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How is it that the current border regime of the European Union has
come to be accepted? This thesis investigates this central question by
examining the EU agency Frontex and how it has become normalised
as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders.
   During the 2010’s migration and border control has become one of
the most central issues of the political debates in Europe. The focus of
the debates has been on the experiences of the EU’s Member States and
the disproportionate strain that it put on certain countries. Less
attention in the debates were given to the experiences of people
crossing the borders and the lives lost.
   This dissertation draws on the concept of visual (in)securitisation to
understand the processes by which borders are performed, people and
practices are represented. It also examines the processes by which the
current border regime is made to be understood as common sense and
necessary. The findings of the dissertation conclude that images are
valuable for understanding (in)security and how Frontex become
normalised as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders.
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1. Introduction 

 
On the 2nd of September 2015, a boat crossing from Bodrum in Turkey to Kos 
in Greece – a distance of four kilometres – sank. On that boat was a three-
year-old child named Alan Kurdî. A Turkish photographer took several photos 
of Alan, dressed in a red shirt, blue shorts, and shoes, his appearance no dif-
ferent to that of any other toddler. However, Alan was lying face-down on a 
beach, dead, his body had been washed ashore on the Turkish side near 
Bodrum. Instead of reaching Canada as had been their plan, Alan’s family 
found themselves back in Kobanî, Syria two days later on the 4th September, 
burying Alan. The image of Alan spread quickly on Twitter, accompanied by 
a hashtag, “KiyiyaVuranInsanlik” which translated to ‘Humanity Washed 
Ashore’ in English. The image of Alan evoked international responses, from 
international non-governmental organisations (INGOs) to world leaders, from 
newspapers to activists, calling for action, for humanity. The image of Alan 
Kurdî dead on a beach became representative of the fate of people fleeing from 
the horrors of the Syrian civil war.  

Frontex, the organisation tasked with the coordination of European Union’s 
external borders, remained silent, and said nothing about the child who had 
died or the image that spread across the world. Two days after the death of 
Alan Kurdî, on the 4th of September, then First Vice-President of the European 
Commission Frans Timmermans visited the island of Kos, the island that Alan 
Kurdî was heading to. Accompanying Timmermans was Commissioner Di-
mitris Avramopoulos, responsible for DG HOME (Directorate-General for 
Migration and Home Affairs), under which Frontex is located. In his opening 
remarks, Avramopoulos said 

When ordinary citizens hurt when they view of the dramatic images of ship-
wrecks and drownings of young children, we also hurt. As I said this morning 
during the meeting, I will never forget the time I went to Malta to attend the 
funeral of hundreds of unidentified migrants, among them many young chil-
dren. (EC 2015)  

 
His statement did not focus on the deaths of children, grieving parents, or 

the loss of a future in Europe. The focus was instead on his own and other 
European’s experiences of seeing these deaths. How we as Europeans were 
affected through the exposure of the deaths of others, seemed to also trouble 



2 

Commissioner Avramopoulos. On September 8th, 2015, a news release from 
Frontex stated that they intended to offer additional help to Greece. Frontex 
Executive Director Fabrice Leggeri said that “Greece is facing a critical mi-
gratory situation. By increasing the number of officers who help identify and 
register the people coming to Lesbos and Kos, our objective is to help the 
Greek authorities by easing the pressure on the islands” (Frontex 2015). The 
issue here was Greece and their management of the flow of people. The focus 
was on a problem in need of a solution in order to ease “pressure on the is-
lands”.  

How was this problem to be solved? In November 2015, Sweden, along 
with several other countries, re-introduced border checks to manage large 
flows of people fleeing from neighbouring regions. As Swedish Prime Minis-
ter Stefan Löfven stated, “Sweden needs breathing space” (Sveriges Radio 
2015). How were they to achieve this breathing space? By the end of 2015, 
one proposition to solve these questions was given with the development of a 
new border agency, replacing Frontex but retaining the name. It would offer 
an expanded mandate, it would intervene sooner and make member states 
comply, as well as deepen its cooperation with third countries. Most im-
portantly, it would provide massive financial increases to both budget and 
staff. A more comprehensive and expanded version of Frontex was the solu-
tion proposed to the ‘migration crisis’ and the deaths of thousands of people 
trying to cross the border and flee from conflict. 

