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Executive Summary

This study explores the notion of deservingness in the lives of people on the move. It
intends to capture how deservingness is constructed through humanitarian and
solidarity practices in Greece. Chronically, it focuses on the years after 2016, when
the EU-Turkey Agreement was signed and brought about a changing reality for
movers arriving in the country. Drawing on the concepts of hotspot geopolitics and
geosocial solidarity, as well as legal precarity, humanitarianism, and solidarity in
Greece, it aims to unpack the different understandings of deservingness on a
theoretical level. This research is based on fieldwork and interviews conducted mainly
in Athens, Greece, from May until August 2021.

Diving into the empirical parts, at first, it intends to provide valuable insights
regarding movers’ interaction with the Greek Asylum Services. Special focus is paid
to the culture of disbelief existing in the practices of the Greek asylum caseworkers.
In conjunction with that, especially under the current circumstances due to the
EU-Turkey Agreement, the notions of nationality and vulnerability have been
developed into deserving criteria for people on the move. Therefore, it discusses the
problematic aspects of deploying those two concepts as classification mechanisms.

Afterward, the research dives into the practices of the so-called “rescue branch” of the
“migration industry”. To begin with, it aims at illustrating the diverse understandings
between humanitarianism and solidarity to show the diversity in the approaches of the
“helping hands”. In humanitarian practices, deservingness is linked to particular
understandings of vulnerability but also diligence. Concerning solidarity practices,
although initially, the relationships seem horizontal compared to humanitarianism,
they are also affected by the hierarchies of deservingness.

Furthermore, this study captures movers’ experiences concerning their deservingness
in the Greek context. Specifically, it discusses their interactions and understandings
concerning the Greek asylum procedure. It examines the semi-legality that
characterizes the Greek bureaucracy to illustrate how being granted asylum has been
converted into a “jackpot process”. Additionally, it explores movers’ navigational
tactics and strategies in the state of waiting and how handling limbo is approached as
a deserving criterion. Combined with that, this thesis analyzes the “rescue branch” as
a common encounter in many movers’ pathways stating that the boundaries between
care and control are blurred.

To conclude, this research approaches deservingness as a non-fixed notion that
obtains diverse configurations based on the context. The normalization of
performance-based deservingness confirms that people on the move are expected to
adopt a set of attitudes to become deserving. That expectation implies the racialized
lines attached to specific mobilities, which significantly restrict our understanding of
being on the move.
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Chapter 1 | Introduction

“...Life in Greece has never been easy...you have to really fight for what is your
right, dignified life in Greece is odd... It is not only about those that they live on
islands, but even those that they live on the mainland are facing the same sorts of
problems... even if you have your house ...and you live in Athens...you can find that
there are many things that they need to be worked for, and you need to you know...
somehow, you cannot, you know, get to easily. So I think that the system is really
unfair... I haven'’t been in another EU country, but I assume this is some of Europe...
all members are the same.... having camps and you know, keeping them for a long
time. Keeping them far from the rest of the population... My sister is in Germany, and
she says that she lives in the camp, the camp is far from the metro station, and it [is] a
long-distance and after that the metro is, and it is a very long way to be in the
center..... I didn’t know that they re even in Germany, the system [is] the same, and
the government is trying to put families and refugees, apart from the rest of the
population ...So this is not only about Greece, Greece is all the symbolic example to
show that how refugees are treated in Europe because it’s the gate of Europe, it is the
margin... And also [in] one of the questions it is written.... [Is it] what you expected
[living in Greece] ... In fact, we didn’t have much expectation...” (Deena, mover)

With Deena, we met online in mid-August 2021. Deena is a young female writer and
activist from Afghanistan. She arrived in Lesvos, Greece, in 2019 with her family,
and afterward, they were relocated to the camp of Ritsona, in the north of Athens,
from where they wait for the assessment of their asylum applications. In the
meantime, Deena teaches English, is a pioneer figure in a refugee initiative, and a
fervent activist. She wants to follow under-graduate studies in social sciences, and she
published her first book with her poets in 2020.

1.1 Research Problem

Deena’s account introduces how the politics of exhaustion are deployed in their
institutionalized forms of violence (Ansem de Vries & Welander, 2021; Wajsberg,
2020) to impose the migration control policies toward border-crossers (Rozakou,
2021) and people experiencing long-time legal precarity in Greece. Nevertheless, her
vignette confirms how people on the move create opportunities, a world of
knowledge, information, tricks of survival, mutual care, social relations, sociability,
and solidarity that can be shared and utilized (Papadopoulos & Tsianos, 2013, p. 103)
to transcend and therefore transform the machine of control (Kliminiotis, Parsanoglou
& Tsianos, 2016).



During the 2015-2016 long summer of migration (Oikonomakis, 2018; Rozakou,
2021), the fears for mass migration and claims of a “crisis” came to a boiling point
within the European Union (EU) (Castles, de Haas & Miller, 2020). Greece, since
2015, has become theatre on the stage of politics of exhaustion, with a combination of
fragmented mobilities, daily violence, and fundamental uncertainty (Ansems de Vries
& Guild, 2019). The unpreparedness on the national level (on the EU level as well)
has contributed to the game between “security” and “rule of law” concerning the first
reception of the newcomers (Tsitselikis, 2018). The narratives of a “crisis” in 2015
gave and continue to give the misleading impression of “spontaneous arrivals”
(Ansems de Vries & Guild, 2019). The lack of infrastructure and the incapacity to
document, register, and process claims of asylum, harsh exclusion lines, and constant
shifts between “legal” and “illegal” (Tsitselikis, 2018) have forced many people to
live in precarity also before 2015 (Cabot, 2014; see also Box 1).

Box 1: The chronic “crisis” of asylum in Greece

Greece is situated on the external border of the EU at the cross roads of three continents
(Europe, Asia and Africa) and has been a crucial pathway of entry for people on the move
(Afouxenidis, Petrou, Kandylis, Tramountanis & Giannaki, 2017). Greece was marked by
multiple departures and arrivals (Lafazani, 2021) during the last century; the arrival of refugees
from Minor Asia in 1922/1923, the emigration of thousands of Greeks to countries of the
Global North, the massive migration movement toward the country from Balkan and Eastern
European countries in the 1990s afier the fall of the Soviet Union (Lafazani, 2021, p.3) and in
the 2000s as a result of social, economic and political upheaval in Asia and Africa
(Afouxenidis et al., 2017, p.7).Despite this history of mobility, migration to the Greece was
handled in terms of “illegality” concerning entry, stay and work (Lafazani, 2021).That practice
was in agreement with the demands of precarious labor which was utilized for the image of a
“Powerful Greece” in the early 2000s (Lafazani, 2021).

According to Ioannidis, Dimou & Dadusec (2021), until 2010, Greece had almost non-existent
facilities to identify people who were entitled to international protection. The reception system
was police-centered with policemen acting as caseworkers. That combined with the shortages
of human resources, trained personnel and the well-established correlation between Greek
police and far-right politics ereated an inexistent system of protection, with recognition rates
around 0.06% in 2003 (Ioannidis et al., 2021). Cabot (2014) argues that asylum applications
were increased by more than five times between 2004 and 2007 from 4,469 to 25,113, but in
2006 only 64 people acquired refugee status and 2007 only 140 (Cabot, 2014, p.5).In 2010, the
practical inexistence of an asylum system and the erimimigrant tones embedded in it led to a
backlog 52.000 unprocessed cases (loannidis et al., 2021; Cabot, 2018).That confirms that a
“crisis” of asylum existed prior the 2015 “refugee crisis” in Greece .

Especially from 2015, an assortment of actors with diverse interests started to be
involved in refugee support. The absence of the state gave space to informal solidarity
initiatives to “take partly the charge” (Oikonomakis, 2018). However, with the closure



of the Balkan route and the signing of the EU-Turkey Agreement in 2016, the state
adopted a more actively hostile role which led to an explicit exclusion of the Refugee
Solidarity Movement (RSM) from having access to the newcomers and other
practices such as evicting squats and other informal forms of care. Simultaneously,
the only actors responsible for providing care services to the moving populations
became non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and formal organizations
(Oikonomakis, 2018; Teloni, Dedotsi & Telonis, 2020; Cantat, 2021). Oikonomakis
(2018) argues that the EU-Turkey Agreement led to the exhaustion of both people on
the move and the local communities, while the dominant frame of solidarity started to
fade away. The solidarity movement had to get back in advocacy work, while the
professionals took over the humanitarian aspects (Oikonomakis, 2018, p. 87).

