporary internal
border controls in the event of a serious threat to security
or serious deficiencies at the external borders which could
jeopardise the overall functioning of the Schengen area.”
(European Union, 2014)

Since the approval of the SBC, internal controls increased (with occasional slight decreases) until 2017.
There was a significant increase from 2014, when
fewer than 5 controls were triggered to almost 20 in
one year.
Migratory movements have been one of the main reasons for the reinforcement of internal borders, followed by political events, which are often summits
and international meetings.9

9. See table of annexes: Annex 2. Internal controls within the Schengen
area (2006-2017).

These controls are linked to virtual walls, as controls
are not only reinforced by agents, but also by the expansion of biometric data collection. This in practice
means the tracking, recording, monitoring, control and
storage of the data of all our movements across the
borders of the Schengen area.
Several controls have been questioned, for example, the case of France and the controls reintroduced
at its border with Italy in 2011. What prompted the
French government’s control of the border was the
Italian government’s decision to grant a six-month
permit to thousands of people from North Africa
(Chiara, 2014: 20), which also allowed these people
to travel between Schengen countries. The response
of the French government was the reintroduction of
border controls with Italy. As set out by Chiara (2014:
21), the control violated the principles of non-discrimination and freedom of movement between Schengen
countries in accordance with European and national
laws.
In conclusion, the construction of walls is not the only
policy deployed to control movement and intercept
migratory flows, internal controls in the Schengen
area have also been used at an increasing rate. Although in theory these controls are exceptional, (Chiara, 2014: 19) since 2006, and especially from 2014,
they have become the norm.

3.3 MARITIME WALLS
The study includes the main maritime operations carried out to control migratory flows in the Mediterranean based on their duration in time and deployment.

Graph 3. Evolution of controls
in Schengen area countries (2006-2017)
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Fuente: Elaboración propia a partir de fuentes del Parlamento Europeo (Parlamento Europeo, 2016)
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The first operation Hera was first carried out in 2006 and is always deployed during the summer months, when migratory movements
are most frequent. This operation is within the framework of the European Patrols Network (EPN)

This is undertaken in the terrestrial area of the Canary Islands and in Senegalese waters and is financed by Frontex with France’s
collaboration. Its main objective, like that of operation Indalus is to curb the entry of people into the European Union, although
secondarily it also pursues other activities. The Guardia Civil contributes a ship, patrol boat, International Coordination Centre (ICC)(b) in
Madrid and the Regional Centre in Las Palmas de Gran Canarias.

In 2016, collaboration began with NATO patrols (Operation Sophia) operating in the central Mediterranean, completely militarising the
issue of migratory flows (11).

In 2015, the operation was replaced by Poseidon Rapid Intervention (PRI) (10). The PRI was initially created to be carried out at the end of
2015 for a period of three months. Member States contributed a number of experts and technical equipment. The aim of the operation
was to speed up the registration and identification of people on the Greek islands.

It should be borne in mind that the operation’s wide geographical area of action considerably reduced the possibility of rescuing people
at sea.

Both Poseidon and Triton were strengthened when their budget tripled in 2015(7) €18 million for half a year for operation Poseidon and
€38 million for one year for Triton (8). Even so, they did not match the Italian Mare Nostrum operation, which had a budget of 9 million
per month (9). This reinforcement included a rapid deployment of staff, including experts in filtering arrivals, questioning them and in
fingerprint analysis from several Schengen member countries.

Its main objective was to intercept migrant entry, register and identify them and assist the Greek authorities in deportation and
re-admissions at the points with the highest volume of people. However, its objectives increasingly expanded to include among its
functions those of crimes related to smuggling, illegal fishing and other activities in the border area.

More than 5,000 people, mainly from Afghanistan, Pakistan and Bangladesh, attempted to cross European borders in the first quarter
of 2010 (5). At this point it was reinforced to also replace operation RABIT 2010 in Greece(6), and to establish a broader operational
framework, covering Greece’s borders with Turkey, Albania and Bulgaria. 26 member states became part of the operation, in border
control by land, sea and air.

The joint operation Poseidon was introduced due to the large migratory movements that reach the gates of Europe via the Balkan route
and via North Africa and that will continue to increase. The operation started in 2006 in the framework of the European Patrols Network
(EPN)(a), together with other joint patrol operations: Hera, Indalo, Minerva, Triton....

“Frontex’s operation Triton has a clear border management remit, which means that it will neither now nor ever be geared towards
search and rescue of lives, but will focus on patrolling the coasts and investigating asylum seekers who disembark. Moreover, its staff
will not go as far into international waters as those of Mare Nostrum, where so many people perish, but will stay close to the European
coastline. In addition, Triton’s budget is EUR 3 million per month, compared with EUR 9 million per month allocated by Italy to Mare
Nostrum. “(4).

Operation Mare Nostrum marks the beginning of the turn towards even more militarised operations. Human rights organisations
have become critical of the escalating militarisation of operations to control migratory flows in the Mediterranean, as denounced by
Amnesty International in 2014:

It was replaced by Operation Triton, coordinated by the Frontex Agency, but with a budgetary allocation that was a third less than Italy
had allocated, despite being under the umbrella of the European Union, and had a mandate that was much less humanitarian and more
for security and in pursuing smugglers.