Returning to Alan Kurdî, the memory and images of his remains were em-
bedded in the European consciousness, his image evoking feelings whenever 
shown. This single shot exposed a power in the way in which images can 
frame a collective understanding of, and reaction to, the ‘migration crisis’. 
However, his image also revealed the fickleness of such a collective reaction 
with discussions on capacity and rationality soon replacing cries for humanity. 

Himadeep Muppidi begins his book, The Colonial Signs of International 
with a quote, “International relations is a field littered with dead and dying 
bodies. But the dead never seem to rot or stink, whether portrayed discretely 
or starkly, sketched crudely or stylistically. Qana, Haditha, Fallujah. Interna-
tional relations overflows with corpses” (Muppidi 2012:2). It begs a funda-
mental question: where does Alan fit in here? Images have the potential to 
create change, indict wrongdoing, gather people, and spread across the world 
in ways that words cannot. However, we must ask ourselves, what change can 
come from images? The growth of visual mediums in the age of the Internet 
and their ability to spread information can change how we perceive events — 
potentially forcing us to think about International Relations in new ways. Sim-
ultaneously, as Muppidi argues, for all the grand theories of how states and 
organisations interact on the international arena, seldom do we grasp how the 
implications, such as death, is transferred to bodies. 

Similarities between the simultaneous hyper-visibility and invisibility of 
bodies can be traced to representations of borders as well. Traditional theories 
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in International Relations have approached borders as either marking a begin-
ning or end to national sovereignty. Secure borders are seen as part of a robust 
national sovereignty, the permeation of the very same borders taken as a 
symptom of decreasing national sovereignty. However, what if instead, the 
permeation of borders is a central function of them? Are borders stable and 
static spaces, or are they instead fluent, fractured, and contentious spaces that 
sift subjects? If so, can they instead be investigated as fractured temporal and 
spatial sites, where power becomes dispersed in intricate webs? For brief mo-
ments, people become bundled together in specific temporal and spatial con-
figurations. From these specific temporal and spatial configurations, different 
positions are enabled that create specific mandates and responsibilities for or-
ganisations that survey and guard external borders. These mandates and re-
sponsibilities are often contradictory and ambiguous. The dissertation will ar-
gue that these contradictions and ambiguities are a central aspect of how bor-
ders, practices, and the people present in these spaces are constructed and rep-
resented.  

This dissertation examines the representational practices of risk, unease, 
and (in)security found in Frontex’s own material. Representational practices 
are understood as practices that produce meanings of borders, peoples, prac-
tices, as well as risk and unease that in turn produce (in)security. Examining 
the visual material of Frontex, this dissertation assumes that this material is 
central to the representational practices of border control in two ways. Firstly, 
images have the capacity to enable risk and unease, leading to processes of 
(in)securitisation. Secondly, images offer a deeper understanding in how bor-
ders are performed and given meaning. Not only may images constitute an 
important part in producing (in)security and the performance of borders, in 
this dissertation I will show that images are central for understanding the pro-
duction risk, unease, (in)security, and the performance of borders. 

The visual material published by Frontex can be understood to offer an av-
enue for the agency to communicate. It allows for Frontex to communicate the 
mandate given and the mission of border control in a humane way, combining 
care for lives with control of the EU’s external borders. However, images of 
Alan Kurdî and countless others, portray the lives of people crossing the bor-
ders in search of protection, safety, or a better life perforates and destabilises 
that notion of humanity. These images, in turn, need to be countered, more 
images need to be produced to meet a public fed with competing images of 
the borders.  

This dissertation will work with the concept of (in)securitisation to ap-
proach the simultaneous construction of protection, risk, and unease asking 
how these become a way to tie together the mandate of Frontex. It offers a 
way of understanding the represented actions of Frontex concerning its man-
date, the visual material communicated by the agency. It is also the issue of 
bridging and overcoming the competing images that perforate and destabilise 
the representations of an agency doing good. (In)security is not only present 
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in texts but also in the images produced. They offer a way of communicating 
across linguistic boundaries, in ways that, like the emotions evoked by the 
death of Alan Kurdî, have the potential to be deployed by Frontex to evoke 
similar feelings. 

