
Τ his brochure‘s subject is the housing of migrants in 
Greece. It emerged after our assembly got in con-
tact with people who are threatened with evictions 

from the departments that had been assigned to them. 
Their denial to abandon their houses defines fields of 
struggle that we started to explore this year. It is an at-
tempt to put everything we learned last year in order and 
suggest a way of how to proceed with this struggle.

The housing projects that are directed to migrants in 
Greece can be divided in two general categories: the pro-

grams for asylum seekers and the integration programs. 
To begin with, we will look into the program ESTIA that is 
in the first category. The reason we are focusing on ESTIA 
and not on camps or the FILOXENIA program is that the 
eviction cases we know of and that we could perhaps face 
at first, concern the ex-recipients of this program. The 
matter of housing in camps is part of a more general crit-
icism on the system of camps, which follows in the next 
section of this text. The integration program with housing 
services that operates as we write this text is called HE-
LIOS and will be addressed afterwards.

STOP WAR ON MIGRANTS

Anti-migration policies
housing of migrants
and common struggles



2 Stop war on migrants

FILOXENIA
The program FILOXENIA run by IOM was stopped in Jan-
uary 2021. After reaching an agreement with the hotels, 
IOM (International Organization for Migration) was paying 
them with money from the Greek state (funded by the EU) 
to accept asylum seekers. In the last year it was operating 
there were 79 hotels around Greece giving 6.898 rooms 
to asylum seekers. After the ministerial decision on April 
2020, the asylum seekers had to leave the accommoda-
tion facilities within 30 days after receiving the decision of 
their application. 
The fact that the program provides accommodation in ho-
tels and not apartments enables IOM and the hotel own-
ers to use the police to force the people out of their ac-
commodation. The reason for this is that hotel rooms ar-
en’t considered asylum, so the police can evict anybody 
without juridical decision. So, around the time of the ex-
piration of the program, the hotels were emptied. In Jan-
uary, the process of evictions was completed and the pro-
gram expired. The asylum seekers who were still waiting 
for their decisions were transferred into camps. 

ESTIA
The program ESTIA is also addressed at asylum seekers. 
It’s a housing program for apartments in the city. The past 
years (2015-2020), the program was funded by UNHCR. 
In the summer of 2020 a changeover process, that is now 
complete, started and the program was transferred into 
the hands of the state (the Ministry of Migration & Asylum 
). Now, the Greek state funds various NGO’s with EU mon-
ey. These NGOs  find and lease apartments for migrants. 

Beside the NGO’s , the municipalities also participate in the 
program. With this new structure, companies can also join 
the program (in Thessaloniki for example some expan-
sionary companies own some of the departments).
When the state took over the ESTIA program, funding 
was cut (from between 139 million to 190 million in the 
previous 5 years to 91,5 million for 2021). Following this, 
some NGOs that participated in the program under UN-
HCR, stopped to cooperate with ESTIA (like Solidarity 
Now). Migrants and apartments are now under the re-
sponsibility and management of the remaining NGOs. 
Some of those houses are administrated by more than 
one NGO and each one can bring their “own” migrants in.
Now, the program provides 24,440 places for accom-
modation in 3,979 units, of which 225 are rooms in build-
ings and the rest are apartments. According to the press 
release of March 2021 the capacity of these places was at 
75.5%. We will comment on that later on. Obviously, the 
non-recipients that stayed in their houses are not included 
in these statistics. The recipients of the program are asy-
lum seekers. Nevertheless, in order to become accepted 
in ESTIA, there are certain vulnerability criteria granting 
higher priority in being accepted. Hence, the majority of 
recipients are families, often with health problems, out of 
which a big percentage face severe problems (of course, 
the access to healthcare remains a great struggle in all 
of these cases), with some families being single-parent. 
The nationalities of the beneficiaries are also specific due 
to the indirect effect of criteria of nationality. Below, we’ll 
cite some statistic and demographic data from the report 
of March (2021).   
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 Δημογραφικά στοιχεία  
Συνολικά, από το Νοέμβριο του 2015, σχεδόν 75.000 άτομα έχουν 
επωφεληθεί από το Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης. Ως το τέλος Μαρτίου του 
2021, 18.463 άτομα στεγάζονται στο Πρόγραμμα, ανάμεσά τους 
4.732 αναγνωρισμένοι πρόσφυγες. Το 50% των ωφελούμενων είναι 
παιδιά. Η μεγάλη πλειοψηφία είναι οικογένειες, κατά μέσο όρο 
πενταμελείς. Περισσότεροι του ενός στους τέσσερις ωφελούμενους 
πληρούν τουλάχιστον ένα από τα κριτήρια ευαλωτότητας για τη 
συμμετοχή τους στο Πρόγραμμα. Οι τρεις πιο κοινές περιπτώσεις 
ευαλωτότητας είναι: 

 12% 
Σοβαρό ιατρικό 

πρόβλημα 
 

4% 
Παιδιά σε κίνδυνο 

3% 
Μονογονεϊκή οικογένεια 

 

 

Εθνικότητες 
Η μεγάλη πλειοψηφία, το 85% των ατόμων που συμμετέχουν στο 
Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης, είναι Σύριοι, Αφγανοί, Ιρακινοί, Ιρανοί ή 
Κονγκολέζοι (Λ.Δ.Κ.). Ωστόσο, τα άτομα που φιλοξενούνταν ως το 
τέλος Μαρτίου του 2021 μιλούσαν περισσότερες από 30 
διαφορετικές μητρικές γλώσσες. 

 

 
 
Τύποι στέγασης 
Περισσότερες από τέσσερις στις πέντε θέσεις 
στέγασης είναι σε διαμερίσματα. Οι υπόλοιπες 
είναι σε κτίρια.  
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Demographic data

Overall, since November 2015, nearly 75.000 people have benefited 
from Housing Programs. By the end of March 2021, 18.463 people 
were hosted by the Program, among them 4.732 recognised refugees. 
50 % of the recipients are children. The vast majority are families, 
on average families with 5 members. More than 1 out of 4 recipients 
meet at least one of the vulnerability criteria for the participation in the 
Program. The 3 most common vulnerability criteria are:

children in dangerserious medical problem

.
Housing programs for asylum seekers within the urban network

single-parent family
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Χάρτης περιοχών παροχής στέγασης  
Στέγαση για αιτούντες άσυλο και αναγνωρισμένους πρόσφυγες παρέχεται σε 15 πόλεις στην ενδοχώρα και σε 3 νησιά. 
Περισσότερες από τις μισές θέσεις στέγασης, το 59%, βρίσκονται στην Αθήνα, το 36% στην υπόλοιπη ηπειρωτική 
Ελλάδα, ενώ το 5% βρίσκεται στα νησιά. 

 

 

 

Σύνολο ωφελούμενων 

Συνολικά, από το Νοέμβριο του 2015, 75.000 άτομα έχουν 
επωφεληθεί από το Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης. 