The main interest of this study is the construction of deservingness through
humanitarian and solidarity practices for people experiencing precarity in Greece. In
the migration regime, the many hands, including street-level bureaucrats and non-
state, private, (in) formal actors operate on local, national, and transnational levels
(Eule, Borelli, Lindberg & Wyss, 2019, p.190) and constitute the so-called “migration
industry”. Those actors and the variety of their conflicting interests, rationalities, and
positions have made migration a big business (Serensen & Gammeltoft-Hansen,
2013). That commercialization could not be absent from the Greek context. Through
that, opportunities to capitalize on individuals’ desire to move, emerge through
facilitating or controlling their path (Serensen & Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2013). The
multiplicity of actors and interests increases the blurriness between responsibilities
and creates an intersection of policing, patrolling, caring, and rescuing (Eule et al.,
2019, p. 190) and, by extension, produces diverse hierarchies of deservingness for
people on the move. Gaining a deeper understanding of the tension between legibility
and illegibility in terms of state documentation practices (Mainwaring &Walton-
Roberts, 2018) and beyond that, is essential in interpreting movers’ deservingness and
their trajectories. Understanding the regimes of deservingness is crucial because it
confirms the role of state-regulated mechanisms in controlling and categorizing
individuals.

Beyond the diverse logics within the migration industry, the most significant tool in
this study is the personal accounts of people experiencing precarity in Greece.
Understanding how individuals perceive being (un) deserving in the Greek context
can bring valuable insights into what extent people feel obliged to be adapted to the
imposed norms to be eligible for support. Also, that can help us comprehend how
movers can utilize certain attitudes according to “deservingness criteria” to facilitate
their navigation and how citizenship’s primordial canons (Meeteren & Sur, 2020,
p.547) are challenged by that. Examining the construction of deservingness helps
comprehend the pains and the pleasure of individuals’ (im) mobility. By extension,
understanding deservingness enriches our knowledge concerning the non-linearity of
migration processes (Schapendonk, Bolay & Dahinden, 2020) and encourages us to
consider the importance of decision-making, synergies, alliances, aspirations, social



networks, and circumstances of pure luck which create a fluid, constantly under
negotiation environment.

1.2 Scientific relevance

As aforementioned, this study investigates how deservingness is shaped by
humanitarian and solidarity practices. Through re-introducing the concepts of hotspot
geopolitics and geo-social solidarity, my goal is to contribute to the academic debate
of opposing “politics” to “humanitarianism” and “charity” to “solidarity” (Cantat,
2018). That can enrich our understanding concerning how EU and Greek migration
and asylum regimes produce specific regimes of deservingness and vulnerability
(Cantat, 2018; Chauvin & Mascarefias, 2014), which lead to new “legal” geographies
that are unbounded, bureaucratic, and intend to exclude movers from accessing any
rights (Mainwaring & Walton-Roberts, 2018). Furthermore, it aims to lead to a deeper
understanding of the alternative political subjectivities emerging through alternative
forms of care. That brings important insights into how the deviance from citizenship
discourses, border violence, and mobility governance are contested (Cantat, 2016).

Additionally, this research contributes to studies on responsibilization, i.e., the
mechanisms by which individuals are rendered responsible for tasks that fall under the
state’s domain (Dijstelbloem & van der Veer, 2021; Schinkel & Van Houdt, 2010).
As aforementioned, within the migration industry, the shifting tasks and interests have
created overlapping liabilities between state and non-state actors, which comes with a
process of responsibilization. From my perspective, the sense of responsibilization,
especially for non-state actors occupied in the so-called “rescue industry”, deserves
further investigation, as the actions of NGOs (not always), local volunteer groups are
positioned as countering the authorities’ practices (Dijstelbloem & van der Veer,
2021, p. 432).

Furthermore, this study intends to address questions concerning movers’ social
networks, motivations to be mobile, imaginations, experiences, and decision-making.
Therefore, it takes as a starting point the multidimensionality of the migration
processes, the individuals’ subjectivities, and, by extension, the experiences of
deservingness. In line with that, an attempt for de-migranticization (Dahinden, 2016)
is particularly significant. The sedentarist, state-centered interpretations of migration
fail to consider the multidimensionality of human identity (Dahinden, Fischer &
Menet, 2021) and approach specific types of people’s movement as an exceptional
pre-given marker of difference (Schapendonk et al., 2020). Those approaches ignore
the power of migration bureaucracies and mobility regimes, which through the
naturalization of the borders (Amelina, 2021) and the normativity of the migrants’
categories, affect the experience of people on the move (Schapendonk et al., 2020).
That normalization produces specific social realities and inequalities (Dahinden 2016;



Amelina, 2021) about eligibility in granting asylum, the capacity to move, receiving
help, etc.

In Greece, an attempt to de-migranticize and challenge the existing labeling is
particularly significant as people, regardless of their “label status” remain in precarity
(Cabot, 2014). However, the trajectories of individuals with different categorical
labels intersect and intertwine (Schapendonk et al., 2020). That suggests the failure of
assigning labels. As aforementioned, Greek demands for precarious labor, chronic
insufficiencies, and arbitrary classifications show the inadequacy of assigning labels.
Also, an attempt to change‘“the dominant vocabulary” in public discourse is
necessary. Since 2015, the dominant descriptions are about a “crisis” and “illegal
crossings”, which subordinate the issue to a sudden event of unprecedented pressure
(Spathopoulou & Carastathis,2020; Cantan, 2016) and allow a state of exception in
which every kind of handling is acceptable (Cantat,2016). Concerning deservingness,
the narratives of a “crisis” render the flows of people since 2015 as “exceptional”
(Vradis, Papada, Papoutsi & Painter, 2020). Therefore, their treatment and what they
deserve should be exceptional. That state of exception can also be related to the labels
as it legitimizes the categorization of people and finally politicizes their movement
(Schapendonk et al., 2020).

1.3 Societal relevance

From 2015 or even before, the Greek policies related to asylum and migration issues
derive from a dogma of deterrence to discourage people on the move. Those policies
are in total harmony with the EU policy of militarizing border security (Human rights
360, 2020). The absence of a coherent and sufficient policy in Greece makes the
country a particularly interesting example, as many people have experienced legal
precarity regardless of their status, not only after 2015 but also before (Cabot, 2014).
As aforementioned, in the previous decades, Greece was marked by multiple arrivals,
which were illegalized and racialized by the dominant policies, but also utilized for
the “Greek economic growth” of the previous decade (Lafazani, 2020).

Since 2015, with the consolidation of the Mediterranean as a massively pursued
route, the Greek state could not sweep the issue under the carpet, and dominant
discourse about “criminals invading Europe” could no longer hold (Garelli, Sciurba &
Tazzioli, 2018). Since 2015, the “refugee crisis” narratives implied that among the
people on the move, few of them are “genuine refugees” and deserve protection. From
my perspective, those narratives have produced and consolidated stereotypes of
movers as “threats”, “victims”, or exclusively coming from specific nationalities
(Kyriakidou, 2020). Those stereotypes reinforce the binary division between “genuine
refugees” and economic migrants, while the latter is further demonized as the abuser
of the asylum system and constructed as the less deserving. Thereby, this study aims

to explain how the construction of refugee, migrant, asylum seeker is fundamentally a



political action (Goodman & Speer, 2007, p.179) and how those categorizations are
crucial for the legitimacy or illegitimacy of movers’ claims. By extension, it is
essential to consider how those classifications “encourage” and impose a narrow
understanding of human mobility (Kyriakidou, 2020).