The material in one way or another revolves around an issue inherently 
inhumane, the legal ways of entering the EU have been decimated and left 
people with little choice as to how to cross the borders. At these borders, those 
crossing experience trauma, loss, death, not having their stories told, stripped 
of their humanity. Rescue personnel belonging to NGOs operate under the 
threat of prison or fines, for attempting to save the very same people. This 
issue is what is ultimately at stake in the visual material engaged with in this 
dissertation: how are the borders of Europe, practices of border control, and 
the people present in these spaces, to be understood? How is the current border 
regime rendered normal and accepted by the collective European community? 

It is in this context that Frontex operates and communicates their version 
of the borders, their practices, and the people present. It is in this situation that 
Alan Kurdî and countless others died, and continue to die.  
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1.1 Aim and Research questions 

 
 
This dissertation engages with Frontex (European Agency for the Manage-
ment of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders), the European Un-
ion (EU) agency tasked with controlling the EU’s borders, a task carried out 
in coordination with the Schengen Area member states. As such, the focal 
point of the dissertation is the representations of borders, practices, and people 
in these spaces, found in the Frontex material. The material, as will be further 
discussed in Chapter 1.4, consists of all significant reports containing images 
released by Frontex during 2010-2016. 

Most of the traditional conceptualisations of territoriality in International 
Relations have centred on an (often) geographically defined border. Control 
over territory and borders has often been understood as a central tenet for the 
sovereignty of the state. Hedley Bull contends that “The starting point of in-
ternational relations is the existence of states, or independent political com-
munities each of which possesses a government and asserts sovereignty in re-
lation to a particular portion of the earth’s surface and a particular segment of 
this territory and population” (1995:8). Furthermore, Bull proposes four pri-
oritised goals for states in the international order, first, preserving and main-
taining the system and society of states, second, maintaining independence 
and sovereignty of the individual state, third, maintaining peace, and four, the 
keeping of promises and respect for rules of property (1995:16-19). The sec-
ond goal, of maintaining supreme independence and sovereignty for a partic-
ular state comes with a price, the price that the state has to pay for this recog-
nition is the recognition of other states to have the same rights (1995:17). The 
sovereignty of the state is based on the recognition of territory, or its borders, 
as borders hold a central place in International Relations in a way that can be 
broadly conceptualised through three important theoretical approaches in the 
discipline, realism (or neorealism), liberalism (or neoliberalism), and con-
structivism. For realist scholars such as Robert Gilpin (1981), Kenneth Waltz 
(1993, 2000), or John Mearsheimer (2001), the border is primarily conceptu-
alised in relation to the defence or invasion of a territory. For liberal thinkers 
such as Joseph Nye and Robert Keohane (1977), the border is primarily con-
ceived in terms of enabling, or sometimes, obstructing cross-border transac-
tions and cooperation. From transactions and cooperation, the importance of 
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borders can decrease. Approaching borders from a constructivist perspective, 
Alexander Wendt conceptualises borders in relation to the social construction 
of territory, arguing that a “[…] territory must have boundaries of some kind 
if it is to be anything more than simply land (which would make a state’s in-
ternal relation to territory trivial, since people do not live in the water) […]” 
(1999:211). While Wendt acknowledges the social constructions that borders 
are a part of, he still contends that to be able to examine relationships between 
states the concept of territory must in some part be taken as given (1999:211). 
For constructivist scholars then, the function of borders lies in their part in 
constructing the understanding of a state. The three influential strands of the-
ory hold in common two central shortcomings that are of relevance for this 
dissertation. The first is that while borders are central for understanding the 
international system, borders are often taken as a given and these theories lack 
ways of deconstructing them. Secondly, there is an assumption that the border 
can be conceived as a singular object that is the same for all that encounter it. 
Be it other states or people, the border is the same and recognisable by all.  
 The interdisciplinary field of Critical Border Studies (CBS) offers another 
dimension that challenges the assumptions of the previous strands. Firstly, it 
offers a way of denaturalising borders, approaching borders as a concept that 
is constantly being (re)articulated and transforming. Secondly, CBS ap-
proaches borders as tangible and as imposing severe limitations on the free-
doms for some, while not for others. Borders are constructed around the notion 
of a potential territorial exclusion for some that are deemed undesirable while 
ensuring easy access for those with the rights to move freely. In line with the 
field of Critical Border Studies (CBS), borders are not understood as confined 
to territorially identifiable spaces. They are instead conceptualised as intangi-
ble spaces that defy the territorial logic of borders (Parker and Vaughan-Wil-
liams et al. 2009:583). To emphasise their temporality and intangibility does 
not mean that they have disappeared or been rendered unimportant by the 
forces of globalisation. Instead, it is to emphasise that they have proliferated, 
transformed and diversified, sprawling new spaces and functions (Minca and 
Vaughan-Williams 2012:767). The aim of CBS, in line with the understanding 
proposed by Noel Parker and Nick Vaughan-Williams, is understood as “[…] 
a concerted effort to decentre the border. By ‘decentring’ we mean an effort 
to problematise the border not as a taken-for-granted entity, but precisely as a 
site of investigation” (2012:728). Borders are sites where power configura-
tions, relations, expressions, as well as their dissolution can be identified and 
problematised, a focus on (in)security becomes a way of grasping and ap-
proaching these.  