Το Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης του Υπουργείου Μετανάστευσης και Ασύλου 
είναι μέρος του ESTIA 2021 που χρηματοδοτείται από το Ταμείο 
Ασύλου, Μετανάστευσης και Ένταξης (AMIF) της Ευρωπαϊκής 
Ένωσης. 

75.000 
Άτομα φιλοξενήθηκαν στις θέσεις του 

Προγράμματος Στέγασης ESTIA 2021 
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ETHNICITIES
Τhe vast majority – 85% of people that participate at the 
housing programs – are Syrians, Afghans, Iraqis, Iranians, 
Congolese(DRC). However, the people that were hosted until the 
end of March 2021 were speaking more than 30 different native 
languages.

TYPES OF HOUSING
Μore than 4 out of 5 spaces for housing are 
apartments. The rest are buildings.

Afghanistan 

Syria

Iraq

Democratic Republic of the Congo

 Iran 

Other

Apartments: 94%

Buildings: 6%

RECIPIENTS AS A WHOLE
Altogether, since November 2015, 75.000 people had 
access to the Housing Program.
The housing program of the Ministry of Migration & 
Asylum is part of ESTIA 2021 that is funded by the 
Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) of 
the European Union.

MAP OF THE HOUSING SERVICE AREAS
Housing for asylum seekers and recognised refugees is provided to 15 cities on the mainland and 3 islands. More 
than half of the housing spaces (59 %) are in Athens, 36% is in the rest of southeastern Greece, while 5% are on 
the islands.



4 Stop war on migrants

As can be seen from the picture above, more than half 
of the recipients are in Athens. In Thessaloniki, there are 
currently around 3000 recipients, while in each of the 
nearby cities of Kilkis and  Katerini, there are 620.

The NGOs and the municipalities that participate in 
the program, have taken over most of it, while various 
companies (e.g. development) that have are involved as 
well, only maintain a few housing units. As we wrote 
above, apartments and migrants under the responsibili-
ty of NGOs that refused to continue in ESTIA, have been 
transferred to those participating in the new program.

Below is a picture with the main NGOs and municipali-
ties participating in the program, the percentage of re-
cipients that each has managed, as well as the cities they 
are mainly active in it. The source is again the monthly 
press release of march 2021.

Evictions and general legal framework

As we mentioned above, the ESTIA program is 
aimed at asylum seekers. After the issuance of the 

relevant decision, the residents of the apartments are 
no longer entitled to housing under this program. This 
right is also lost for second time applicants whose first 
application has been rejected. If we consider that the 
decision of an application could take years (the law that 
was passed in the spring of 2020 tries to change this by 
introducing a fast track process that facilitates the final 
rejection of applications) and that the program began to 
accept migrants in November 2015, the phenomenon 
of non-recipients remaining in the apartments has not 
been very common. This changed in the last year(s). 
Until 2019, the NGOS usually handled these cases 
with flexibility and there was no state regulation as to 
when the migrants have to leave the apartments. It was 
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Εταίροι Στέγασης 
Ως το τέλος Μαρτίου του 2021, το Υπουργείο Μετανάστευσης και Ασύλου, υλοποίησε το Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης μέσω 
25 συνεργασιών, με 11 Ελληνικές και Διεθνείς Μ.Κ.Ο. και 14 Δήμους.  

Οι εταίροι στέγασης είναι: οι Μ.Κ.Ο. CRS (Αθήνα, Θεσσαλονίκη), Hopeland (Αθήνα), ICSD (Ηγουμενίτσα, Ιωάννινα), 
PRAKSIS (Αθήνα, Θεσσαλονίκη), ΑΡΣΙΣ (Αθήνα, Χίος), Δράσεις Κοινωνικής Αλληλεγγύης (Θεσσαλονίκη), Δύναμη 
Ζωής (Αθήνα), Ηλιακτίδα (Λέσβος), Κέντρο Νέων Ηπείρου (Ιωάννινα), Νόστος (Αθήνα), Φάρος Ελπίδας (Αθήνα, 
Θεσσαλονίκη). 

Οι δήμοι: Αθήνα (ADDMA), Θεσσαλονίκη (MUNTHESS), Ηράκλειο (HDA), Καρδίτσα (ANKA), Κατερίνη (DIPAK), 
Λάρισα (DIKEL), Λιβαδειά (KEDHL), Νέα Φιλαδέλφεια - Νέα Χαλκηδόνα (KEDFX), Πειραιάς (KODEP), Σητεία 
(PLOIGOS), Τήλος (TILOS), Τρίκαλα (E-TRIKALA), Τρίπολη (PARNONAS), Χανιά (SFCHANIA). 

 
 

  

«Μένουμε στο διαμέρισμά μας στο Κιλκίς τους τελευταίους 9 μήνες. Είμαστε χαρούμενοι και νιώθουμε ασφαλείς. Τα 
παιδιά μας παρακολουθούν ανελλιπώς τα μαθήματα στο σχολείο για να μάθουν την ελληνική γλώσσα, έχουν φίλους και 
είναι χαρούμενα. Το Κιλκίς είναι μια ωραία, μικρή πόλη για να ζει κάποιος με την οικογένειά του. Αισθανόμαστε πολύ 
τυχεροί που έχουμε ανθρώπους δίπλα μας, που μας επισκέπτονται, βοηθούν να βελτιώσουμε την καθημερινότητά μας 
δίνοντάς μας πολύτιμες συμβουλές, και φροντίζουν για τις ανάγκες μας. Έχουμε πολύ καλές σχέσεις με όλο το προσωπικό 
της Ηλιακτίδας και αισθανόμαστε πως μας έχουν αγκαλιάσει με όλη τους την αγάπη.»
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Δελτίο Τύπου για το ESTIA 2021 – Μάρτιος 2021 

Εταίροι Στέγασης 
Ως το τέλος Μαρτίου του 2021, το Υπουργείο Μετανάστευσης και Ασύλου, υλοποίησε το Πρόγραμμα Στέγασης μέσω 
25 συνεργασιών, με 11 Ελληνικές και Διεθνείς Μ.Κ.Ο. και 14 Δήμους.  

Οι εταίροι στέγασης είναι: οι Μ.Κ.Ο. CRS (Αθήνα, Θεσσαλονίκη), Hopeland (Αθήνα), ICSD (Ηγουμενίτσα, Ιωάννινα), 
PRAKSIS (Αθήνα, Θεσσαλονίκη), ΑΡΣΙΣ (Αθήνα, Χίος), Δράσεις Κοινωνικής Αλληλεγγύης (Θεσσαλονίκη), Δύναμη 
Ζωής (Αθήνα), Ηλιακτίδα (Λέσβος), Κέντρο Νέων Ηπείρου (Ιωάννινα), Νόστος (Αθήνα), Φάρος Ελπίδας (Αθήνα, 
Θεσσαλονίκη). 

Οι δήμοι: Αθήνα (ADDMA), Θεσσαλονίκη (MUNTHESS), Ηράκλειο (HDA), Καρδίτσα (ANKA), Κατερίνη (DIPAK), 
Λάρισα (DIKEL), Λιβαδειά (KEDHL), Νέα Φιλαδέλφεια - Νέα Χαλκηδόνα (KEDFX), Πειραιάς (KODEP), Σητεία 
(PLOIGOS), Τήλος (TILOS), Τρίκαλα (E-TRIKALA), Τρίπολη (PARNONAS), Χανιά (SFCHANIA). 