After the closure of the Balkan route and the signing of the EU-Turkey Agreement in
2016, the message by the Greek state (the EU as well) was clear: “Newcomers are not
welcome”’(Oikonomakis, 2018), while the governments followed a more aggressive
attitude towards informal solidarity practices (Oikonomakis, 2018; Karaliotas
&Kapsali, 2020) and clear outsourcing of sheltering and care to formal humanitarian
organizations and NGOs (Teloni et al., 2020). It is important to understand this
changing reality from 2016 and afterward to interpret how solidarity and humanitarian
practices are constructed in the current political context in Greece and the role of
politics in their actions (Siapera, 2019). After 2016, the attempt to weaken solidarity
practices that were informal and unambiguously in opposition to the governmental
policy became clear. Furthermore, informal initiatives to continue their actions were
obliged to formalize their role and fulfill stricter conditions (Cantat, 2021). That
implies an obligation to keep up with governmental practices. This research can bring
valuable insights into the unseen practices of solidarity and humanitarianism as well
as how people on the move perceive and approach them. For example, examining
what constitutes “acceptable and successful performance” in humanitarian and
solidarity practices can lead to a deeper understanding of how people are possibly
categorized to more and less deserving for their access to care and, by extension, what
kind of emotions their “responsibility” to behave in a certain way provokes to them.

1.4 Research objectives & Research question

This research gains empirical insights into the enactment of deservingness in the lives
of movers in Greece and how deservingness is distributed by humanitarian and
solidarity practices. Therefore, my goal is to examine:

e What the frame of deservingness means for people experiencing legal
precarity in the Greek context

e How humanitarian and solidarity practices are shaped within the current
political context in Greece and the role of politics in them.

e Whether people who “fit” to the frame of the deserving migrant benefit from
the Greek asylum procedure, humanitarian and solidarity practices compared
to the others and how individuals react and interpret it.

e How people experiencing legal precarity perceive their interaction with the
Greek asylum bureaucracy, humanitarian and solidarity practices



From the objectives aforementioned, the research question and the sub-
questions are as follows:

How is deservingness of movers enacted by the humanitarian practices and
solidarity practices in Greece, and how do they perceive these practices?

With “deservingness”, I refer to a range of features and attitudes that contribute to
individuals’ discriminatory classification concerning eligibility to asylum and support.
Additionally, with “movers”, I refer to individuals on the move who have spent time
or are still in Greece. In terms of bureaucratic labels, I include recognized refugees in
Greece and abroad, asylum seekers, individuals who have not accessed or do not want
to, the Greek asylum system. I preferred to use the term “mover” instead of “migrant”
as this study intends to “de-migranticize” and underline how these nation-state-
centered categories reproduce social and political exclusion (Dahinden et al., 2021).
Under humanitarian practices, I include practices of various actors; state and
European agencies, international and local bodies, and civil society actors that
constitute the formal forms of care. With solidarity practices, I refer to practices
operated by activist citizens, grassroots groups, squatters, non-border movements, and
non-citizen migrant groups, who are conceived as “radicals” or “naive romanticists”
(Kalir & Wissink, 2016) and represent unconventional forms of care.

And my sub-questions:

1. How, when, and by whom is deservingness enacted by the Greek asylum
procedure for movers in Greece?

This first sub-question aims to illustrate the culture of disbelief and the semi-legal
character of the Greek asylum system. Combined with that, the respective chapter
(Chapter 4) scrutinizes how people on the move in Greece are categorized through the
asylum bureaucracy based on criteria such as nationality and vulnerability and how
that influences their deservingness and trajectories.



2. How, when, and by whom is deservingness enacted in humanitarian and
solidarity practices for movers in Greece?

With this sub-question, I examine the role of humanitarian and solidarity practices
and their different meanings. By approaching humanitarianism and solidarity as
practice, I intend to get a better understanding of the institutional web of actors
involved in facilitating and controlling people’s trajectories (Merlin -Escorza, Davids
& Schapendonk, 2020) as well as deservingness. Simultaneously, through this sub-
question, I aim to gain valuable insights into the dilemmas, obstacles and struggles
that the humanitarians and solidarians encounter within the current political context.

3. How is the layered deservingness lived and experienced by movers in Greece?

Through the interpretations of deservingness by movers, I intend to understand how
they perceive the Greek asylum bureaucracy, solidarity, and humanitarian practices.
Specifically, I aim to comprehend individuals’ feelings concerning performance-
based deservingness to become eligible for support. Combined with that, my goal is to
illustrate how beyond and within deservingness models, they build their social
networks and synergies.

1.5 Organization of the thesis

This study is composed of seven chapters. After this first chapter, chapter 2 discusses
the most relevant concepts and approaches related to the notion of deservingness.
Specifically, it introduces the contradicting understandings between the “hotspot
approach” and geo-social solidarity to illustrate the diverse configurations concerning
deservingness through humanitarian and solidarity practices. Important elements in
zooming in on the Greek context are a deeper analysis of humanitarianism and
solidarity in Greece, as well as the notion of precarity. Chapter 3 focuses on the
methodological setup that was used for conducting this study and detecting
deservingness through humanitarian and solidarity practices. Particularly, it explains
the choices of methods and concludes with a reflection concerning the ethics, validity,
challenges, and outcomes of this research. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are the empirical
chapters of this study and intend to answer each sub-question. Chapter 4 examines
how deservingness is articulated in the Greek asylum procedure, and chapter 5
focuses on the practices of the so-called “rescue branch”. Chapter 6 concentrates on
movers’ experience regarding their deservingness in the Greek context. The last
chapter (7) is the conclusion of the thesis and includes a reflection concerning the
procedure as well as possible recommendations for future research and policy.



Chapter 2 | Theorizing movers’ deservingness

2.1 Hotspot geopolitics & Geo-social solidarity

Although the so-called “hotspot approach” was introduced by the EU in 2015
(Sciurba, 2017; Spathopoulou, Carastathis & Tsilimpounidi, 2020), it did not arrive
out of the blue (Vardis et al., 2016). It should be considered as a mechanism in full
harmony with the attempts of the EU, throughout the decades, to externalize the
Union’s border regime (Vardis et al., 2016) to manage the “undesirables” on the move
and “safeguard” EU values (Pallister- Wilkins, 2020; Mitchell & Sparke, 2020). The
hotspot approach depicts the Europeanisation of Migration and Asylum policy (Vradis
et al., 2020). It constitutes the governance mechanism through which European
agencies such as the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), Frontex, Europol
cooperate with border Member States to manage the migratory movement at the EU
frontiers (Pallister-Wilkins, 2020; Vradis et al., 2020; Vradis et al., 2016; Antonakaki,
Bernd &Maniatis, 2016). Hotspots are poorly defined by the EU, and the legal
framework behind them remains relatively unclear. That absence of a concrete legal
framework transforms the cross-border regions into spaces where the activities
happening are not under national or European standards and are often in opposition to
laws concerning international protection and basic human rights (Sciurba, 2017). The
description of hotspots in public discourse has been related to sites of uncontrollable
pressure and great danger at the external borders (Vradis et al., 2020; Sciurba, 2017).
Those narratives of pressure and danger foster the language of a crisis and legitimize
every kind of emergency response as the situation is outside of someone’s
responsibility.

Hotspots function as spaces of reception, identification, fingerprinting, and
registration border control (DeBono, 2019). Spathopoulou et al. (2020) argue that for
the European and Greek authorities, the so-called “refugee crisis” in 2015 was defined
as a problem of categorization because the people arriving at the borders were
considered as “mixed migratory flows”. The implementation of the hotspot approach
came as the ideal tool in distinguishing the eligible to apply for asylum from the
ineligible (Spathopoulou et al., 2020; Sciurba, 2017), the “forced” from “economic”
migrants (Fassin, 2016; Antonakaki et al., 2016). Their function as such reflects the
power in governing populations and, by extension, in categorizing them (Pallister-
Wilkins, 2020; Vradis et al., 2020). The consolidation of specific criteria and
conditions among people of different nationalities, ethnicities, gender, and class
renders hotspots spaces of segregation, where the deserving populations are divided
from the undeserving.