 (In)security is in this dissertation deployed as an overarching lens with 
which to engage with and understand representations of various practices and 
processes at the border. The concept will be further discussed and developed 
in Chapter 1.2 but is discussed briefly here. The theoretical framework ap-
proaches security and (in)security as a Mobius strip, it is not possible to say 
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where security ends, and (in)security begin (Bigo 2001; Bigo and McCluskey 
2018). Instead, they are continuously intertwined. In this dissertation, (in)se-
curity is understood to be produced and opened up for through processes of 
(in)securitisation. These processes of (in)securitisation are primarily under-
stood as constructed risks and unease, opened up for through mundane prac-
tices of ‘little security nothings’ (Huysmans 2011). The specificity of (in)se-
curity is, therefore that issues of risk and unease become understood as (in)se-
curities that require management in different forms. 

Practices of (in)security and (in)securitisation are here understood to re-
volve around the simultaneous production of issues of unease, risk, or uncer-
tainty and protection. They become issues that are to be managed in different 
ways. The overarching logic being that power relations operate within social 
relations through interaction. Such interactions take place in all spaces and 
levels of society. However, borders can be understood as fractured spaces, 
also as Mobius strips of inside/outside, where subject positions and relation-
ships can be both jumbled and contested. The configuration of borders has the 
potential to become spaces where these power and social relations can become 
enhanced. 

As the agency responsible for the coordination of the Schengen Areas (one 
of the largest coordinated, most technologically imbued, and deadliest border 
zones in the world), Frontex offers a salient example to understand represen-
tations of different social interactions at the border. These represented inter-
actions open up for understandings of borders, practices, and people present 
that enables the production of risk, unease, and (in)security. Following this, 
the overarching aim is to engage in the processes of (in)securitisation and their 
enactment concerning borders, practices, and subjects present in these spaces. 
It is a question of how risk, unease, and (in)security can produce specific un-
derstandings of both the borders, practices, and people present in these spaces.  
To answer this overarching aim, the dissertation addresses the following re-
search question: 

What are the representational practices of (in)securitisation by which 
Frontex is normalised as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders? 

 
In order to answer the research question, this dissertation deploys a post-

structuralist discourse analytical method. This method rests on three poststruc-
turalist assumptions (Milliken 1999). While briefly discussed here, these are 
further developed in depth in Sections 1.2 and 1.6. The first is that discourses 
are understood as structures of signification, constructing social realities. The 
second is that discourses make intelligible specific understandings of borders, 
practices, and the people present in these spaces, providing a way of producing 
both specific understandings as well as the discursive limits for these under-
standings. The last is the understanding of discourses as unstable configura-
tions that require continuous (re)articulations to stabilise meaning (Milliken 
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1991:229-230). These three assumptions form the basis for the poststructural-
ist discourse analytical method used in this dissertation. Examining represen-
tational practices, the method approaches the material of Frontex as examples 
of practices that produce a ‘reality’ of the events and world at hand. 
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1.2 Theoretical approaches 