The operation Mare Nostrum launched in October 2013 by the Italian government lasted one year; it was managed from the Ministry
of Defence with a budget of about 110 million euros (1). The operation included the army, ‘carabineros’, Red Cross personnel, Ministry of
the Interior technicians and volunteer staff (2). Its mandate was mainly humanitarian, and it managed to save around 115,000 lives in
the Mediterranean (3).

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OPERATION

Table 4. Main maritime operations to control migratory flows
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Operation Triton is also within the framework of the European Patrols Network (EPN).

This operation was replaced in 2015 by Operation EUNAVFOR Med (renamed Operation Sophia), in which the collaboration of NATO
operatives deployed in the Mediterranean was sought. This ended up completely militarising operations to control migratory flows.

A total of 26 European countries participated in operation Triton with the deployment of technicians and equipment; Austria, Belgium,
Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

Triton was strengthened in 2015 (becoming Expanded Triton), along with operation Poseidon, in budget and equipment; ships, patrol
boats, helicopters and teams of people specialised in filtering people, among others (17).

At the request of the Italian coastguards, Frontex ships could be redirected when there were large movements of people in areas
outside the area of operations.

Operation Triton replaced Operation Mare Nostrum in 2014, deployed by the Italian government, and the two joint operations Hermes
and Aeneas also operating in the area. Triton was coordinated by Frontex to reinforce the Italian coastguards but led by the Italian
Ministry of Defence, and covered the territorial waters of Italy and Malta (16). It was much more focused on ending the business of
traffickers than saving people. With a much smaller budget than the Italian operation; 3 million per month.

Initially up to 14 Member States committed resources, although two months later only 8 of these remained active. Some of the agents
deployed as part of the operation will be assigned to interview migrants in immigration detention centres (15) Experts from Italy,
Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Switzerland, Sweden and Spain took part.

According to the Agency, another important task will be to provide assistance in organising return operations to the countries of origin:
“Next important element of this operation will be to provide assistance at the following stage focusing on organising return operations
to the countries of origin.” (14).

This is a maritime operation for border surveillance and control to support Italy and Malta, led by Italy. One of its main objectives is the
identification of people.

The operation involves troops from twelve member states; France, Italy, Portugal, Belgium, the Netherlands, Poland, Estonia, Lithuania,
Romania, Denmark, Switzerland and Norway, and a guest third country, Moldova it has been running since 2006 in the same months of
the year. This is also in the framework of the European Patrols Network (EPN).

This operation takes place in the ports of Algeciras, Tarifa and Ceuta in the Spanish State. Its purpose is to ensure the deportation of
immigrants by detecting them through inspections at border points and detecting border related crimes. The operation is led by the
National Police and coordinated by FRONTEX.

This operation has also been carried out since 2006 in the same months. This operation is within the framework of the European
Patrols Network (EPN)

The operation has been carried out in the waters of Cadiz, Malaga, Granada, Almeria and Murcia, and the States of Belgium, Czech
Republic, France, Italy, Latvia, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania and Sweden take part in it.

This is the first migration flow control operation led by the Spanish Guardia Civil and its main objective is to control the arrival of people
at the air and sea borders of southern Spain. It also provides for the fight against cross-border criminal activities. The operation is
financed by Frontex, which has also deployed 69 officers in Spain, along with a ship and an air plane to assist with surveillance and
smuggling tasks.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OPERATION
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Collaboration with NATO to deal with migratory flows sets a dangerous precedent, since a military organisation intervenes to deal with
social issues and, moreover, this is not included among its functions. This is a major militarisation of the issue of migrants, which NATO
also sees as a threat to global security.

The operation was extended in the summer of 2017 until December 2018 (21) as well as its mandate, it is now envisaged that the
training of the Libyan Coast Guard, new surveillance operations, illegal oil export trafficking over Libya and an increase in the exchange
of information on trafficking in human beings be monitored with various law enforcement agencies, Member States, Frontex and
Europol.

In the case of NATO vessels, it is not one of their functions to rescue immigrants unless their lives are in danger, in which case they
must be returned to Turkey with the human rights violations this may entail. There is a substantial difference with the European Union
protocols which state that rescued persons should be returned to the nearest European country.

The operation involves Frontex and the Greek and Turkish coastguards. Its mission was to dissuade the mafias that control migratory
movements and to gather information about them, monitor the movements of vessels in the Aegean Sea and the destruction of vessels
used by the mafias to transport migrants, and consequently the mafias now increasingly use cheaper and less secure means. In no case
does the operation include rescue, beyond the obligation stipulated under international law. Later on, it would include the training of
the Libyan coastguards (19) in its mandate and the control of the arms embargo imposed on Libya by the UN, a mission carried out by
NATO patrols.