The hotspots are considered spaces where humanitarianism unfolds. Due to their
design, humanitarian agencies are considered essential in providing care services
(Pallister-Wilkins, 2020). Pallister-Wilkins (2017) calls “humanitarian borderwork”
the urgent humanitarian action taking place to alleviate the consequences of border
violence produced by the state of exception. Humanitarian borderwork in emergency
response is exercised by classifying distinct life categories (Pallister-Wilkins, 2017).
In the Greek hotspot of Vial in Chios, Antonakaki et al. (2016) witnessed the rise of
vulnerability as an erosive and divisive power in granting asylum. Being recognized
as vulnerable makes a person more deserving and eligible for being fast-tracked,
leaving the hotspot, and being relocated to the mainland (Antonakaki et al., 2016).
Similarly, Spathopoulou et al. (2020) argue that hotspots are biopolitical spaces of
performative enactment of vulnerability (p.3), where the deserving subjects are
separated from the undeserving. Governing people through vulnerability criteria and
forcing people to adopt the label of being vulnerable (Cabot, 2014) subordinates
individuals into victims and also deliberately ignores the harms produced through
those practices (Squire, 2018).

In our interpretation of hotspots, we should focus beyond the physical infrastructure at
the borders of the EU. Hotspot approach functions as a flexible mechanism that
categorizes and forces people to experience a constant limbo through fast-track
assessments, labels, and discriminative legislative scrutiny (Vradis et al., 2020;
Tazzioli & Garelli, 2020; Sciurba, 2017). Spathopoulou et al. (2020) describe them as
geographies of vulnerabilities where the asylum is utilized as a redistributive
mechanism of scarce good citizenship (p. 3). Tazzioli & Garelli (2020) suggest the
term “containment” describing hotspots, as mechanisms beyond the detention
facilities, which regulate and govern migrants’ movements (Tazzioli & Garelli, 2020;
Vradis et al., 2020; Artero & Fontanari, 2021). Spathopoulou & Carastathis (2020)
introduce the concept “mobile hotspot” to show that hotspot is not static and the
hierarchies of deservingness are not restricted in the Greek islands but are extended in
the mainland to facilitate EU’s segregations projects. Regarding the non-static nature
of hotspots, their utilization as a mechanism of disciplining migratory movement
deepens the clandestinization of individuals, as the majority of rejected asylum
seekers are not physically removed (Spathopoulou et al.,2020; Sciurba,2017).
Informal hotspots are proliferated in the mainland by making people invisible, the
naturalized racial discourses and policies (Spathopoulou & Carastathis, 2020).

In contrast to the top-down construction of hotspots, geo-social practices of solidarity
are presented as the alternative for creating safe spaces based on a mix of
transnational and local embodied forms of social justice (Mitchell & Sparke, 2020).
Mitchell & Kallio (2016) define geosocial as a way of conceptualizing the formation
of subjects and spaces within transnational relations (p.1). Building on feminist and
critical geopolitics, geosocial solidarity as a method of analysis takes as a preliminary
starting point that the “political” and “the spatial” can be approached from diverse
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perspectives that do not carry fixed presumptions about the connections of people’s
lived realities (Mitchell & Kallio,2016, p.10).

Inspired by resistance and resilience, geo-social practices of solidarity are defined as
embodied space-making strategies as well as struggles that support migrants’ agency,
autonomy, liberty, and resistance (Mitchell & Sparke, 2020). Geo-social solidarity
practices are emerged out of human connectivity and mutual respect that, by
extension, can lead to the realization of shared vulnerabilities and struggles between
migrants and non-migrants (Mitchell & Sparke, 2020; Cantat, 2018; Raimondi, 2019).
Sparke & Mitchell (2018a) deploy the term “geosocial throwntogetherness” (Massey,
2005) to describe the local jumbling of diverse human geographies (p.216), which can
lead to the co-existence of local and transnational alliances of migrant activism.
Through focusing on the creation of alternative political identities and socialities
(Cantat, 2018), geo-social solidarity gives the stimulus for new demands for
cosmopolitan citizenship (Mitchell & Sparke, 2018b; Cantat, 2018) which contest the
social and spatial hierarchies (Raimondi, 2019).

Through the geo-social practices, the images of migrants as threats or victims are
challenged, while their agency and the role of their support networks are confirmed
(Mitchell & Sparke, 2020). Spathopoulou & Carastathis (2020) refer to the concept of
the hotspot of resistance to show how people resist the imposed “bordered reality”
and territorial labeling (Mitchell &Sparke, 2020). In line with that, Sparke & Mitchell
(2018a), in their study concerning the solidarity group Lampedusa in Hamburg, argue
that the group became the voice of people to show their unwillingness to accept the
politics of rejection and victimhood (p.220). Geo-social solidarity challenges the
hotspot approach and shows the limitations of humanitarianism. Precarity is
transformed into agency (Mitchell & Sparke, 2018b) and poses an alternative against
the re-production of illegalized bodies (Dadusc & Mudu, 2020). According to

Dadusc & Mudu (2018), in practices of solidarity, the refusal to legal obligations and
cooperation with the authorities is a way to provoke “cracks” and resist the
commodification of migrants’ lives and de-politicization of border violations (p.3).

In opposition to the hierarchy of asylum within the hotspot logics, spaces in which
geo-social solidarity practices are exercised, divisive strategies seem to be avoided.
For example, in City Plaza, a former self-organized squat for refugees in Athens,
people were included based on diversity and not vulnerability characteristics

(Squire, 2018).

To conclude, although migrants involved in geo-social solidarity spaces still have to
encounter the geopolitics of hotspot in the form of labeling and bureaucratic
obstacles, geo-social solidarity still negotiates the bordered realities and represents
alternative hospitality (Mitchell &Sparke, 2018b). Mitchell &Sparke (2020) argue
that those solidarity practices combined with the struggle for dignity, autonomy, and
spatial liberty can be considered as assemblages of post-liberal and anti-liberal
features of humanitarianism. In Foucauldian terms, Mitchell & Sparke (2020)
conceptualize solidarity practices as forms of personalized and socialized forms of
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“making live”, which are constrained but exist despite the liberal biopolitics of
European governmentality.

2.2 Legal precarity in Greece

According to Jargensen (2015), the neologism “precariat” is an amalgam of
“precarity” and “proletariat” (p.3) and was adopted by labor activists and social
movements during the 1980s-1990s to describe the employment conditions and social
environment, but also the formation of heterogeneous identities within neo-liberalism.
Jorgensen (2015), Schierup & Jorgensen (2016), and Papatzani, Psallidaki, Kandylis
& Micha (2021) argue that the migrant is a key figure in understanding precarity due
to the precarization in multiple aspects of life but also due to the strategies and
struggles emerging from this condition. Precarity is defined as being synonymous
with uncertainty and unpredictability (Paret & Gleeson, 2016; Mcllwaine & Bunge,
2019). It is connected with the experience of vulnerability and insecurity (Banki,
2013). Precarity should be considered a multi-dimensional analysis category (Ilcan,
Rygiel & Baban, 2018). It is related to diverse forms of uncertainty in status, space,
and movement, the so-called ambiguous architecture of precarity (Ilcan et al., 2018).

The precarity of status refers to the unclear socio-legal status assigned to individuals
by the governing authorities (Ilcan et al., 2018). Legal precarity is related to the lack
of formal citizenship and the precarity of place. The precarity of place denotes the
absence of privileges and benefits of being a state’s national (Banki, 2013; Papatzani
et al., 2021). That increases the vulnerability to deportation from a location and is
connected with other precarities such as precarious employment and livelihood

(Paret & Gleeson, 2016; Banki, 2013). On the other hand, living in uncertainty is not
equal to the absence of agency and supportive networks (Banki, 2013). People in legal
precarity make use of “navigational tactics” (Wajsberg, 2020; Schapendonk, 2020;
Mcllwaine & Bunge, 2019) to tackle the spatial, legal, and socio-economic invisibility
they experience within the European migration regime. Practices such as social
activism or attempting to disregard the restrictions and obstacles of the uncertain
status (Wajsberg, 2020) indicate that uncertainty can be the cause for political
mobilization (Ilcan et al., 2018; Paret &Gleeson, 2016; Wajsberg, 20205 Schierup &
Jorgensen, 2016; Jorgensen, 2015).

Greece can be regarded as a country where the precarity for people on the move
constructed by the migration and asylum policies contributes to uncertainty and
temporariness (Wissink, Diivell & Mazzucato, 2020; Papatzani et al., 2021). The
difficult access to asylum, lack of formal infrastructure, possible unfair assessment,
fears for apprehension and deportation (Wissink et al., 2020; Cabot, 2014) on the one
hand, the politics of care, the informal infrastructure of solidarity and connectivity on
the other, depict the volatile environment for people experiencing legal precarity in
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the country, but also show the potentialities for transformation and spatial politics
(Trimikliniotis et al., 2016).