 

1.2.1 Security Theory and International Relations 
Security Studies is usually considered a subfield within IR (see Walt 1991 for 
a review of security studies in the field of IR). Didier Bigo criticised main-
stream IR for assuming a functionalist perspective of security as a response to 
different dangers, threats, fears and risks, but seldom engaged with the role of 
security practitioners specifically (Bigo 2001:92). Challenging traditional no-
tions of security, critical engagements such as Feminist security studies (Cohn 
1987, 1993; Enloe 1990, 2000; Tickner 2004; Sjoberg 2010; Peterson 1992, 
Spike-Peterson and Sisson-Runyan 1998; Steans 1998; Young 2003; Wilcox 
2009, 2011), constructivists (Katzenstein (ed.) 1996; Adler and Barnett 1998), 
critical geopolitics (Dodds 2005; Ingram and Dodds 2009; Ó Tuathail 1996, 
1998; Dalby 2014) and the Aberystwyth School (Booth 1991, 2005; Wyn 
Jones 1999) have served to broaden the field of security. Many of the critical 
approaches to the security agenda still adhere to the four characteristics of 
critical IR theory as presented by Richard Price and Christian Reus-Smith: 1) 
They question positivist approaches to knowledge and objectiveness, 2) They 
reject a single method for science, opting for a more pluralistic approach, 3) 
They challenge rationalist assumptions and 4) They put forth the assumption 
that theory is not neutral (1998:261-266).  
 Critical approaches in social sciences typically dissent from the mainstream 
theories. In, IR, one example of this can be found with the approach to the 
issue of security. Instead of focusing on how to deliver security, critical ap-
proaches have often focused on a research agenda geared towards interrogat-
ing the understandings of security that has been taken for granted. In the con-
text of Frontex, it is possible to observe a theoretical divide in how Frontex 
can and should be examined. To approach Frontex as a provider of security, 
or to approach Frontex as part of a system that produces meanings of security. 
Accordingly, deciding how to conceptualise Frontex, as either a “delivery ap-
paratus” for security or as a producer of security logics frames the choice of 
the theoretical framework. This dissertation approaches Frontex as one of 
many sites structured by the work of a variety of ‘(in)security professionals’ 
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(Bigo 2008), an understanding that will be further discussed in the section on 
(in)security. Frontex is part of a field that delivers security in practical forms. 
Simultaneously, they are also part of different constellations that produces se-
curity logics. In line with the aim of the dissertation, what is at stake here is 
how, in the Frontex material, the representations of borders, practices, and 
people present in these spaces and how these depictions can open up for (in)se-
curity. 

This chapter presents the theoretical framework deployed in the disserta-
tion, which draws on several theoretical developments in the more critically 
oriented corners of Security Studies. These developments are: securitisation 
theory, Visual Securitisation, and research agendas concerning (in)securitisa-
tion. The chapter begins by addressing securitisation theory, which has been 
formative for the development of critical approaches to security. It then moves 
on to Visual Securitisation, which is, by and large, a continuation and exten-
sion of securitisation theory. Although securitisation theory and in particular, 
the notion of Visual Securitisation, provide some central insights for the the-
oretical framework, they are not sufficient for analysing the material in this 
dissertation. Instead, the chapter turns to the concepts of (in)security and 
(in)securitisation. These concepts offer ways of deepening the engagement 
with and analysis of the material. However, as will be discussed, the primary 
focus for proponents of a focus on (in)security are the practices that can open 
up for processes of (in)securitisation. Differing from the more traditional as-
pects of (in)security and (in)securitisation, this dissertation engages with the 
discursive aspects of (in)security and (in)securitisation through representa-
tional practices in the visual and textual material. In doing so, another layer is 
needed to apply the theory to account for this perspective. As will be argued 
in this chapter, this calls for a different theoretical engagement that can com-
bine the framework of (in)security with representational practices.  