 
 

  

«Μένουμε στο διαμέρισμά μας στο Κιλκίς τους τελευταίους 9 μήνες. Είμαστε χαρούμενοι και νιώθουμε ασφαλείς. Τα 
παιδιά μας παρακολουθούν ανελλιπώς τα μαθήματα στο σχολείο για να μάθουν την ελληνική γλώσσα, έχουν φίλους και 
είναι χαρούμενα. Το Κιλκίς είναι μια ωραία, μικρή πόλη για να ζει κάποιος με την οικογένειά του. Αισθανόμαστε πολύ 
τυχεροί που έχουμε ανθρώπους δίπλα μας, που μας επισκέπτονται, βοηθούν να βελτιώσουμε την καθημερινότητά μας 
δίνοντάς μας πολύτιμες συμβουλές, και φροντίζουν για τις ανάγκες μας. Έχουμε πολύ καλές σχέσεις με όλο το προσωπικό 
της Ηλιακτίδας και αισθανόμαστε πως μας έχουν αγκαλιάσει με όλη τους την αγάπη.»

HOUSING PARTNERS
Until the end of march 2021, the ministry of Migration and Asylum, materialized the housing program 
through 25 cooperations, with 11 greek and international NGOs and 14 municipalities.
The housing partners are the NGOs: CRS (Athens, Thessaloniki), Hopeland (Athens), ICSD (Igoumenitsa, 
Ioannina), Praksis (Athens, Thessaloniki), Arsis (Athens, Chios), Social solidarity actions (Thessaloniki), 
Dynami Zois (Athens) Iliaktida (lesbos) Youth center of Epirus (Ioannina), Nostos (Athens), Faros Elpidas 
(Athens, Thessaloniki).
The municipalities: Athens (ADDMA), Thessaloniki (MUNTHESS), Heraklion (HDA), Karditsa (ANKA), 
Katerini (DIPAK), Larissa (DIKEL), Lebadeia (KEDHL), Nea Philadelphia - Nea Chalkidona (KEDFX), Peiraeus 
(KODEP), Siteia (PLOIGOS), Tilos (TILOS), Trikala (E- TRIKALA), Tripoli (PARNONAS), Chania (SFCHANIA).
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common for recognized refugees to stay in their houses 
for more than two more years until they found work and 
could live somewhere else or got passports. Migrants, 
whose application was initially rejected, also remained 
in their homes. The ones issuing a second application 
for humanitarian reasons (repealed by the spring 2020 
law) could formally continue to live there, although the 
interval between rejection of the first application and 
acceptance of the second was legally a “gray area”.

This flexible situation did not need to be adjusted in the 
first years of the program as the transition from recipient 
to non-recipient only attributed to a small percentage of 
people. The first attempt at clear regulation was made 
in March 2019 by the SYRIZA government, as the num-
ber of non-recipients who remained in the houses was 
getting more significant. A legal framework was then 
established in which recognized refugees were able to 
remain ex officio in the apartments for up to 6 months 
after the approval of asylum, with extensions provided 
in case of non-completion of a school year (if there are 
children attending classes), pregnancy or serious health 
problems. Those, whose application was rejected in the 
first degree, typically had 30 days to leave but in case of 
appeal their stay was extended. In case of a secondary 
negative decision, the migrants were expected to leave 
within 30 days from the issuance of the decision.

We did not manage to observe on a large scale how the 
NGOs responded to evictions in this more flexible con-
text. This is also because a year later, in April 2020, Nea 
Dimokratia used a ministerial decision to turn the asylum 
process into a deportation process and created a much 
harsher and more hostile framework. These changes 
were in line with the immigration bill that passed in the 
same month and entailed a series of regulations (aboli-
tion of asylum for humanitarian reasons, minimum time 
to appeal to rejection of first degree while increasing the 
difficulty of the procedure from a bureaucratic point of 
view, fast track procedure for rejection of the applica-
tion in second degree, disciplinary measures, prolonged 
detention in closed centers, facilitation of deportations).

This new framework fits into the escalation of the war 
against migrants of which a symbolic turning point were 
the events at Evros and on the islands in 2020. This war 
is characterized by displacing people form the cities and 
pushing them into camps, controlling public finances 
and migrants more strictly since the state takeover of 
ESTIA from UNHCR. All of this is a continuation of the 
state policies that started with the SYRIZA government 
characterizing the stay of ex-recipients as problematic 

and was further intensified with intensified aggression 
by Nea Demokratia. 

Now, both the recognized refugees and those who have 
received a negative decision for the asylum, have to 
leave their homes within 30 days, without any possibil-
ities to get extensions. After this deadline it is possible 
for the NGO to initiate legal proceedings that can lead to 
evictions.

Something that did not change recently and has not been 
not mentioned above are cases of asylum seekers which 
the NGOS want to move into either a camp or another 
apartment; if they refuse the housing offer in writing they 
are excluded from any other housing programs. How-
ever, they have the right to see for themselves where 
they want to live. It should also be noted that, as in the 
past, both recognized refugees and rejected migrants do 
not receive the allowance for asylum seekers. Thus, all 
non- recipients who remain in the homes usually have 
no source of income, from the day the asylum decision 
is issued.

The NGOs implementing the decision of the ministry of 
immigration and asylum started their efforts to empty 
the apartments of the non-beneficiaries in the summer 
of 2020. Of course, initiating legal proceedings has costs 
for them due to the large number of former recipients 
who refuse to leave their houses. The cost is both finan-
cial (to be evicted by the police, a trial is absolutely re-
quired) and political. The court is a predominantly public 
sphere. An NGO that mainly takes migrant families to 
the courts in order to throw them on the street loses its 
charitable face, which is important for funding and dona-
tions.  Also, the proceedings of a trial can be time con-
suming, especially if the accused migrants have a way 
to find lawyers to appeal etc. So, almost a year after that 
the evictions attempt has begun, we do not know of any 
case in all of Greece, where the legal route has been cho-
sen and the police was used for an eviction of somebody 
(formerly) in ESTIA program.