To conclude, interlinking migration and mobility with precarity can deeper our
understanding concerning the interrelation of social and economic conditions with
social struggles (Schierup & Jorgensen, 2016). We can understand how uncertainty is
produced and governed by multiple actors, policies, and practices (Ilcan et al., 2019),
such as bureaucratic structures and humanitarian agencies, to name but a few. In line
with Papatzani et al. (2021), I argue that these practices produce hierarchies of
precarity (p.11) as movers are treated unequally. Nevertheless, those practices can
also be challenged by individuals’ agency and networks as well as by alternative
practices of solidarity and care. That makes precarity a dynamic and transforming
process (Mcllwaine & Bunge, 2019).

2.3 Understanding the construction of deservingness

According to Ratzmann & Sahraoui (2021), the concept of deservingness was
popularized in academic circles by survey-based research on welfare attitudes to
explain the conditions under which and the people with whom individuals are willing
to share access to welfare resources (p.446). Chauvin & Garcés-Mascarenas (2014),
concerning movers’ deservingness, deploy the notion “performance-based
deservingness” to describe a range of characteristics and attitude models that
contribute to people’s categorization as more or less deserving for their eligibility of
help and by extension of citizenship. In line with that, Marchetti (2020) argues that
the interrelation between behavior and status embedded in the regime of
deservingness leads to the usurpation of the regime of rights and produces a staircase
model that people should follow (p. 245) to be eligible for protection. Similarly,
Monforte, Basse & Khan (2019) assert that the injunction to “performance-based
deservingness” transforms the notion of citizenship into an element that has to be
earned. Regarding “earning citizenship”, through the governmentality lens,
performance-based deservingness can be considered a product of responsibilization;
under the state’s influence, individuals feel obliged to fulfill specific tasks to become
eligible and desirable. According to Monforte et al. (2019), the concept of
deservingness is linked to the neoliberal understanding of citizenship, in which the
subjects are constructed as “responsible, diligent citizens” capable of showing their
civic and economic participation.

Holmes & Castaneda (2016) argue that the categories of deservingness are not neutral
orderings (Wernesj0,2020). Instead, they are built on existing stereotypes based on
racialized and gendered evaluations of individuals related to kindness, credibility, and
victimhood. For example, being law-abiding, culturally, and economically integrated
(Sirriyeh, 2016; Chauvin & Garcés- Mascarefias, 2014; van Meeteren & Sur, 2020)
combined with showing vulnerability, docility, and gratitude (Casati, 2018; Maestri &
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Monforte, 2020) are among the attributes which make an individual more eligible of
help, care and moral citizenship compared to others, who are labeled as non-eligible
based on the nationality, non-vulnerable, troublemakers and disputatious (Casati,
2018). Therefore, the assessments of movers’ deservingness can have both positive
and negative implications, as well as even can determine movers’ trajectories
(Chauvin & Garcés- Mascareiias, 2014; Holmes & Castafieda, 2016).

Movers’ deservingness unfolds on many levels (Holmes & Castafieda, 2016) and is
exercised by multiple actors. The framings of people on the move, as well as the
overlapping dichotomies, such as refugee/ economic migrant, legitimate/ illegitimate,
are moral demarcations and shape the way that movers interact with state and non-
state actors (Wernesj0,2020), but also show how they perceive their deservingness. To
examine the diverse meanings and understandings concerning deservingness
embedded in the practices of different actors, the following sub-sections, based on
previous literature, analyze the values, motivations, and possible moralities existing in
humanitarian and solidarity practices in the Greek context, as well as movers’
approaches towards deservingness. The goal of the particular analysis is to illustrate

that deservingness is relational, conditional, context-dependent, and variable
(Ratzmann & Sahraoui, 2021, p.447).

2.3.1 Understanding deservingness through the humanitarian lens

During the 2015-2016 long summer of migration in Greece (Oikonomakis, 2018),
multiple actors from different ideological angles and with diverse intentions were
involved in care practices around refugee and migrant rights (Papataxiarchis, 2016).
Volunteers motivated by the call for help, activists by the vision of creating self-
organized collectivities, NGOs by their profession, the locals by the duty, and others
such as middlemen, social scientists, entrepreneurs (Papataxiarchis, 2016) constitute
parts of the complex assemblage. NGO workers and representatives, the humanitarian
actors in a broader sense, motivated by the “humanitarian reason”, are considered the
professionals of the story (Oikonomakis, 2018; Cabot, 2019).

Fassin (2011) defines “humanitarian reason” as the way through which moral
sentiments gain a role in the political sphere. The notion is linked with charity,
sympathy, and care but also with the tension between inequality and solidarity,
domination and assistance (Stavinoha & Ramakrishnan, 2020). According to Dadusc
& Mudu (2020), humanitarian work is framed as a work of care, a mission to reduce
suffering without considering the politics behind the emergency that produce these
very sufferings (p.7). In that space, vulnerability is commodified and developed into a
mechanism of categorization (Dadusc & Mudu, 2020). About the technology of
border enforcement, Walters (2010) defines “humanitarian border” as the proliferation
of humanitarian aid and services on militarized borders (Williams, 2015, p.13).

Therefore, the “humanitarian border” is related to tactics of governmentality and
securitization (Williams, 2015). In line with that, Pallister-Wilkins (2020) refers to the
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intersection of care and control in governing and categorizing populations through
vulnerability criteria. These features have made professional humanitarians be
accused of adopting bureaucratic labels in offering their assistance (Rozakou, 2016),
such as refugee/ economic migrant, vulnerable/non-vulnerable. Additionally, that,
apart from reproducing exclusive categories of life (Pallister-Wilkins, 2017),
consolidates the power relations and social hierarchies between “us”, the rescuers, and
“them”, the victims (Pallister-Wilkins, 2017; Karaliotas & Kapsali, 2020). The
impression of acting in the name of “good” on behalf of helpers gives
humanitarianism a consensual and accepted tone (Aas & Gundhus, 2015).

That emphasis on suffering illustrates that the world of humanitarianism is populated
by victims (Mezzandra, 2020, p.427). It is significant to consider that the focus on the
innocent and vulnerable criminalizes the less vulnerable “guilty” (Ticktin, 2016). In
contrast to the universal ideals of relieving suffering, humanitarian practices seem to
produce hierarchies and new categories of life, based on vulnerability (Pallister-
Wilkins, 2018). Governing through compassion can be conceptualized as a part of a
broader assemblage and moral geographies which govern populations in total
harmony with neoliberal politics, for this reason, care and control should be
considered as constitutive parts not only of humanitarianism but also modern
liberalism itself (Pallister-Wilkins, 2020).

2.3.2 Understanding deservingness through solidarity lens

Many authors (Cabot, 2020; Rozakou, 2016; Rakopoulos, 2016) argue that the
emergence of initiatives that start from below and act horizontally has been
permeating in Greece since the financial crisis in the country. Rakopoulos (2016),
Theodossopoulos (2016), and Douzina-Bakalaki (2017) associate precarity with the
politics of austerity in the country, which gave inspiration for solidarity practices in
the context of daily life, such as social clinics, pharmacies, and markets (Cabot,
2019). As aforementioned, since 2015-2016, activists and solidarity initiatives have
been involved in migrant support and attempted to facilitate the journey of the people
on the move (Oikonomakis, 2018).