At the request of Germany, Greece and Turkey, the Ministries of Defence of 28 European Union member states, in May 2015, approved
a joint operation with NATO patrols. Patrols had already been deployed in the Mediterranean since the attacks of 11 September as part
of operation Sea Guardian, to control terrorism (18). NATO is thus extends the mandate of its operation in which it will provide logistical
support and share information on the movement of vessels with the EU.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OPERATION

Notes:		
(a) Framework of European Patrols Network (EPN): this is a permanent regional border security concept allowing synchronisation of Member
States’ national measures and their integration into joint European activities and with Frontex. This brings together existing State activities with EU
reinforcement and coordination. This is the first time that an EU maritime border surveillance system has been deployed. The first stage takes place in
the Mediterranean and in the Atlantic. In a second stage, a more organisational part is deployed where the National Coordination Centres of each State
are key; they will share information and will in turn coordinate with Frontex.		
(b) National Coordination Centres (NCCs): the coordination hub of the European border surveillance programme, Eurosur, are the network of National
Coordination Centres (NCCs). Each Member State establishes an NCC, which brings together the authorities responsible for border control in a given
Member State. Its functions are to coordinate border surveillance activities at national level and to serve as an exchange for information, which they
gather at national and local level. All this information is shared with the other Member States and with Frontex.		

(1) 9 million per month in one year, Human Rights Watch (17-09-14), (2) Ministerio della Difensa (n. d ),(3) European Concil on Refuguees and Exilies
(ECRE) (24-10-14), (4) Amnesty International (31-10-14), (5) Frontex (26-3-11), (6) Frontex (3-3-1 1), (7) Frontex (23-4-15), (8) Frontex (26-5-15), (9)
Taylor Adam (20-4-15), (10) Frontex (17-12-15), (11) (12)Guardia Civil (1-8-16) (13) Ministerio del Interior de España (27-7-17), (14) Frontex (22-2-11), (15)
Frontex (25-2-11),(16) Frontex (10-10-16), (17) Frontex (23-4-15), (18)Ministerio del Interior español (2018), (19) Frontex (13-12-16) (20) Departamento de
Seguridad Nacional del Estado Español (2018 )

Compiled by the authors based on data from Frontex, the Spanish Ministry of the Interior, and the Italian Ministry of Defence(Ministerio della Difensa (n.d))
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The Italian state carried out one: Mare Nostrum, while
the rest were operations coordinated by Frontex or
carried out in coordination with NATO (Operation Sophia).
To conclude, of the main operations carried out in the
Mediterranean, none has had a single and specific
mandate to rescue people, but rather to prosecute
border-related crimes.
The operations analysed put the EU security narrative into practice. The fact that a military organisation such as NATO participates in a coordinated way
(Operation Sophia) with Frontex also marks a step
towards the militarisation of the management of migratory flows. It is clearly the case that the assistance
and rescue of people can be carried out by a civilian
fleet with the means to assist people, separating
them from the operations carried out against criminals, but this is not being done. The securitization and
militarisation of operations in the Mediterranean is
therefore evident.
In addition, one of the objectives of the military interventions is to intercept the boats used by the mafias to carry refugees and migrants and destroy them
(EUNAVFORMED Sophia, 2015). As a result, the smugglers have started to use cheaper and cheaper means,
replacing large boats with zodiac-type boats, which
make the journey more dangerous.

On 7 March 2017, the European Council adopted a new
regulation amending the Schengen Borders Code to
strengthen border controls (European Union, 2016).
It also obliges member states to carry out and apply
systematic checks at their borders and to verify data
in databases developed by the European Union.

EU-LISA (European Agency for the
Operational Management of Large-Scale IT
Systems in the Area of Freedom, Security And
Justice)
The EU-LISA Agency became operational in 2012 and
is a key agency for virtual border management, as it
is responsible for the management of some of the
main IT systems related to the border and movement
controls discussed below: Visa Information System
(VIS), Schengen Information System (SIS II) and the
EURODAC data storage system. The EU-LiISA Agency
implements large-scale data processing, accumulation, monitoring and control.
According to the Agency itself, the movement of people is now also a risk factor and a security threat that
must be tracked and monitored. We can speak not
only of the securitization of migratory movements,
but also of the securitization of all people’s movements. As set out in the Agency’s description:
“EU-LISA helps to ensure that Europeans can move freely
within the EU without affecting Europe’s security.” (European

4. VIRTUAL WALLS

Union, 2017)

4.1 VIRTUAL WALLS
AND SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS

4.2 SYSTEMS FOR THE CONTROL AND
STORAGE OF DATA ON MOVEMENTS
ACROSS BORDERS

The expansion of control, surveillance, analysis and
data collection systems is a fundamental part of border management policies and is part of the model for
the construction of Fortress Europe. When we speak
of virtual borders, we refer to the surveillance systems that are deployed and that normally accompany
and reinforce the physical barriers and functions of
border guards.

This is a brief analysis of the main technological
movement control systems, which make up the virtual borders, promoted by the European Union and
implemented by the Member states. These systems
are based on the control of the movement of people,
and the storage of data to analyse them according to
algorithms, so as to be able to assess the risk that a
person entails for the European Union.

These systems are part of the expansion of technological systems to treat and manage migratory flows
and the movement of people. They represent the socalled technologicalization of immigration, which is
also an essential part of securitization policies. We
can also speak of a technologicalization of security,
which is subordinating our security to technology. The
detection of biometric data is a common characteristic of some of these systems.