Evictions and special legal framework

Looking more specifically into the process, we 
must clarify that in the ESTIA program there are 

three parties, NGOs, migrants and the landlords. The 
relationship of these parties, the legal imprint and the 
moves they may make produce various legal scenarios 
as to how an eviction could take place.
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In a standard rental agreement, the landlord must take 
legal action, including going to trial, to evict the tenant. 
The tenant, if he has no other residence in his name, 
is protected for at least 3 years, regardless of the du-
ration of the rental agreement that was signed. There 
are three reasons that the landlord can invoke to evict 
the tenant before the 3 years of protection. The tenant 
a) has not paid rent for at least 2 months, b) wants to 
live in the house, c) violated the law for example through 
major damage to the house, subletting or generally a 
crime inside the house. To initiate legal proceedings, 
the landlord must send an out- of- court settlement to 
the tenant which will be delivered to him in person by a 
bailiff. Depending on the reason for which the tenant is 
being prosecuted, the out- of – court settlement has the 
following contents. For case a) the tenant is required to 
pay rent within 15 days. If this does not happen, a law 
suit is filed, which is usually won by the owner. After the 
completion of the trial, the tenant has to leave the house 
within two months if the 3 years of protection from the 
conclusion of the contract have not passed, or within 30 
days if they have passed.  In case b) the out- of – court 
settlement calls for the tenant to leave. If this does not 
happen, a lawsuit is filed in which the owner is required 
to prove that he will use the house for his own residence. 
In case c) the police can enter the house without trial 
and – if they find evidence of a crime committed – the 
trial follows.

Regarding the ESTIA program, there are two types of 
contract that are concluded. The most common is tripar-
tite (between three parties). The contract also includes 
the migrants and the NGO. In this case, the NGO pays the 
rent and the migrants appear in the contract as tenants. 
They have all the legal rights that local tenants have, and 
the eviction procedures are those described above. If the 
NGO stops paying the rent, the landlord can take legal 
action against the migrants according to the procedure 
described above, since they appear in the contract. So far 
there has been no such case. As a rule, NGOS continue 
to pay rent to landlords as the latter can move against 
them too and they do not want to get into trouble. Some-
times they transfer new recipients into the apartments in 
which the former recipients still live. This is also a means 
of pressure to get rid of them which will be commented 
on below.

The second type of contract is concluded only be-
tween the NGO1 and the owner. The NGO appears as 
a tenant while signing a concession agreement with 
the migrants. These contracts are less common in ES-
TIA. In these cases, the landlord cannot take legal ac-

tion against the migrants if the NGO stops paying rent. 
They will move against the NGO. The NGO can sue the 
migrants themselves, accusing them of staying at the 
house illegally.

In all cases a legal process involving a trial is required. 
Only if such a procedure is followed, a trial is set and 
completed, can a tenant be evicted by the police and 
with the mandatory presence of a prosecutor after the 
deadline has expired. The only case where such a proce-
dure is not required is when there is evidence of criminal 
activity at home, such as drug trafficking, subletting etc.

At present we do not know of any incidents in which ei-
ther the NGOs or the landlords have initiated such pro-
ceedings. As explained above, NGOS themselves avoid 
lifting the political weight of such an option, which is 
additionally expected to have indirect economic conse-
quences, while a generalization of such practices would 
mean a sizeable direct cost. We are also not aware of 
any eviction executed by a landlord. NGOs do not want to 
risk the landlords turning against them, so they usually 
pay the rent. The situation as it stands so far favors the 
migrants even though the law is not in their favor. If we 
have identified the correct reasons for the non-involve-
ment of the courts and the police, then the collectiviza-
tion of individual resistance by migrants and the creation 
of struggles and the placement of the issue of evictions 
in the public sphere will support these factors. Such a 
development would make it even more difficult for NGOs 
to take legal actions in order to evict people, as they 
would be even more exposed.

A little change of thought
A point that we want to stress here is that the way the 
text presents things can be reversed. Until now, we re-
fer to state initiatives, legal matters, institutional prob-
lems. In the next part we will refer to the means the 
NGOs use to apply the state orders in order to do evic-
tions. So, it might seem that the above data form an 
environment that is the background of competition and 
struggles, a background that is set by the antimigrant 
policy of a state that exerts arbitrarily its sadistic pow-
er over defenseless bodies.

This would be a huge mistake and we do this change 
of thought flow in order to underline it. The way we see 
this environment, is that the moves and actions of the 
migrants that usually personally and often collective-
ly, don’t comply and struggle for a better life, are an an-
swer to this situation. This is not an abstract opinion 
and we can see more specific how this situation is ex-
pressed.
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What is most significant, is the moment when people 
don’t leave their houses although they don’t have the 
right to stay there anymore. Since this happened on a 
large scale, it “forced” the state to turn housing into a 
problem and then to introduce a solution. So, it decides 
that the Ministry will be responsible for ESTIA program, 
so it can make its policy stricter and, as we will see be-
low, it intensifies its tries to push people into camps. 
So, the state’s moves are the answer to the moves peo-
ple targeted as “surplus” towards the cities or their re-
fusal to move out of them. Especially for evictions in 
particular (even on a personal level firstly) the migrants 
disobedience actions come before and define the state 
policies..

So how do evictions happen?

As we said before, the NGOs are the ones that do the 
evictions but for now they have some reasons not 

to do the legal actions in order to have police support 
in their tries. Until now there has neither been police 
intervention anywhere, nor any legal action that ought to 
be done before an eviction.

The NGOs try to handle this matter alone, because their 
philanthropic image demands that actions like an evic-
tion have to be done as quietly and undercover as pos-
sible. So, they keep paying the rents to the landlords 
(anyway the houses will be used again by other people), 
while at the same time, trying to persuade the migrants 
to leave. These tries are mostly unknown, also due to 
the exclusion of migrants from social life and aligned 
with the NGOs’ goals: to get the job done as quietly as 
possible.

So, in order to do the job, they use different kinds of 
techniques. They start informing the migrants that they 
no longer “have the right” to use the house, that their 
stay is from now on illegal and that they have 30 days 
to leave. In the same time, they cut the benefit from the 
asylum appliers, according to what the law says. These 
combined moves, the simultaneous loss of house and 
benefit, especially if the asylum decision is negative, are 
enough to be really stressful.  Despite these, only few 
leave their house that easily.

There are alternative scenarios in which the NGOs use 
more invasive methods. There have been cases of cutting 
the electricity or the water of a house or changing of the 
locks when the migrants are not in the house. Another 
method often used is to bring some new people that “have 
the right“ to use the house to confront the disobedient old 

ones. This often happens in very small apartments where 
all these people hardly have any space and this can lead to 
disagreements or even fights between them.

Sometimes the NGOs try to make migrants that are still 
applying for asylum leave the house, in order to empty 
it. In this case they move them either in another house 
or into a camp. The paper that the NGOs have in these 
cases is that if the migrants refuse to accept the condi-
tions of the housing program that the NGOs suggest and 
the the NGO members sign a statement confirming this, 
the migrants lose the right of housing in any program in 
the future.  Even with this pressure, migrants don’t al-
ways accept the transfer to another place. Sometimes 
the new place is a camp, other times it’s an apartment 
that already has many people inside, sometimes its in 
another city. Sometimes, the NGOs in order to pressure 
them further, might threaten them that their refusal of 
moving will affect the outcome of the asylum decision, 
taking advantage of the fear and stress that the possibil-
ity of rejection causes. 