According to Rakopoulos (2016), solidarity refers to the variety of practices, forms of
sociality, and mechanisms of building different prospects in people’s belonging and
lives. Rakopoulos (2016) proposes that solidarity is borne out of precarity and
functions as a bridge that brings people into relation and interdependence. Rozakou
(2016b) argues that in Greece in recent years, an ontological-grammatical shift has
been observed (Oikonomakis, 2018): the word solidarian (alliléggios) has changed
from an adjective to a noun, which refers to a person who is in solidarity with others.
According to Rozakou (2016b), that change indicates a radicalization of solidarity in
austerity-ridden Greece, in social spaces where solidarity practices unfold. So,
activists are called solidarians (Oikonomakis, 2018), and they have tried to
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differentiate their practices from the formal humanitarian forms of care based on
claims related to motivations and interests. Based on activists’ claims, distinctions
between those who are paid for their assistance and those who are not (Oikonomakis,
2018; Papataxiarchis, 2016) stress that interest and solidarity are mutually exclusive
(Papataxiarchis, 2016). Additionally, solidarians argue that they reject the idea of
charity (Raimondi, 2019; Rakopoulos, 2016; Cabot, 2019), “the professional
vocabulary”, such as “beneficiaries” (Rozakou, 2016b), “guest-host” relations
(Raimondi, 2019) and clientelism (Cantat, 2018), arguing that charity and
humanitarianism lead to the de-politicization of the issue (Cantan, 2018; Karaliotas &
Kapsali, 2020). In line with that, Dadusc & Mudu (2020) argue that solidarity aims at
creating alliances and coalitions with an understanding that fighting against the border
regimes is a common struggle of citizens and non-citizens. Solidarians tend to present
themselves as supporters of egalitarian principles and bridging the social hierarchies
between givers and receivers (Cabot, 2019) as well as producing new political
subjectivities based on mutual respect, self-management, and autonomy. On the other
hand, the co-existence does not remain untouched by difficulties and dilemmas
(Karaliotas & Kapsali, 2020). As Cabot (2019) and Zaman (2019) argue, possibly in
the name of solidarity, new forms of exclusion can be produced in an attempt to erase
the difference, considering that the Solidarity Movement in Greece and the intentions
of individuals involved are highly diverse.

2.3.3 Being (un) deserving

Monforte et al. (2019) argue that consolidation of performance-based deservingness
creates a space in which movers not only try to perform strategically what they
consider is expected from them by state officials but also outside of state interactions.
According to Blachnicka-Ciacek, Trabka, Budginaite-Mackine, Parutis & Pustulka
(2021), that creates a situation in which movers constantly feel obliged to prove their
deservingness to avoid the risk of being regarded as “undeserving”. In line with many
authors (van Meeteren & Sur, 2020; Monforte et al., 2019; Wernesjo, 2020), I argue
that this normalization of adopting a specific perfomativity to be accepted in the
“community of value” (Marchetti, 2020) can exacerbate the lines of distinction
between “deserving” and “undeserving” individuals as well as make movers adopt the
“Us and Them” logic (Monforte et al. (2019; Ratzmann & Sahraoui, 2021) to
differentiate themselves from “inappropriate attitudes”.

The injunction to performance-based deservingness has made many movers
internalize the obligation to prove their “goodwill”, law-abiding nature and moral
duty to obey the law of the host country, payment of taxes and financial
independence, respect, and credibility (Osipovic, 2015; Monforte et al., 2019).
Similarly, Wernesj6 (2020), in her study concerning the deservingness of
unaccompanied minors in Sweden, argues that the minors tried to position themselves
as grateful, responsible, and active citizens concerning their responsibilization related
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to the welfare state and integration. Such practices in a broader understanding of
citizenship beyond dichotomous terms can be considered as movers’ efforts to make
themselves “less illegal”. Chauvin and Garcés-Mascarefias (2012) use the term “moral
economy of illegality” to describe how people on the move are constructed as more or
less illegal based on the ethics of contemporary states related to economic and civic
values (p.247). Blachnicka-Ciacek et al. (2021) argue that different types of movers
recognize they are not considered as “fully-fledged citizens”, so to “self-legitimize”
themselves, they sometimes adopt an anti-immigrant language by criticizing those
who “don’t want to integrate” (Monforte et al., 2019).

To sum up, following the deservingness frame strategically shows that movers are
aware of the exclusionary governmental techniques, but simultaneously as active
agents, they can reproduce the pensee d’Etat (Monforte et al., 2019, p. 40). In
combination with that, the moral claims of deservingness and the ambiguity of state
policies and social structures deployed to prevent movers’ formal inclusion illustrate
the limitations of traditional understandings of citizenship (van Meeteren & Sur,
2020). Nevertheless, we should not underestimate that (un) deservingness is not fixed
but is vague, fluid, and characterized by artificiality (Blachnicka-Ciacek et al., 2021).
Although states cannot entirely predict the extensiveness of their definitions and are
afraid of movers that can become “too integrated” through their networks, cultural
and economic inclusion, the vagueness and plasticity of the ideal performance is used
to limit movers’ deservingness.

2.4 Conceptual framework

Figure 1 is a schematic representation of the main pillars of this study. Legal
precarity is a condition that characterizes the navigation of movers in Greece. In the
state of precarity, movers, through their navigational tactics, have multiple encounters
with state and non-state actors, which produce the construction of deservingness.
Among them are actors occupied in the humanitarian sector and actors involved in
solidarity. The notions of hotspot approach and geosocial solidarity represent the
spaces in which the practices of humanitarianism and solidarity unfold, respectively.
In those spaces, diverse understandings of deservingness are created and finally
contribute to movers’ experience of deservingness.

From my perspective, it is essential to consider that all of the aforementioned
concepts are not fixed but rather fluid and mutually influence each other. For instance,
nevertheless, geosocial solidarity and solidarity practices are initiated in response to
border violence, hotspot approach, the humanitarian understanding of “bear life”, and
pose a challenge to the border regime, are reshaped and influenced by practices of
disciplining and hostile policies. Therefore, concerning deservingness, solidarity
practices can challenge or/ and can reproduce socialities not always dissimilar to the
formal hospitality frameworks (Cabot, 2019). Similarly, the hotspot approach and
humanitarian practices are contested by the involvement of solidarity initiatives in
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care and the occupation of former activists in the humanitarian field (Pendakis, 2019).
That action-reaction process can influence the understanding of performance-based
deservingness. Furthermore, concerning movers’ experience of deservingness, it is
significant to consider that they are influenced by the staircase models created.
Nevertheless, they can destabilize the understandings of deservingness, as will be
discussed in chapter 6, due to their navigational tactics, decision-making, and the
semi-legal reality in Greece, which “encourages” maneuvering.

Construction of deservingness is a dynamic concept, dependent on the context and
constantly under negotiation and sometimes, with some elements of luck, as the
following chapters confirm.

Figure 1: “Constructing deservingness-circle”
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Chapter 3 | Methodology

This study is about individuals’ feelings, beliefs, patterns, and attitudes (Creswell&
Poth, 2018; Naderifar, Goli, Ghaljaie, 2016). For this reason, the use of qualitative
ethnographic methods was chosen. Specifically, I followed single-sited ethnography
(Gielis, 2011) as my fieldwork took place exclusively in Athens, Greece. My goal was
to study the multi-sited context, the transnational processes related to the construction
of deservingness for people experiencing legal precarity in a specific place (Gielis,
2011; Marcus, 1995). For this research, the methodological lens of place perspective
was used. Place perspective! suited well because this study examines how the
different mobilities and interrelations in a place become connected and create
networks or cause clashes. The articulation of deservingness through humanitarian
and solidarity practices, but also those practices themselves are a product of social
ties, networks, relations existing in a specific place, in that case, in Greece. Both of
them reflect the global-local dynamics as humanitarian and solidarity practices are
influenced by the policy on the national and EU level.

The following sections discuss how relational and auto-ethnography were useful tools
in investigating and interpreting deservingness in the existing system of relations.
Additionally, I present how through snowball-sampling, semi-structured and informal
conversations combined with participant observations helped me to conduct my study.
In the last section, I reflect on my fieldwork experience related to the interaction with
my interlocutors, obstacles that I encountered, and limitations of this study.

3.1 Relational ethnography

According to Yeo & Dopson (2018), in relational ethnography, the researcher
considers processes and spaces as the object of analysis, rather than groups and places
(p-2). In line with that, Desmond (2014) argues that relational ethnography gives
ontological primacy to the configurations of relations instead of groups and places.
That makes relational ethnography involve degrees of collaboration, co-creation
(Simon, 2012), and webs of mutual influence, which by extension produce chains of
connection and interdependence (Desmond, 2014, p. 554).