The framework here termed visual (in)securitisation, draws on approaches 
to (in)securitisation, an intertextual approach to images and texts, and Jennifer 
Milliken’s (1999) theoretical commitments to discourse in International Rela-
tions. The theoretical commitments to discourse analysis in International Re-
lations as discussed in depth in the section on visual (in)security, have in-
formed both the theoretical framework as well as the framework for the post-
structuralist discourse analytical method.  

Securitisation theory 
In the mid-1990s, Ole Waever developed a distinct approach to the study of 
security, known as securitisation theory. The focus lied on performances of 
speech acts as securitising moves (Waever 1995). Ole Waever understands the 
function of ‘security’ as “In this usage, security is not of interest as a sign that 
refers to something more real; the utterance itself is the act. By saying the 
word, something is done” (1995:55). Nothing is a security issue by nature, it 
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comes into being through discursive processes. These discursive processes au-
thorise and normalise responses to security threats and make specific re-
sponses seem logical and proper. Securitisation theory understands the pro-
cess of securitisation as driven by securitising actors identifying threats to-
wards a referent object (that can exist on micro-macro- and system-level). 
Threats can be non-military, and the referent objects can be those other than 
the state. However, securitisation theory maintains that the state is a securitis-
ing actor (Hough 2008:9). It is also the case that securitisation is biased to-
wards the state (Buzan et al. 1998:37-38). The securitising actor, in identifying 
something as an existential threat, perform securitising moves through speech 
acts. For a successful identification of something as a threat, the target audi-
ence must accept it (Buzan 2007; Hough 2008; Bain 2006). Through this ac-
ceptance, the issue can move into and above the sphere of ‘normal politics’ 
(Buzan and Albert 2011; Buzan, 2007:7), into a sphere of exceptionalities and 
emergencies (Waever 2004:11). It is this move beyond ‘normal politics’ that 
makes securitisation theory understand security as a failure, ideally, the tradi-
tional sphere of politics would resolve the issue, with the preferred response 
to securitisation being de-securitisation (Waever 2004:8-9). 

The Visual Securitisation framework, as developed by Lene Hansen, is a 
development of securitisation theory’s approach to speech act as securitisa-
tion. Visual Securitisation is an attempt to offer an answer to an ever-increas-
ingly complex securitisation process that goes beyond speech acts. Already in 
2000, Hansen argued that the visual aspects of securitisation offered a way for 
securitisation theory to overcome the ‘silence problem’ in securitisation 
(2000:301). For Hansen, the issue is how to understand situations where the 
conditions for voicing insecurity is not possible, when something cannot be 
formulated as a security issue or its formulation might even exacerbate the 
threat (2000:287). Speech fixates meanings, defining situations, and subjects, 
in ways that may not allow for formulations that are outside the fixated mean-
ings, situations, and subjects where it is not possible to voice insecurity as they 
cannot be understood. Drawing on Hansen’s claim, it can also be the case that 
with the focus on formulating or voicing, securitisation theory does not con-
sider instances where it cannot be voiced. A successful speech act implies the 
exclusion of other competing constructions of meanings (2000:306). Hansen 
defines Visual Securitisation as a process where pictures are used to communi-
cate a threat, where securitising actors draw on visuals to invoke a process of 
securitisation. 

Pictures are also hard to control, as more recently argued by Hansen 
(2017:418), as in the case of images from the Abu Ghraib prison that uninten-
tionally were released and circulated in the global media. When understanding 
the relationship between elites and non-elites in this way, intentionality seems 
to become central for understanding the dissemination of images in Visual 
Securitisation. Elites are intentional actors acting linearly towards a clearly 
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defined goal and it is possible to identify an intention in their actions. By con-
trast, non-elites lack the same power and intentionality of elites. The Visual 
Securitisation-approach offers a delineation of processes of securitisation. 
However, it risks conflating power and the status of elites with intentionality. 
This issue raises questions overlooked when the acts to both non-elites, as well 
as non-intentionality, is understood as less powerful and subordinate to the 
intentional acts of elites. If the most effective forms of securitisation are as-
sumed to be located both with elites and their intentionality, how can other 
actors roles be understood?  