Those methods are all unrealistic in a way. The pressure 
applied is mostly psychological. In many cases though, 
they help them reach their goal. This can be explained 
considering the conditions in which migrants in Greece 
have to live in. Excluded from most aspects of social life, 
usually without understanding the language and without 
any relations with locals, they often experience a situa-
tion of fear, stress and uncertainty. In this environment, 
the NGOs gain power on them since they mediate the mi-
grants’ most vital and needed interactions with the local 
society. They find and pay a house for them, they provide 
them with legal support and other services. A relation-
ship based on dependence is formed this way, that gives 
NGO the ability to force people into eviction, without any 
stigma of public and without less philanthropic actions 
such as a trial.

As we said, the NGOs have influence on migrants who still 
often refuse to obey by their rules.  On the one hand there 
are the threats that are based on the insecurity caused 
by social exclusions, but on the other hand there is the 
reality of unemployment, passports that aren’t issued 
and real estate agents that don’t rent to migrants. Many 
migrants don’t accept the addition of homelessness, es-
pecially when there are children involved. So, since the 
summer of 2020, there have been tries from migrants in 
Athens to link the personal disobedience so it can take a 
collective characteristic and become common struggles. 
A similar will and potential exists in Thessaloniki. 
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Since the summer of 2020, the NGOs started trying 
to empty the apartments of ESTIA program from 

unqualified people. Many migrants didn’t get frightened 
and continued staying in the houses. But some of them 
took it a step further, seeing the collective struggle as the 
actual realistic prospect.

A small migrant team was formed in Athens in the sum-
mer of 2020 named NOT LEAVING MY HOME with the 
eviction as the main point. Although this team never 
reached a high number of members, it had much ac-
knowledgement among migrants. Its material was 
shared a lot in social media and also printed and glued 
on many walls and shops in Thessaloniki. The material 
was multilingual and mainly had informative goals but it 
was also political, since they tried to legalize the reaction 
of the migrants, their refusal to leave the apartment. It 
was explained that nobody is in danger if they refuse to 
leave the house and the flaws of the integration program 
HELIOS were revealed, which is a program that was 
used as a bait in order to facilitate and justify the later 
evictions (more for the program below).

This team was connected with other solidarity teams, 
mainly formed by locals, such as solidarity with mi-
grants, Victoria solidarity and Mirmigki team. Some 
demonstrations and gatherings took place in Athens 
with multilingual material in order to give attention to 
the issue. The team wrote down the contacts of the fam-
ilies under eviction and formed some networks so that 
coordinated groups of people could gather outside the 
houses in order to block evictions. These moves led to 
the forming of relationships between migrants, between 
locals and migrants and a network of solidarity among 
them.

Now the team has evolved into the assembly Coordi-
nation against Evictions with the participation of locals 
and migrants from the old team, the assembly Solidarity 
with Migrants, the Victoria solidarity assembly and the 
Mirmigki team.

The team tries to write down the information about the 
migrants threatened with evictions, to form relation-
ships and networks that can stop the fear and the pa-
ternalism of NGOs and at the same time it has blocked 
many evictions already. Furthermore, it has reconnect-
ed the supply of electricity and water in houses where 
NGOs had cut them, it distributes multilingual informa-

tive material like the one of the picture above, it calls to 
protests/gatherings with sound system and other public 
actions in order to call more attention on the issue.

In Thessaloniki our assembly was involved in a related 
struggle in June 2020. A member met a family of mi-
grants in a playground in the neighborhood. After some 
time, while they where meeting there regularly we 
learned that the family faced eviction. Knowing the ex-
istence of NOT LEAVING MY HOME, we asked the family 
and they appeared to have connections with other fam-
ilies in a similar situation. After having some meetings 
with them we decided together, with our initiative, to do 
a demonstration in a neighborhood in the center of the 
city. The demonstration took place in June 30th  with mi-
grants and locals participating. 

However the struggle didn’t continue further (this out-
come might be a product of the fact that we couldn’t 
overcome the limits set by divisions based on gender or 
nationality, for example, we were communicating with 
families of the same nationality and we didn’t manage to 
spread the struggle in all the different communities so it 
could take multinational characteristics, another exam-
ple being our communication with only the men in every 
family). At the beginning of September we organized an 
event about evictions with the participation of a migrant 
from NOT LEAVING MY HOME, that’s how our actions 
ended in 2020.

From mid-March on we came in contact with people who 
were again facing evictions, through families we already 
knew (since summer 2020) and through acquaintanc-
es our assembly made. The fact that in a short period 
many people shared the same kinds of problems, com-
bined with an estimation our comrades from Solidarity 
with Migrants from Athens – where they never stopped 
struggling against the evictions issue – shared with us, 
are proof that since mid-spring, some of the NGOs are 
intensifying their pressure towards the non-recipients to 
make them leave their houses from ESTIA program. The 
time period this has been happening is connected with 
the transition of the same program, from the hands of 
UNHCR to the hands of the state, being completed in the 
beginning of 2021, and possibly also connected with the 
gradual end of the lockdown condition.

That’s why in April we started a mapping in Thessalon-
iki, we had some interventions (to be continued), we 

The struggles of migrants (and some locals) against evictions



96/2021: Anti-migration policies, housing of migrants, and common struggles

stopped an eviction (hopefully there will be no need to do 
this again) and organized a subgroup to collect informa-
tion, the result of which is this text. All of these actions 
are aiming at opening a struggle against evictions again. 
The political lines and methods of this struggle will be 
discussed later on.

The HELIOS program

The HELIOS program is an integration program with 
housing benefits run by IOM, with state money com-

ing from the EU. In the last year, it was the only integra-
tion program with a housing part. As an integration pro-
gram, it refers exclusively to recognized refugees. In ad-
dition to housing, it provides integration courses (Greek 
courses, courses for the culture here) and employment 
support (connection with potential employers, coun-
seling services for finding a job). HELIOS is presented 
to migrants being evicted for getting asylum (but also 

to people who were housed in a camp and got asylum) 
as the ideal choice to take their lives in their own hands. 
It is definitely the only institutional option that provides 
some housing support. The program provides migrants 
with some financial support if they enter a rental con-
tract. The money supply lasts from 6 months to a year. 
A first difficulty is that two and a half rents are required 
for the initial conclusion of the contract. The people have 
to find this money themselves in order to enter the pro-
gram. Beyond that, there are extra difficulties. To sign 
a contract, the migrant must have been issued a Greek 
vat number and opened a Greek bank account. Even if 
they have found some money from the beginning, and 
have solved the bureaucratic issues, many brokers and 
landlords refuse to enter contracts with migrants (IOM 
made some agreements and had some houses available 
on the HELIOS page, but most of them were very expen-
sive or very far from the city centre). As soon as the mi-
grant manages to sign the contract, they are given some 
money in two installments in the first month, while from 

Informative material in French from the team Coordination against Eviction from Athens that is distributed in Thessaloniki from our 
assembly (hence the sign left and down)
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the second month on and for as long the program lasts, 
a smaller amount is given as an aid. The amounts giv-
en depending on the number of members of the tenant’s 
family are shown in the table below.