Systems are also implemented so that the transit of
certain people considered “safe” can be carried out
more easily and quickly.
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■■ EURODAC: EURODAC is a centralised identity document control system, introduced in the European
Union in 1993. It was the first system within the
EU to store fingerprints and other biometric data
in a bank. It serves to identify asylum seekers and
persons intercepted without documentation at external borders, but also to identify if a person who
BUILDING WALLS

has entered and asked for asylum, has entered in
manner considered “irregular”.
■■ VIS (Visa Information System): The Visa Information System approved in 2008 records all visa
requests to enter the Schengen area of the European Union, and these are made available to law
enforcement bodies. It also works with biometric
data. The idea of VIS is to detect possible threats,
again within a framework of global securitization
where threats to states are extended, and where
the origin in many cases determines the threat. It
also allows visas to be refused to people who do
not meet the requirements requested by the Member States.
■■ SIS II (Schengen Information System): The second
generation of SIS is SIS II, which was implemented
in 2013. This is the Schengen Information System,
which is responsible for controlling access for all
people who want to enter the Schengen area. Initially created as a tool for the security of Member
States to control the movement of people across
borders, it has since been enhanced with investigative functions added which enables a border security official to trigger an alarm according to the
profile of the person entering the Schengen area.
■■ SMART BORDERS SYSTEM: In February 2013 the
European Commission proposed a package of measures for border control called Smart Borders that
proposed to establish an Entry/Exit System (EES),
and a Registered Traveller Programme (RTP). This
system was intended to make border control procedures faster, coordinated and to able to integrate
new technologies such as biometric data throughout the Schengen area.
■■ EES (Entry/Exit scheme): The system controls
the time and place of entry and exit of all nationals and third country nationals. It also serves to
control the duration and compliance of the authorised short entries. If there is a breach it will
trigger alarms to all the Member States. It replaces the passport stamp with biometric data such
as fingerprints and facial records, which will then
be stored by the EU-LISA Agency.
■■ RTP (Registered Traveller Programme): This
system fine tunes the control and establishes
typologies of people travelling and moving
across the borders of the Schengen area. One
category is that of frequent travellers who are
facilitated the control of their movement across
borders, but after a prior screening of their background and profile. In this way there are travellers who can move faster between checkpoints,
establishing categories and hierarchies in the
movement of people.
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■■ ETIAS (European Travel Information and Authorisation System): This is an electronic system for
visitors from countries that do not require a visa
to enter the Schengen area. The programme subjects the applicant to a detailed check, which will
be managed by Frontex. The system was proposed
by the European Commission in 2016 and approved
by the European Council in 2017 (European Parliament, 2016), in the words of President Jean-Claude
Juncker: “This way we will know who is travelling
to Europe before they even get here” (European
Commission, 2016). Control systems are expanded
beyond and before crossing the borders. The system is expected to be ready by 2020. Once again,
the mobility of persons appears as a threat to the
security of the European Union: “ETIAS ensures that
these people do not pose a security risk” (Schengen
Visa Info, 2017).
■■ SLTD (Stolen Lost Travel Documents): It is INTERPOL’s database system for lost and stolen travel
documents, created in 2002 in the wake of the 9/11
attacks (same as the I-Checkitsystem).
■■ I-Checkit system: the system was developed in
2002 by Interpol after the 9/11 attacks to improve
air safety. It involves other social sectors such as
airlines or the maritime industry who act as border security agents. Security officers may use the
database to detect stolen or lost documents available in the Interpol database. States delegate part
of their security to external agents, which is typical
of policies of the securitization paradigm (Aziz Z,
2013).
As a conclusion, we can state that there is a clear
securitization of the movement of people, which is
considered a suspicious activity and a threat. In order to carry out this control, surveillance and control,
systems are expanded in border areas. But these systems are not only implemented to control refugees
and migrants, they also have an impact on society
in general. We are all monitored and controlled at
our border crossing, and our movements are shared
among various agents, archived and analysed in a
database. There is a development of technology that
allows the collection of biometric data, which allows
our personality to be identifiable through our physical features and characteristics. Surveillance-based
security expands.
These systems establish hierarchies in the movement of people, from the level of control to the speed
with which people are allowed to move between territories. Therefore, it is not only the movement that
is controlled, it is also how easy people are able to
move based on the risks that the person may pose
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to the system (due to aspects such as place of origin,
countries previously visited, political militancy and
activism, among others).

4.3 SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM FOR BORDER
AREAS: EUROSUR
In addition to developing systems for the control,
recording and monitoring of movements across
borders, surveillance systems are also established
whose main objective is to monitor external borders
in order to intercept border-related activities, including intercepting people trying to reach European soil.

EUROSUR (European Surveillance System of
Borders)
EUROSUR is a comprehensive control and surveillance programme for the external maritime borders of
southern Europe, which was inaugurated in Warsaw
at the Frontex headquarters at the end of 2013, and
which had been earlier been implemented in Spain. It
is a real-time control, surveillance and information
sharing system focused on migration. The SIVE (Integrated External Surveillance System) of the Spanish
State and the SBInet programme for the United States
border with Mexico (Duez, 2014), have served as a reference to create EUROSUR.
It is mainly based on coordinated surveillance for the
south-eastern European border, for which Member
States have to set up coordination centres in their
territory, something that is not easy for all States
to achieve, although the European Union helps with
funding. These national coordination centres will be
connected to each other and to Frontex, which also
incorporates information from other programmes
developed in other States, such as the Spanish SIVE
surveillance system. EUROSUR, for example, in the
Spanish state, is carried out by the Guardia Civil, where
other agents such as the army and the national police
participate in secondary roles (Andersson, 2016).
In practice it also means extending migration controls
to African territory, in order to intercept immigration
before it reaches Europe. EUROSUR has been extended with the approval of the European Commission to
other external land borders.
The creation of the EUROSUR programme by the European Commission also comes with the contradictory
rhetoric it has developed on migration, a humanitarian but also security discourse, where immigration
is established as a threat that must be intercepted
before reaching the territory of a Member State, and
where immigration is equated with other traditional
threats and crimes (European Parliament, 2013).
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In short, at the beginning of the 21st century, a movement control system in the border area is increasingly
being developed. The EUROSUR programme reflects
the political will to expand these surveillance and
control systems.