As aforementioned, this research intends to study the relations, synergies, attitudes,
perceptions, and emotions that arise through the construction of deservingness for
people on the move. Through relational ethnography, exploring closely the different
interactions of people on the move, with solidarians, professional humanitarians,

! Lecture by J. Schapendonk (11-11-2020). International Migration, Globalization and Development. Researching
migration, mobility, and transnationalism: a workshop
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volunteers, bureaucrats, governmental institutions confirms the dynamic nature of
these relations and the fact that the social world is constantly re-made and re-
described (Yeo & Dopson,2018; McGee, 2020). In this study, the diverse interactions
taking place in social spaces where governmental, humanitarian, and solidarity
practices, formally and informally unfold, are regarded as “relational spaces”
(Desmond, 2014). That relational praxis is helpful in interpreting and problematizing
indications of inequality in deservingness, practices of categorizing (McGee, 2020),
and diverse understandings around it. That enabled me to give a multi-voiced
perspective in my study (Yeo & Dopson, 2018). Beyond that, relational ethnography
extends the idea of reflexivity beyond the individual experience and positions it in a
relational context (Simon, 2012, p.12). According to Simon (2012), relational
reflexivity “invites” an increased sensitivity and encourages the researcher to consider
the needs of people involved and affected by the study (p.12). That relational
reflexivity and following the research ethics were particularly important for my
research, as, through that, I could gain a deeper understanding of the relational
structures and others’ experiences (Yeo & Dopson, 2018).

Examining the “relational mechanisms” behind collaborations, alliances, conflicts
made my fieldwork a relational process, too, as the diverse interactions demanded
constant reflexivity to construct the sociological explanations (McGee, 2020) of this
study. Although relational ethnography has its own set of limitations, it gives us the
potential to transcend the limitations of place and group-based fieldwork (Desmond,
2014, p.574). That enables us to understand how social actors exist in a state of
mutual dependence and struggle (Desmond, 2014, p.574).

3.2 Auto-ethnography

Denshire (2014) argues that auto-ethnography creates a space of interaction between
the individual (auto-) and the collective (-ethno-), where the writing (-graphy) of
singularity cannot be foreclosed (p.4). Similarly, Stahlke-Wall (2016) claims that
auto-ethnography produces highly personalized accounts that are based on the
researcher’s experience to extend sociological knowledge (p.39). According to
Niemeijer & Visse (2016), auto-ethnography as an approach involves autobiography,
self-observation, reflexivity in the context of ethnographic research, thereby
connecting the personal to the public (p.169).

In this study, my intention, apart from examining the relations as aforementioned, is
to find my position in the process. Through auto-ethnography, I follow the self-
narrative form to place myself within the specific social context (Butz & Besio, 2009)
and re-examine my self-understandings concerning the construction of deservingness
through the asylum procedure, humanitarian and solidarity practices in the Greek
context. As the following chapters show, I explore my own emotional experiences to
the topic of my research and how I interact with my participants’ feelings and
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accounts. Based on that, according to Butz & Besio (2009), I act both as an agent and
an object of signification. Following auto-ethnography helps me understand the
inevitably subjective nature of knowledge and develop critical reflexivity and
sensibility on my thoughts both as a researcher and individual (Butz & Besio, 2009).

Additionally, auto-ethnography becomes an essential tool in comprehending
geographies of emotion and spatial processes as well as the embodied experience of
places and practices in my informants’ accounts (Butz & Besio, 2009). In conjunction
with that, auto-ethnography also enables me to self-reflect and realize how I am
influenced by my informants’ interpretations as a researcher. That makes auto-
ethnography a learning process of self-understanding (Niemeijer & Visse, 2016).

Auto-ethnography emerged due to “the calls” to pay greater attention to how the
ethnographer interacts with the researched (Méndez, 2013). Although auto-
ethnography runs the risk of being considered self-indulgent, narcissistic, and
individualized (Méndez, 2013; Stahlke-Wall, 2016), from my perspective, combining
it with relational ethnography, as aforementioned, can re-create researcher’s
experience in a reflexive manner, in which the researcher understands the researched
as reflexive subjects whose accounts and identities are entangled with their own (Butz
&Besio, 2009).

3.3 Methodological choices

3.3.1 Participant observation

According to Kemp (2001), participant observation aims to identify “what it is that is
going on here” by watching what is happening with as open a mind as is possible

(p. 528). Participant observation requires spending time being present, living, or
working with other people and communities to comprehend them (Laurier, 2010,
p.116). Therefore, through participant observation, the researcher intends to gain the
authority of “insider” knowledge (Laurier, 2010, p. 1). Sperschneider & Bagger
(2003) argue that the participant-observer operates simultaneously as an insider and
outsider, who has to go beyond the ordinary engagement of a common participant and
try to observe the activities, people, and the physical aspects of the context under
research (p.42).

Most of the observations included in this study stem from my participation at the
international grassroots initiative “Khora Community Center”, located in the city
center of Athens, Greece. My role as a participant and observer at Khora enabled me
to “immerse” myself in that specific setting and gather valuable empirical insights
into social practices and experiences related to the construction of deservingness that
normally remain “hidden” from the public gaze (Reeves, Kuper & Hodges, 2008).
Making those observations helped me see the interactions of people on the move with
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international volunteers. Additionally, being there as a participant and observer
enabled me to gain a more profound understanding of how movers encounter legal
precarity and the everyday struggles, what kind of tactics they deploy to navigate
themselves in the Athenian space, how they perceive their deservingness in the Greek
context and what means to them to be involved in a grassroots initiative, like Khora.
Combined with that, I had the opportunity through Khora to accompany people at
public services, such as the Greek Asylum Services, and gain a first-hand experience
of the bureaucratic obstacles, injustices, and irrationalities that movers encounter.
About observing, as aforementioned in the previous section concerning interviewing,
the process is not identical per individual. For example, with people with whom I
spent more time, it was easier to observe their practices than others with whom I met
them for once, or despite meeting quite often, they were generally warier of
expressing themselves.

From my perspective, although observation combined with participation possibly
involves a risk of degrading the quality of data, it is important to realize the power of
participant observation lies in the intimacy of the researcher with the researched, the
places, and practices (Laurier, 2008, p.3). Therefore, participant observation should
not be perceived as “subjective” or “objective”, but it should be understood as a
method that develops intersubjective understandings between the researcher and the
researched (Crang & Cook, 2007, p.22).

3.3.2 Semi-structured& informal interviews

Interviews and conversations were an important source for data collection. In my
interview guides, I included closed questions, such as “How much time have you
spent in Greece?” and open-ended, for instance, “Which has been your experience
with participating at Khora?” That helped me to define the areas that [ aimed to
explore but also allowed me and my informants to diverge from a “yes-no” answer
(Longhurst, 2010) and to pursue an idea or response in more detail (Stewart, Treasure
& Chadwick, 2008, p. 291). At the beginning of the “interview”, before asking
questions concerning deservingness, the opinions/ experiences of the asylum
procedure, humanitarian and solidarity practices, I intended to ask unstructured
questions less-related to my research, such as “Do you have any siblings?”, “Is your
family back home/ abroad?”, “In which neighborhood do you live?” or “Since when
do you join Khora?” to create a friendly, informal, and open atmosphere (Crang &
Cook, 2007). Afterward, since my goal was to explore the views, experiences,
beliefs, attitudes, and motivations of diverse actors on the issue of deservingness, [
asked more open-ended questions. That openness in the questions gave a more
personal character in the interview, which was also my goal; to bring the diverse
understandings of deservingness from individuals’ point of view (Creswell & Poth,
2018).
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From my perspective, the use of semi-structured and informal interviews helped me to
transcend the role of the “detached scientific observer” who aims only to extract
“unbiased data” (Crang & Cook, 2007). That made me able to participate on a much
more equal basis in the discussions with my interlocutors. For example, quite often, I
shared personal experiences, struggles, and opinions with my informants to make the
atmosphere less formal as possible. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that despite
my intention to make the conversations as such, sometimes the “power inequalities”
played out. I will elaborate on that further in section 3.5.

Additionally, semi-structured and informal discussions enabled me to stay flexible. I
had conversations with people coming from completely different backgrounds and are
involved differently in the Greek migration scene, such as bureaucrats, professional
humanitarians, NGO employees, members of the grassroots initiative “Khora”, people
on the move, lawyers, researchers. Although I had already prepared different
interview guides based on the background of the person that I was addressed to, I was
used to changing or re-formulating, including or excluding questions, as I felt that
sometimes certain questions could be answered without any hesitation, while in a
different context the same question could be a cause of embarrassment.