It is obvious that HELIOS cannot be a long-term solu-
tion for housing. First, it is clear from the table that even 
during the program (6-12 months) the financial support is 
much less than the small amount asylum seekers receive, 
since they also have to pay a rent (e.g. a family of 5 who 
manages to find a house with 300 euros, would have to 
make a living with 200 euros). Secondly, after the end of 
the program, the migrants are faced with insecurity again. 
In a situation where even for the locals it is difficult to se-
cure their means of reproduction, for the migrants the ob-
stacles are much higher. They do not have the social and 
family ties that usually act as a safety net for survival and 
housing, as is the case with the locals. Not speaking the 
language well and without acquaintances it is much more 
difficult to find a job, without even considering the abun-
dance of racist exclusions from the Greek society. Also, if 
we are referring to recognized refugees, the ones coming 
from the ESTIA program, are mostly families with children, 
who therefore have more needs. Also, many times the 
children are young and of course there is no grandmother 
or uncle to take care of them in case the parents (or the 
parent, many are single- parent families) work. Third, the 
program is aimed at recognized refugees. So those who 
are no longer ESTIA recipients and have a negative asy-
lum decision, are either way out of any housing program 
(and of course they cannot even work legally). Based on 
the above, the HELIOS program cannot be a solution for 
the housing of migrants (we do not comment here on its 
overall usefulness for the “integration” of migrants in so-
ciety). It functions rather as an institutional, personalized, 
temporary bait, which facilitates the eviction process.

This program, as the migrants themselves immediately 
realized, had structural problems from the beginning and 

cannot be a solution neither for housing nor for the social 
integration of migrants. The creation of the program is 
also linked to the issue of evictions from ESTIA, as NGOs 
and various other institutions often promote it (at least to 
recognized refugees) as the next step after ESTIA. When a 
migrant is faces with the choice between irregularly stay-
ing at their house or become homeless, the first choice is 
not so much a choice but a bare necessity. HELIOS came 
to alleviate this dilemma or to postpone it in the future 
for the part of the migrants who decide to choose it. This 
helps to empty some houses more easily. The migrants 
of NOT LEAVING MY HOME saw HELIOS critically from 
a very early stage and made sure to publish multilingual 
material that highlighted its problems.

HELIOS also acts divisively for the potential struggles 
over housing and evictions. It does this in two ways. On 
the one hand, it divides the potential migrant struggle 
community. One of the bonding element of such a com-
munity is the experience of free housing at ESTIA and the 
threat of eviction. The process of joining HELIOS where 
the migrants sign the contract themselves and pay the 
rent while they have chosen to leave previous housing 
structures creates a different experience making it dif-
ficult for the migrants to form networks and connect. 
On the other hand, it changes the practices of the fight. 
As we have seen above, the struggle against evictions 
by ESTIA has as its starting point the individual refus-
als from migrants to leave their homes. The direct ad-
versary are the NGOs that are trying to go through with 
the evictions and which, as we have discussed, have a 
lot of reasons not to take the issue to the court. So, the 
struggle starts with creating a situation in which a lot 
of needs are not met and where material responses to 
these insufficiencies create dependencies that can stop 
migrants from acquiring and developing more collective 
ideas and networks. The NGOs they are facing in the first 
phase are all different and have specific practices each 
and which makes it harder for migrants to unite against 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

301 € 301 € 162 €
569,5 € 569,5 € 309 €
688 € 688 € 396 €
838 € 838 € 504 €

1.060 € 1.060 € 630 €
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them. On the other hand, the HELIOS program disen-
gages the NGOs, the municipalities, the state from the 
issue of housing, essentially connecting the migrants 
with individual homeowners. Thus, a practice of the “I 
am staying home” type after the end of the program, 
brings the migrants face to face with different individual 
owners, while at the same time the contracts bind them 
with the payment of rents. The plethora of owners, on 
the one hand, cannot become a united single target, on 
the other hand, the factors that prevent the use of legal 
means by NGOs, do not apply to individual landlords. In 
this context, a struggle for free housing, at least in the 
existing social conditions, can only take on an abstract 
and demanding character, losing the momentum that 
social practices of imposing needs have.

It should be emphasized here that we do not claim that 
HELIOS was designed for the purpose of preventive sub-
version of movements for housing. The goals of its de-
signers may start from the sincerest charitable feelings. 
The critique here takes a functionalist view, examining 
how HELIOS comes to join, and in turn influence, a grid 
of social relations and competitions. So, we look at how 
HELIOS might work in this structure, which depends on 
the components of the program itself and not on the pur-
poses of its designers. Of course, integration programs 
are not reinvented every time from scratch. They are 
designed based on existing principles and models that 
contain repression and integration techniques.

The presentation and critique at HELIOS so far corre-
spond to the form that the program had until the begin-
ning of 2021. In the last 2 months, IOM has introduced 
some additional and especially strict criteria for receiv-
ing financial assistance, which have created a series of 
new problems for migrants and indirectly for the land-
lords. This may have come in response to the alterna-
tive use of HELIOS that was chosen by several migrants. 
Fully aware that the program does not solve anything in 
the long run, neither housing nor integration, many mi-
grants chose to take the first installments of the money 
and use this money to go to other EU countries. Alterna-
tively, they would enter fake contracts with some own-
ers and use the money for whatever it was needed for. 
IOM identified this phenomenon of migrants refusing to 
“join” on its terms and use HELIOS as a way to find some 
money. So, it introduced some extra conditions which 
make it more difficult for the migrants who do follow the 
program as it is intended.

The first step is that a document is now required to cer-
tify the exit from the previous housing structure where 
the migrant lived in as an asylum seeker. This measure 

is supposed to ensure that the migrant does not stay il-
legally in a structure that they are no longer a recipient of 
and that they use the money of this program for the rent. 
This paper is not always easy to obtain. For the ones who 
stayed in a camp, it is a difficult process, while there are 
also camp managers who for often racist reasons refuse 
to give it (for example at Nea Kavala camp).

The second measure is that IOM has hired people to 
check if the migrants are actually in their “rented” hous-
es. If they visit the house and do not find anyone (for 
whatever reason they might be out) the financial aid 
stops. It is paid again only if a second check is done, and 
the migrants are indeed inside. Then the aid is adminis-
tered retrospectively. But between the two visits up to 
two months may pass. During this period, the rents will 
probably remain unpaid, and the migrants will have no 
income. It is also common for the check to take place af-
ter the first installment of the first month has been paid. 
So, if no one is found at home when they come to check, 
the second installment of the first month is not paid. If 
we look at the amounts in the table above, it becomes 
clear that one installment is not enough for the migrant 
to get back the two and a half rents needed to conclude a 
contract (first rent, collateral, and down payment). Con-
sequently, if one has no other source of income, one sud-
denly find oneself in debt, has no money for basic needs 
and depends on when IOM will do a second check. Also, 
in the recent months, IOM has begun to delay the provi-
sion of the allowance. When the program started, they 
were paying the money in the first days of the month, 
now the payment can be delayed up to a month.

A third measure is that the allowance can be frozen if 
there are absences from the integration courses. With 
distance learning, attending classes can be difficult or 
even impossible for some migrants as it requires inter-
net access, a laptop, or a smartphone. For several mi-
grants, the allowance was frozen for this reason.