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
The countries of the European Union are dealing with
the movements of forcibly displaced persons and migratory flows by constructing walls, locking down borders, securitization, militarism, and by outsourcing the
surveillance and monitoring of people’s movements.
All these policies are legitimized and reinforced by
xenophobic and racist policies which expand in size
and scope, consolidating the structural violence which
establishes the illegality of people, migratory flows
and the movement of people as big threat to our security. Ultimately, by establishing the social, political,
and physical walls as a necessity, based on the idea
that the more closed in among ourselves we are, the
less room there will be for insecurity and terror in our
territories.
The narrative of threats and fear has permeated
throughout the European Union. Member States and
the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex) have reinforced, in discourse and practice, security policies that address people’s movement as a
threat and migration as a crime. Its purpose is to stop
people before they reach European borders rather
than rescue them.
The European Agency for the Border and Coast Guard
(Frontex) develops an active role in the deportations
that often violate the rights of asylum-seeking persons. Through agreements with third countries, asylum-seekers end up in a variety of states that violate
human rights, have weak democracies, or have a low
human development index. All of this rejects humanitarian methods of dealing with large flows of migrants, or studying or addressing structural problems
of global violence and economic inequality.
The possible option that assisting and rescuing people could be done by a civil fleet with means to assist people, and thus separate them from the actions
carried out against crimes associated with the border
areas.
The analysis of the influence and political propagation
of xenophobic discourse in the different countries,
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and in particular in Germany, Austria, Denmark, the
Netherlands and Sweden, shows great similarities,
indicating how terribly easy it can be to reach an amplification of the racist thesis in certain scenarios. The
analysis shows that certain non-xenophobic parties,
upon seeing an increase in votes for racist competitors, opportunistically sieze part of the xenophobic
discourse in hopes of capturing a sector of the voters.
They choose to do so instead of daring to consolidate
their own discourse that would move them away from
xenophobic ideas and that could demonstrate a true
commitment to the sulllied human rights that the European Union claims to defend.
Thus, the most racist parties get to see their proposals amplified without hardly any effort. This is how
they implement a discourse about the “other” as an
enemy, as well as they build a narrative about a civilized interior and a barbarous exterior, for which it’s
necessary to build walls of all kinds to feel safe and
protected. The perversion of many governments is
to use fear to launch racist messages and encourage
xenophobia.
In addition, programs and tools expand to create virtual borders which surveil our movements. But the
methods established by virtual borders go beyond
creating systems for movement control and analysis. They also create conceptual barriers that reproduce dynamics of territorial power. Countries that can
choose who enters and who does not and for what
reasons wind up generating hierarchies in terms of
freedom of movement. Country of birth determines
the freedom or lack thereof for people to move. Those
aspects are not entirely new, but modern systems of
border control being developed, record all our movements in a much more thorough way.
Another purpose of the expansion of virtual borders,
such as the system EUROSUR, is to intercept refugees and migrants before they reach the borders of
the European Union to avoid even having to deal with
them.
In short, the European Union and its member states
are rallying behind erecting of mental walls and
granting space to xenophobic discourses that criminalize the movement of people. In this way, they legitimize the construction of the “Fortress Europe” that
is expanding with the creation of new agencies such
as Frontex, the reinforcement of external borders and
the construction of physical and virtual walls across
the European space. As a result, European border
policy moves towards the construction of structures
based on racism and inequality, where our movements are a suspicious activity and where the “other”
constitutes a threat.
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Recommendations
■■ Governments should reverse the policies that lead
us to walling ourselves in and defending a fortress
in which the privileged and secure live. This is not
a solution to global security problems.
■■ Political parties and governments must open a debate that includes civil society on the security model we want, and abandon the security doctrines
that lead us to address social issues with instruments of the police, military and social control. It is
necessary to open a new social debate on security
that treats social and humanitarian issues within
the framework of human security.
■■ The European Union and the Member States should
make the border area a place of meeting and mutual knowledge. This should also be applied to the
Schengen area.
■■ The use of a militarised agency such as Frontex to
manage the migration issue in the Mediterranean
increases the risk and suffering of migrants. The
European Union should reduce the role of Frontex
and create a non-militarised European humanitarian agency, focusing on the rescue of people, with
resources and civilian staff specialised in humanitarian aid for refugees and migrants, or entrust
such tasks to specialised humanitarian agencies
and organisations.
■■ Civil society and political parties should rigorously
study the structural causes of 68.5 million people having to flee their homes by force, in order
to implement prevention policies based on global
economic justice and to prevent war and armed
conflict.
■■ Public institutions should reinforce and implement campaigns to prevent racism and xenophobia, involving the education system at all levels,
promoting an education based on human rights.
To advance a practice of coexistence and mutual
respect in all areas of society.
■■ Governments should facilitate and provide resources and expand the possibility of making asylum
claims in the place of origin, in order to save costs
and human lives. However this is not a solution
applicable to countries with conflicts in which their
state structures have been destroyed, for which
other avenues of asylum should be found.
■■ Political parties should demonstrate and exercise
programmatic coherence within the framework of
the fundamental and foundational rights that the
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European Union claims to defend, without falling
into the trap of electoralism.
■■ Political parties, public institutions and governments should not allow the racist discourse of the
extreme right to influence migration policies that
violate people’s basic rights.
■■ Civil society and social movements must continue
to promote actions that confront the conservative
and ultra-conservative narrative, building alternatives based on encounter, coexistence and the
culture of peace. A great tool for this can be the
management of real data on immigration by civil
society to precisely deny xenophobic discourses
and prejudices that are always held about the migrant population.