To gain a deeper understanding of the construction of deservingness by multiple
actors and the diverse experiences around it requires extensive investigating of
complex attitudes, emotions, and perceptions. For collecting and interpreting this
diversity of experience, semi-structured and informal conversations are valuable tools,
not for offering to the researcher a route to “the truth”, which from my perspective, in
issues as such is very variable, but for offering an important route to insights into
what people do and think (Longhurst, 2010, p.112).

3.4 Implementation

3.4.1 Research setting and population — about the where, who and how
Where — Location of the fieldwork

As aforementioned, most of my empirical insights resulted from my fieldwork at the
site of “Khora Community Center”. Khora is based on non-hierarchical ideals, and
decision-making is done through General Assemblies to make it as inclusive as
possible. Among its values are free movement, dignity, and autonomy for all. I spent
roughly four months (May 2021- August 2021) volunteering daily at the Khora
Kitchen and the Khora Asylum Support Team (KAST). Combined with my
participation at Khora, I intended to contact other state and non-state actors, such as
local and international NGOs, and “mobilize” some personal contacts that could bring
valuable insights into my research or connect me with their network.
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Concerning Khora, during my first month, I did not take any interviews, as I tried to
be adapted in the specific setting as well as I did not want to give the impression that I
participate in the community only for doing my research. That allowed me to re-
consider interview questions, self-reflect more on language and ethical issues. At
Khora Kitchen, I had the opportunity to meet most of the people on the move who
participated in my study. From my perspective, the more relaxing and friendlier
environment at the Khora Kitchen enabled that to happen compared to my
participation at KAST, where the atmosphere is more serious due to the interaction
with the bureaucratic dystopia. Although my volunteering at KAST was a very
significant experience in gaining a deeper knowledge of the asylum procedure in
Greece, the obstacles and arbitrariness that movers encounter, I felt from the early
beginning that attempting to take interviews from movers who are addressed to KAST
for support is highly unethical. Therefore, from the KAST environment, I had
conversations only with volunteers and interpreters.

Most of my interviews were conducted at cafes in the area of Kypseli, Athens where
Khora is located.16 out of 32 interviews were conducted face-to-face in Athens. One
of the face-to-face interviews was conducted in Heraklion, Crete, Greece. The rest
took place online because some of my informants have moved abroad or were used to
working in the Greek islands, or it was more convenient for them to have an online
meeting instead of meeting in person. Additionally, one of them preferred to write
down his answers instead of having an online meeting.

The location of my fieldwork, Athens, was particularly significant for my research. In
Athens, I saw the practical implementation of politics of exhaustion with my own
eyes when [ accompanied people to the Greek Asylum Services. Long queues,
outrageous delays, postponements compose the scene of precarity. Additionally, it is
important to consider the influence of the EU-Turkey Deal on the movers and how
accessing Athens, and generally, the Greek mainland, is deployed as a mechanism to
divide the deserving from the undeserving (Papada, 2021). Furthermore, as I study the
construction of deservingness through humanitarian and solidarity practices, doing
research in Athens is very meaningful as, since 2016, many squats and solidarity
initiatives have been involved in border-crossers’ support (Oikonomakis,2018), as
well as a variety of local and international organizations, are based in Athens.
Nevertheless, since 2016, the actively hostile governmental policies have created a
diverse scene for movers’ support, which deserves further investigation.
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Who- Introduction to my interlocutors

In total, I conducted 32 interviews with diverse actors involved in and influenced by
the migration regime in Greece. As my goal was to study the construction of
deservingness in the asylum procedure, humanitarian and solidarity practices, |
interviewed bureaucrats (2), individuals working in the humanitarian sector, such as
caretakers, lawyers, a psychologist and advocacy officers (11), international
volunteers from Khora Community Center (6), journalists, scholars (2) and people on
the move (11). In addition, concerning people on the move, I had conversations with
people who were in Greece in the past but now have been relocated to Germany (1)
and Luxembourg (1), others who are waiting for their decisions (4) are recognized
refugees (4), are trying to access the asylum system (1) and decided to leave the
country with their means (1). I decided to have conversations with that multitude of
actors because I intended to examine how deservingness shifts across diverse
perspectives and actors. Additionally, my goal was to study if the views of “outsiders”
concerning precarity and deservingness show similarities with movers’ narratives.

As aforementioned, each category had a different interview guide. The interviews
were recorded (22) and transcribed in Greek (13) or English (9) based on my
interlocutors’ language preference. For the interviews in Greek, I summarized them in
English. The rest of the conversations (10) were not recorded intentionally, as some of
my informants felt uncomfortable with the recording, and in (2) interviews, I faced
some technical issues. Most of the discussions that were not recorded were with
people on the move. I decided deliberately to follow that strategy, as in my first
“experimental interview”, my interlocutor told me that he would not continue the
conversation if I wanted to record it. So, after that incident, I decided not to record
conversations with movers.

Additionally, I intended to make my research as inclusive as possible. Therefore, I
tried to tackle language obstacles. With the help of some friends, who translated for
me my questions in Farsi and Arabic, I approached some people at Khora Kitchen that
I was used to meeting quite often, in case they would like to write down their answers,
or I suggested them having a conversation with the support of an individual who can
translate. About that, I have to admit that this practice provoked a negative reaction by
one of my respondents and made me reconsider the ethics of my research, as I will
narrate in 3.5.
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How - Snowball sampling

To collect my data, I used the non-probability method of snowball sampling.
Snowball sampling is very common in qualitative research as the goal is not to
generalize findings but to understand a phenomenon (Naderifar et al., 2016).
Therefore, as a method seems ideal for this study, as my goal is to examine the
interpretations and experience of the construction of deservingness in movers’ lives.
Concerning the sample, special attention was paid to people on the move who arrived
in Greece in the last decade as my research focuses on the changing reality in Greece
since 2016 and the signing of the EU-Turkey Statement. Concerning state and non-
state actors, I intended to approach people who are currently involved in humanitarian
and solidarity practices or have been involved in the recent past.

According to Waters (2015), creating “snowballs” can be a time-consuming and
labor-intensive process, as it is dependent exclusively on the researcher’s resources
and contacts in the first instance (p.372). Johl & Reganathan (2010) argue that gaining
access requires some combination of strategic planning, hard work, and luck (p.42).
Therefore, I would argue that approaching my interlocutors through “snowballing”
was time-consuming but relatively easy as my respondents were very willing to help
and connect me with their network. Nevertheless, the process included some element
of luck as contacts, in which I invested, did not respond in the end or contact me back
when I had finished my research, while others that I did not have high expectations
due to the circumstances were very useful for my “networking”. That enabled me to
avoid the limitations of snowball sampling, such as the selective inclusion of
individuals based on social networks (Browne, 2002; Cohen & Arielli, 2011), which
automatically excludes other people. In figure 2, I illustrate how I created my network
with the contact persons and my interlocutors through snowball sampling.

To conclude, mobilizing social networks as channels for recruitment can be an
advantage (Browne, 2002, p.57). Snowball sampling was extremely valuable and
necessary for my research. Although I tried to include diverse networks of people,
multiple voices, and perspectives, I am fully aware of the possible exclusions that
might occur. Speaking strictly about the advantages and disadvantages does not fully
address the complexities of snowball sampling and creates artificial boundaries
(Browne, 2002, p.57). This reaches an agreement with Sperschneider & Bagger
(2003), who argue:

Fieldwork is a matter of techniques rather than a rigid step-by-step “how-to”
prescription. The approaches to fieldwork are alternatives. They should be regarded as
choices among strategies rather than selections of proper techniques to be adapted for

any particular setting (p.42).
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Box 2: Symbols and Colors:
*= People interviewed

Intermediaries

Lists of organization active in Athens —individual research

Khora Community Center

Journalists and Researchers

Figure 2: “Network through snowball sampling”. Author’s creation.

3.4.2 Data analysis

All recorded interviews have been transcribed with the online software “Transcribe”
and coded with “Atlas. ti”. Likewise, 