The second and the third measure have led to the inabil-
ity of migrants to pay rent. The situation has worsened 
since the end of April 2021. IOM launched a retrospective 
audit of all rent payments to identify possible irregulari-
ties. From then until the total completion of the audit, all 
the payments were frozen, even for migrants who are 
very punctual with the payments, who happened to be 
at home during the IOM people visits and did not miss 
school. 

The new criteria set by IOM, the delay in payments, the 
problems caused for migrants and for landlords, show 
that IOM is doing what they can to give as little money as 
possible, while undermining HELIOS. At the same time, 
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it is discussed that the program will not continue for 
much longer, at least not the housing part. Now, there 
are some relatively new posts talking about “integration 
camps” which will probably replace HELIOS. At the same 
time the reduction of the financial support for asylum 
seekers who have not applied for a place of accommo-
dation either in ESTIA or in a camp has been announced.  
The cuttings will start from July 2021. These two mea-
sures show that the direction the state wants to follow 
for the migration policies is “everybody in the camps”, no 
matter if the people are asylum seekers or recognized 
refugees. The part about camps has not been discussed 
so far, although most asylum seekers are placed in 
camps and not within the cities with ESTIA. However, a 
critique of the existing camp system is essential for any 
discussion about migrant housing policies.

But a critique of the necessary for any discussion about 
migrant housing

The camp system

“As part of immediate action to help front-line member 
states facing disproportionate migratory pressures at the 
eu’s external borders, the European migration agenda pre-
sented in may, the European commission proposed to devel-
op a new approach “hotspot”.

One of the first eu texts on the “hotspot” system.

The state policies of exclusion of migrants moving to 
Europe (and) through the Greek- Turkish border in-

clude the forced expulsion of migrants by a techno-mili-
tary-police complex, deportations, push-backs, a count-
less of violence. These practices are expressions of the 
violent aspects of the “inclusive” capitalist exploitation of 
(illegalized) migrant labor in the fields or in the center 
of the cities. This puzzle of the war on migrants is com-
pleted by the reality of the life in Greece that is experi-
enced by thousands of migrants (in fact, the majority of 
migrants), the reality of being locked up in a camp – a 
concentration and displacement camp.

Any migrant who arrives in Greece and is not entitled to 
join another housing program for asylum seekers (as we 
saw above, the conditions are very specific  and strict for 
the vast majority) is most likely to end up in a camp – 
“open” or “closed”, –  we will examine this distinction in 
more detail below.

Let us start with a statement: European countries (not 
just European) in state of “crisis” or “emergency”, are not 

bound by respect of human rights which therefore are not 
guaranteed. What is considered a crisis  or an emergen-
cy is a matter of interpreting situations that the ruling 
class perceives as threatening, situations might threat-
en the (social) reproduction of this world. Thus, Europe-
an states, in response to the desire of people to move 
to European territory, have declared a yet another state 
of emergency to be managed: the movement of mi-
grants has been described as “disproportionate migra-
tory pressure at the EU’s external borders”. And so, the 
military-type management and the hotspot-confinement 
system emerged as a rational solution to this crisis and 
it was decided to build a hotspot system in Greece and It-
aly, on European soil, and the EU-Greece–turkey agree-
ment was voted. There is no “disproportionate migration 
pressure”, only the inability of western states to integrate 
populations moving into domestic production-consump-
tion. In the hotspot system nothing but the rationality of 
the world of merchandise that is imposed violently and 
militarily on the oppressed is inevitable.

At this point, it is worth referring to a perception that is 
reproduced even within the “competitive” movement. Ac-
cording to this perception, the “open” and the “closed” 
camps are completely different from each other as a con-
dition, as in the “open” camps (“structures of hospitality”) 
migrants have the right to choose their exit, while in the 
closed camps (camps mainly migrants to be deported to 
their countries of destination) do not have this right, which 
makes closed camps look more like a “prison”. We do not 
disagree with the judgement that camps as a form of resi-
dence are a lot different to prisons, but we believe that this 
narrative tends to beautify the situation in the camps. A 
narrative that in its extreme form, augmented by the cyn-
ical logistics of the state, can reach statements such as 
“these are the camps, whoever does not like them can 
leave” (see Mouzalas’ statements during SYRIZA govern-
ment about the mobilizations in the camp of Elliniko.)

Really, how “open” are the camps, when the stay of mi-
grants in them is a condition for securing the (maybe) 
few chances of them to be identified and be granted asy-
lum? How “open” is it when escaping from one of these 
hells automatically means being excluded from any 
chance of being considered a “refugee” who is worthy of 
“international protection”. How “open” are these camps, 
when in migrant uprisings and mobilizations they “close” 
and any provision (provided through the NGO system, to 
which we refer later) stops until the reactions stop? How 
open are these places of displacement when the expe-
rience of people in solidarity (after the establishment of 
the hotspot system and the recognition of NGOs as the 
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only ones that can “provide assistance”, after the crim-
inalization of the struggling local- migrant community) 
shows that even handing out a text in the camps immedi-
ately mobilizes the police and makes the camp adminis-
trations close the front doors? We do remember (bitter-
ly, but every time) that we have to cross and level the in-
ternal border that separates us from the migrants, that is 
not just the camp’s fence, but a whole policing and con-
finement mechanism that reproduces a separation. How 
“open” (can) the camps be when, in an amendment vot-
ed in parliament (on the left wing “SYRIZANEL” govern-
ment), the overall management of the “migrant issue” for 
concluding agreements, providing money etc. is given to 
the army and its mechanisms? And finally, is the frag-
mented view on the phenomenon of not being able to see 
that the “open” and the “closed” categories of managing 
the lives of migrants constitute the one and only, over-
all strategy for filtering and selecting migrants who will 
“stay” or be pushed back not a terrible depoliticazion of 
the migration movement?

For the system of hotspots and concentration and dis-
placement camps for “surplus polulations” to be man-
aged, it is not enough to point out that it is a part of a 
broader historical dynamic of camps as a form of manag-
ing “dissident” or “undesirable” populations: a history that 
begins during (colonizing) “primitive accumulation” until 
it was integrated into the “interior” of the “west”, from in-
terwar German social democracy to Japanese camps in 
America during Roosevelts new deal. It is not enough to 
see just a macro-historical trend, but we must also look 

at the historical-social peculiarities in which the camps 
emerged in 2015-2016 as a form of management of mi-
grants arriving in Europe.

The policy of confinement in the camps, apart from be-
ing a systematic technique of filtering, sorting and at the 
same time excluding migrants, is a process of disciplining 
people arriving in Greece, a preventive process of compli-
ance for the potentially “naughty populations”, a real pro-
cess of keeping these populations out of cities, on fenced 
and cordoned off areas, within which they will again en-
counter other national or gender divisions. The policy of 
confinement, in the end, turns proactively against the 
community of locals and migrants, which is not active but 
potential, trying to exclude any possible meeting, organi-
zation and multinational resistance. That is why the pol-
icy of ghettoization in the camps is expected to intensify 
in the near future either by forcing more and more peo-
ple into them (see termination of the housing part of HE-
LIOS) or by upgrading the intensity of confinement (see 
more and more construction of “closed” camps, or the 
conversion of “open” to “closed” with new fences, new re-
strictions, new bans, etc). On the basis of this and in or-
der to impose an invisibility regime, concrete walls su-
pervised by IOM authorized by the Greek state are being 
built around the camps (see the walls around the camps 
of Diavata, Ritsona, Malakasa, Polykastro, Nea Kavala).