In short, militarised systems of “security” that are imposed, create mental and physical walls, divert attention and fail to confront the real problems, violence
and inequality of people, and fostering the business
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of an industrial security complex that is granted more
areas of influence than to organisations that defend
human rights.
If we want to advance as a society towards respect,
acceptance, coexistence and the protection of human
rights, we must welcome the people who knock at our
door, because there is no other viable alternative. We
need messengers to speak of the international policies that are generating more violence, insecurity
and economic inequality, so that they can explain the
impact of these policies on society and share their in
depth analysis of what needs to change.
The more walls we build, the harder it will be to tear
them down, the further we shall move away from each
other. Do we feel safer in a fortress? Do we want to live
in a world surrounded by walls? Now more than ever,
displaced people bring a heart-breaking message:
more and more people are fleeing violence and global
economic inequality. By walling ourselves means we
do not allow the message to reach us and therefore
we cannot mobilise ourselves to change the situation.
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■■ Zacher, M. W. (2001) The Territorial Integrity Norm: International Boundaries and the Use of Force.
International Organization, 55(2), 215–250. https://doi.org/10.1162/00208180151140568
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ANNEX 1
Frontex Budget 2005-2017
BUDGET
2005

6,280,202

2006

19,166,300

2007

41,980,000

2008

70,432,000

2009

83,250,000

2010

92,846,928

2011

118,187,000

2012

89,578,000

2013

93,950,000

2014

97,945,077

2015

143,300,000

2016

232,757,000

2017

302,029,000

TOTAL

1,391,701,507

Compiled by the authors from Frontex’s
annual budgets (Frontex, 2005-2017)

ANNEX 2
Internal controls within the Schengen area (2006-2017)
Year
2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Country of
implementation

No.
Controls

Reasons

France

1

Event

Finland

2

Political event

France

1

Political event

Finland

1

Political event

Islandia

1

Event

Austria

1

Sports event [Eurocup 2008]

France

1

Social mobilisation

Finland

1

Political event

Iceland

1

Event

Germany

1

Political event

France

3

Italy

1

Political event

Spain

1

Social mobilisation

Norway

1

Event

Denmark

1

Political event

Malta

1

Event

Estonia

1

Political event

France

1

Political event

Latvia

1

Political event

Portugal

1

Political event

Austria

1

Political event

Norway

1

Terrorist attack

Sweden

1

Terrorist attack

France

1

Political event
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Year

2012
2013

2014

2015

Country of
implementation

No.
Controls

Reasons

Spain

1

Political event

Poland

1

Sports event [Eurocup 2012]

Norway

1

Event

Poland

1

Political event

The Netherlands

1

Event

Belgium

1

Political event

Norway

1

Terrorist threat

Estonia

1

Political event

Germany

6

Austria

5

Migratory movements

Slovenia

2

Migratory movements

Hungary

1

Migratory movements

Malta

1

Political event/terrorist threat/Fight against human trafficking

Sweden

1

Migratory movements

France

2

Norway

1

Political event
5 due to migratory movements

Political event
State of emergency [Paris Attacks 13/10/2015]
Migratory movements
Migratory movements
Migratory movements

Denmark

4

Council Recommendation of 12 May 2016 under Article 29 (1). Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 11 November 2016. Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Migratory movements

Sweden

3

Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 11 November 2016.(2) Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Migratory movements

Norway

3

2016

Council Recommendation of 12 May 2016 under Article 29 (1). Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 11 November 2016. Criterion [a]
Migratory movements

Belgium

1

France

2

Migratory movements
Sports event [Tour de France]

Germany

52

2

Austria

2

Poland

1

State of emergency [Nice Attacks, 14/7/2016]State of emergency
[Nice Attacks, 14/7/2016]
Council Recommendation of 12 May 2016 under Article 29 (1). Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 11 November 2016. Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 12 May 2016 under Article 29 (1). Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Council Recommendation of 11 November 2016. Criterion [a]
Migratory movements
Political events
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Year

Country of
implementation

No.
Controls

Reasons

Malta

1

Political events

France

2

Terrorist threat
Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements

Austria

3

Council Recommendation of 11 May 2017.(4) Criterion [b] Migratory
movements
Secondary movements: Security situation in Europe and threats arising from
continuing significant secondary movements
Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements

Germany

3

Council Recommendation of 11 May 2017.(4) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements
Secondary movements: Security situation in Europe and threats arising from
continuing significant secondary movements
Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b] Migratory
movements

2017

Denmark

3

Council Recommendation of 11 May 2017.(4) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements
Secondary movements: Security situation in Europe and threats arising from
continuing significant secondary movements
Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements

Sweden

4

Council Recommendation of 11 May 2017.(4) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements
Secondary movements: Security situation in Europe and threats arising from
continuing significant secondary movements
Social mobilisation
Council Recommendation of 07 February 2017.(3) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements

Norway

4

Council Recommendation of 11 May 2017.(4) Criterion [b]
Migratory movements
Sports Event [World Road Cycling Championship]
Secondary movements: Security situation in Europe and threats arising from
continuing significant secondary movements

Compiled by the authors from European Parliament sources (European Parliament, 2016)
Notes:
The duration of the controls is usually approved for a period of a few months, those with a long duration in time have been extended beyond the stipulated
time.
(1) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/ES/TXT/?qid=1530782148173&uri=CELEX:32016D0894
This refers to “Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/894 of the Council, of 12 May 2016 establishing a Recommendation to carry out temporary checks at internal
borders in exceptional circumstances which jeopardise the overall functioning of the Schengen area”.
(2) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/ES/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32016D1989&qid=1530785018389
This refers to “Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/1989 of the Council, of 11 November 2016 establishing a Recommendation to extend temporary controls at
internal borders in exceptional circumstances which jeopardise the overall functioning of the Schengen area”.
(3) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/ES/TXT/?qid=1530785165136&uri=CELEX:32017D0246
This refers to “Implementing Decision (EU) 2017/818 of the Council, of 11 May 2017 establishing a Recommendation to extend carrying out temporary checks
at internal borders in exceptional circumstances which jeopardise the overall functioning of the Schengen area”.
(4) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/ES/TXT/?qid=1530785261170&uri=CELEX:32017D0818
This refers to “Implementing Decision (EU) 2017/818 of the Council, of 11 May 2017 establishing a Recommendation to extend temporary controls at internal
borders in exceptional circumstances which jeopardise the overall functioning of the Schengen area”.
Notes on the criteria:
Event: large-scale social events or affairs
Political event: meetings or summits at international level such as a climate change or NATO summit.
“Significant secondary movements”: migratory movements within the Schengen area. As defined by the European Council “Movement of refugees or asylum
seekers from countries where they already enjoy or could enjoy protection, for the purpose of seeking asylum or permanent resettlement in another
country, without the prior consent of the latter’s national authorities, without an entry visa or sufficient travel documentation” Source: http://iate.europa.eu/
FindTermsByLilId.do?lilId=911515&langId=en
Social mobilisation: demonstration that implies a high level of displacement of people on public roads.
Migratory movements: movements of migrants at the external or internal borders of the Schengen area
Notes on the criteria with a recommendation from the European Council:
a] “serious problems in ensuring efficient control of the external border, in accordance with the Schengen acquis, and the reception and treatment of arriving
migrants [...].”
[b] “[...] to extend the carrying out of temporary checks at internal borders in exceptional circumstances which jeopardise the overall functioning of the
Schengen area [...]“. “Exceptional circumstances” can be described as “[...] the serious threat to public order and internal security looming over these States
due to the combination of shortcomings in the control of external borders in Greece and by the secondary movements of irregular migrants entering through
Greece with the possible intention of moving to other Schengen States[...].”
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ANNEX 3
FRONTEX JOINT OPERATIONS BY YEAR (2005-2017)
OPERATION

GEOGRAPHICAL ZONE

FOCAL POINTS

Western and southern borders: Bulgaria, Finland,
Greece, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and
Slovenia. Expanded to 11 airports in 2008.
In 2009 was extended to Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and
maritime and air are added.
In 2011 the whole year instead of a few months
In 2012 the States are enlarged, including third
countries: Albania, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Republic of
Macedonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia,
Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Serbia, Spain, Switzerland, Ukraine. And an
extended version is included

First joint operation

Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, Hungary,
Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia

2005

Land

“Illegal workers.”

Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, Hungary,
Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia

2006

Land

TURIN

Turin airport

2006

Land

POSEIDON

Greece; ports and borders, in 2008 it is increased
to Bulgaria. In 2009, the operation was extended
to the sea.
In 2011 it was carried out over the whole year (and not
for a few months) In 2015 it was replaced by Poseidon
Rapid Intervention (PRI)

2006-2016

BORDER DELEGATES

External borders (both sides)

2006-2007

COORDINATION
POINTS

EU member states and Schengen area
and later expanded to third countries.
In 2006 it was a pilot project.
In 2011 it was carried out on the Ukrainian-Moldovan
border

AGIOS

Mediterranean Spanish Ports

2006-2007

Land

HERA I

West Africa. From 2008 it has been a joint operation
with Hera II

2006-2008

Land

HERA II

West Africa to Canary Islands
(Mauritania, Senegal, Cape Verde).
From 2008 it has been merged with Hera I
and called ‘HERA’.
In 2011 it became permanent and year round

2006-2016

JASON I

Central Mediterranean

2006 (under
preparation)-?