In this context, the (little) welfare that migrants receive is 
distributed through the NGO system, which we will refer 
to below.
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Since 2015-2016, the migrants who headed to Europe 
were the excuse for the construction of a “crisis” and 

the declaration of a state of emergency which legalized 
and eventually made permanent the “emergent charac-
ter” of Hotspot system in which a new factor appeared in 
the management of migration: NGOs

The coming of NGOs and their “humanitarian missions” 
has a long history of cooperation with the military mis-
sions or military-type management of “natural prob-
lems”, destructions etc. However, an extended over-
view of NGOs’ history is not the goal of this text. In brief, 
we could mention their participation not only in a series 
of military operations (Iraq, ex-Yugoslavia..) as the hu-
manitarian complement, but also in various post-war or 
post-destruction reconstruction operations as means for 
the re-organization of both the social relations and the 
capitalistic profitability.

NGOs funding apart from individual donations, is most-
ly covered by the states, super-national formations, in-
ternational organizations or/and institutions, corpora-
tions. This isn’t highlighted in order to argue about con-
spiracy theories such as “Who’s behind that NGO?”, but 
to point out that the funding is not in an autonomous 
sphere, separated from states and their institutional poli-
cies. Of course, the NGOs are not a homogeneous forma-
tion regarding their role. There exists a space of relative 
autonomy in every NGO’s action, because their sources 
of funding may vary and be contradictive to each other. 
For this reason, sometimes there seems to be an appar-
ent hostility between a state and an NGO, using a rhet-
oric against corruption or uncontrolled action. All of the 
above results in a campaign of control of NGOs’ action in 
a framework of national strategies. However, this rela-
tive autonomy and the specific examples are something 
that should not concern us. Our concern should be how 
the NGO system functions generally in the crisis man-
agement and specifically in the state management of the 
migrants.

As we said before, with the construction and the perpe-
tuity of the open and closed camps’ system, migrants as 
human beings are stripped off their “human rights”.

So, the NGOs’ role is to remove migrants’ movement 
from the historical-social context, present both – the 
movement itself as well as the state policies – as a “nat-
ural phenomenon” and offer “humanitarian work” to hu-
mans “in need”. In contrast and complementary to the 
image of the intruder, which corresponds to the moment 
of exclusion in the anti-migration policy, NGOs build the 
image of “beings with no will” for the migrants, who con-
sequently only need our humanitarian help, so this image 
corresponds to the moment of inclusion in the above pol-
icy. From this point of view, the NGO system is located in 
the center of the reproduction of the system that confines 
migrants and separates them from locals.

In conclusion, it is neither unreasonable nor contradic-
tionary to see NGOs taking a repressive role against the 
migrants whenever necessary cooperating with the state 
policies and/or for for their further funding. In this way 
we are heading back (again) to evictions.

NGOs as the (necessary) humanitarian complement of militaristic management
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As we’ve seen in the above, the majority of migrants 
who manages to cross the borders, escaping from 

the techno-military control, will probably end up in a 
more or less closed camp. A smaller number of migrants 
who have the right to enter into a housing project, will 
stay in some apartment until their asylum request is ex-
amined and then they will be facing the threat of evic-
tion. An even smaller number of migrants will manage 
to receive asylum, overcome bureaucratic and other ob-
stacles like racist landlords and will enter into an integra-
tion program like HELIOS. However, the numerous public 
reports state that HELIOS is going to be replaced by inte-
gration camps for recognized refugees. Finally, concern-
ing housing the migrants are pushed outside of the cities, 
something that on the one hand confirms the anti-mi-
grant policies of the Greek state and on the other hand 
produces and reproduces their segregation with and sep-
aration from the local communities.

If along with the above we take into account the every-
day technique of control, supervision and extrusion of 
the migrants by the police, a systematic strategy aim-
ing at the normalization of migrants’ invisibility as one of 
the most devalued parts of the working and human po-
tential, we can conclude the following: Cities and espe-
cially their center tend to be spaces in which migrants 
do not fit (of course this procedure cannot be complete 
due to migrants’ negations, struggles and their desire to 
meet with others which overflows parks, streets, squats 
etc). The above doesn’t concern only their housing but al-

so their social relations as well as movements and activ-
ities in general.

At this exact point we see a common ground and a com-
mon experience that result in a common field of strug-
gle. On the one hand we face everyday the blackmail of 
the rent conditions with wages continuing to drop while 
rents are going up at the same time until the rents of cen-
ter apartments are the same as a monthly salary. This 
situation forces many of us to look for houses outside 
the center area. On the other hand, we face a less in-
tense problem with the absence of public spaces where 
they we spend time outside of structures  defined by cap-
ital. This restriction of our sociability and our freedom to 
meet each other has been extended during lockdown, a 
condition that generalized police control for many parts 
of the locals.

Not only the locals but also the migrants (in greater de-
gree) realize that the center of modern big cities tend to 
be uninhabitable to us. Their role is to house commod-
ities, fancy shops, AirBnbs for tourists, business plans 
for the sake of alternativity and to turn everything in a 
museum-like state1 etc. Whatever produces (real or cul-
tural) profits is good and whatever ruins the view of a 

1. Besides, even the vivid experience of the collective way of life 
that turns everything upside down, or the transnational status of 
a neighborhood, can (up to a point) turn into merchandise through 
the mediation of the Spectacle: «Everything that was directly lived 
has receded into a representation».

Who fits in the center of metropolis?
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‘’touristic’’ city or disrupts the capital’s movement (mi-
grants’ image, a demonstration in the street) must be 
pushed away. The spatial interrelations come to confirm 
and (re)shape the class and in general social relations.

For these reasons and not only….

...Common struggles of locals and migrants

In the last years, migrants in Greece have been experi-
encing the reality of an (undeclared) war against them. 
Through the depiction of them as “intruders” who disturb 
the unified nation-body, military means of control and 
domination are legalized and the separation of them and 
locals, who feel more privileged, is reproduced. The fact 
is that our societies are going to be more multinational as 
time progresses. In addition, more and more locals will 
be “surplus” and thus become subject to similar forms of 
state management as the migrants.

We believe that the degree of connection between the 
movements and migrants’ negations and struggles is the 
actual measure of the advance of social liberation. From 
our contact with migrants we can only learn, our strug-
gles can only gain as long as they are part of the multi-
national working class. Concerning not only the housing, 
apart from evictions’ blocking, we can reclaim city centers 
as the spaces where locals and migrants live and fight to-
gether, but also in every social struggle that will rise in 
the future.

StopWarOnMigrants - June 2021