Sea

NIRIS

Baltic Sea and North Sea

2006 (under
preparation)-?

Land and
sea

ZEUS

Ports of Member States

2006 (under
preparation), 2009

AGELAUS

EU Airports

2006 (under
preparation)-?

Land

HYDRA

Not specified

2006 (under
preparation)-?

Not
specified

AMAZON

Not specified

2006 (under
preparation)-?

Not
specified

ARGONAUTS (Pilot
project)

Member States of the EU and Schengen area

OC IN MALTA

Malta

MINERVA

Western Mediterranean: Spain

2006-2016

Yearly

Sea

INDALO

Western Mediterranean: Spain

2006-2016

Yearly

Sea

25 joint operations
were carried out/
initiated in 2007

Not specified

2007-?

Not specified
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YEARS

FREQUENCY

2005-2016

Yearly

2006-2016 -?

Yearly

TYPE

Land, sea,
air

Land, sea

Land

Yearly

Yearly

Land

Sea

Sea, air

2006 (under
preparation), 2008
and 2009

Air
Land and
sea

2006

Not
specified
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OPERATION

GEOGRAPHICAL ZONE

HAMMER

115 airports. The operation had several stages that
were implemented in different airports depending on
the year

2008-2009

EPN (EUROPEAN
PATROLS NETWORK)
INCLUDES:
Aeneas
Hermes
Indalo
Hera
Minerva

Mediterranean Sea

2008-2016

NAUTILUS

Central Mediterranean Italy and Malta

2008-2009

ATLAS

Poland’s border with Ukraine

HERMES

Central Mediterranean Italy and Spain

YEARS

FREQUENCY

TYPE
Air

Yearly

Sea

Sea

2008-?
2008-2016

Yearly

Sea

EUXINE

Black Sea: Romania

2008

Sea

ARIADNE

Eastern borders: Poland

2008

Land

FIVE BORDERS:
ATLAS I, ATLAS II,
ATLAS III

Eastern borders: Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania

2008

Land

HERAKLES

South eastern borders: Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria

2008

Land

EUROCUP

Austria and Switzerland.
In 2012 it was extended to Poland, Ukraine, Czech
Republic, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Netherlands

DRIVE IN

Southern borders: Slovenia

2008

Land

GORDIUS

Eastern borders: Romania, Hungary, Slovakia
and Poland

2008

Land

2008, 2012, 2016

Every four
years

Air

KRAS

Southern borders Slovenia

2008

Land

LYNX

Eastern borders: Slovakia

2008

Land

LONGSTOP

22 airports

2008

Air

ZARATHUSTRA

38 airports

2008

Air

ZORBA

51 airports

2008

Air

SILENCE

13 airports

2008

Air

JUPITER

Eastern borders: Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania.
In 2012 it was carried out in Finland, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania

2009-2013

Yearly

Land

NEPTUNE

Eastern and southern borders: Slovenia, Hungary,
Romania, Bulgaria.
In 2011 it was carried out in Greece and Slovenia
In 2012 it was carried out in Slovenia

2009-2013

Yearly

Land

SATURN (Part
of the Poseidon
programme)

Greece, Bulgaria

2009

Land

URANUS

Eastern and southern borders: Finland, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Greece

2009

Land

MERCURY

Western and southern borders: Lithuania, Poland
and Slovenia,

2009

Land

GOOD WILL

Eastern borders: Romania, Hungary, Slovakia, Poland

2009

Land

LONG OVERSTAYERS

Eastern and southern borders: Finland, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania Bulgaria,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Greece

2009

Land

ALPHA
REINFORCEMENT

Atlantic Ocean, mainly south coast: Latvia, Portugal,
Spain

2009

Sea

2009

Air

10 airports

HUBBLE
RABIT 2011

Greece’s border with Turkey

AENEAS

Central Mediterranean

RABIT

Greece
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2011
2011-2014
2011

Land
Yearly

Sea
Land
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OPERATION

GEOGRAPHICAL ZONE

YEARS

FREQUENCY

2010-2013

Yearly

FLEXI FORCE:
-HUBBLE
-EUROCUP
-VISA INTEGRITY

Belgium, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Italy,
The Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain

METEOR

Lisbon airport

TRITON

Central Mediterranean Italy

2014-2017

Yearly

Sea

ATTICA

Greece

2009-2016

Yearly

Land, sea
and air

MOS MAIORUM

Member States of the EU and Schengen area

2013

TYPE
Air
Air

2014, 2015, ?

REX

Not specified

RABIT 2015

Maritime border between Greece and Turkey

2014-2015
2015

PEGASUS

Member States of the EU and Schengen area

2014-2016

Land
Maritime
Yearly

Air

ALEXIS

Not specified

2014-2016

Yearly

Air

VEGA CHILDREN

Member States of the EU and Schengen area

2014-2016

Yearly

Air

DRAGON

Member States of the EU and Schengen area

2017

DEPORTATION
OPERATIONS

EU member states and Schengen area with third
countries

Yearly

Land, sea
and air

2006-2017

Compiled by the authors based on the activity reports of the European Parliament (European Parliament, 2007, 2013, 2014) and Statewatch
(2005, 2008, 2009, 2012, 2015, 2017) the Ministry of the Interior of the Spanish State (Spanish Ministry of the Interior (27-7-17)
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