A central aspect developed by Visual Securitisation that is of high rele-
vance for this dissertation is first that visuals are not freestanding. They are 
dependent on other processes, of immediacy, context, and policy discourse 
(Hansen 2011b:69). The image simultaneously can speak security and is de-
pendent on textual discourse for its signification (Hansen 2011b:54). Visual 
Securitisation broadens the scope developed by the original formulation of 
securitisation theory. Including visuals offers a way of overcoming the ‘si-
lence problem’ that is of great value. However, the focus is still within the 
same scope as the original formulation of securitisation theory. The primary 
actors are assumed to be elites, with little attention given to the potential power 
of other actors, such as non-elites. The focus risks making the two central as-
pects one-dimensional. While Visual Securitisation opens avenues for under-
standing securitisation, much of the premises have not changed from the orig-
inal focus of securitisation theory. Rather than deploying the concepts of elites 
and intentionality, the dissertation seeks to find other ways of dealing with the 
processes. While securitisation theory, therefore, provides the first building 
block of this dissertation’s theoretical framework, it needs to be comple-
mented with a body of scholarship focusing on (in)securitisation. 

(In)security 
Much of the critique against securitisation theory has centred on the theory’s 
focus on speech acts at the expense of contextual factors and neglect of power 
structures (Bigo 2000; Balzac 2005; Huysmans 2006; Stritzel 2007). Propo-
nents of a focus on practices of (in)securitisation argue that scholars of secu-
ritisation theory (with its focus on discursive actions and the exceptional) ig-
nore and miss practices that allow for (in)securitisation to take place. A central 
aspect of focusing on practices of (in)securitisation is that security, as a con-
cept, is something that different actors continuously seek to define. Defining 
security is a continuous political project and making ‘security claims’ are not 
outside the sphere of politics, but always present. Even the most seemingly 
benign security claims imply a struggle around the legitimacy of some ambig-
uous practices involving violence or control of an actor’s behaviour, beyond 
the political scene. Certainly, many practices, which we call security or pro-
tection in everyday life are not, as such, an object of direct contestation. Often 
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these practices are seen as forms of freedom” (Bigo and McCluskey 
2018:123). These forms of freedoms have the potential of becoming issues of 
security when they clash with ‘freedoms’ seemingly belonging to other 
groups.  

Conceptualising the processes of securitisation (as securitisation theory), 
instead, as practices of (in)securitisation, some scholars have argued that pre-
vious conceptualisations of security have been unsatisfactory, as they have 
primarily drawn on single disciplinary analyses. Instead, scholars like Bigo 
and Tsoukala argue for the inclusion of interdisciplinary approaches such as 
criminology, anthropology, and cultural studies for the investigation of (in)se-
curity (Bigo and Tsoukala 2008:1). Such scholars also often draw on the so-
ciology of migration and policing in Europe as a way of unearthing processes 
of (in)securitisation in spaces left untouched by securitisation studies 
(C.A.S.E collective 2006:444). 
 Proponents of a focus on practices of (in)securitisation argue that (in)secu-
ritisation goes on almost unknowingly. It is produced through routine prac-
tices and acts never presented as something exceptional (Bigo 2008). These 
can also be understood as bureaucratic practices and what Bigo defines as 
‘professionals of security’ (Bigo 2006) that can constitute processes of (in)se-
curitisation (Bigo 2000). Jef Huysmans (2011) argues that ”Speech acts of 
security seem to be displaced by the diffuse and associative work of what from 
the perspective of existential speech acts mostly appear as little security noth-
ings, such as programming algorithms, routine collections of data and looking 
at CCTV footage” (2011:372). Practices and acts produce risk and (in)security 
while operating on different levels. Flipping the concept of security, propo-
nents of a focus on (in)securitisation deploy the concept of (in)securitisation 
to a plethora of processes focused on risk and unease (Bigo and Tsoukala 
2008:4). Proponents of a focus on practices of (in)securitisation develop secu-
ritisation theory, acknowledging speech acts and politics of exception as es-
sential concepts. However, these scholars argue that (in)security is contingent 
on mundane acts such as bureaucratic decisions, management, rationalisa-
tions, technology and surveillance that frame the conditions for claims (Bigo 
and Tsoukala 2008:4-5). These insights lead proponents to ask ”who is per-
forming an (in)securitisation move or countermove, under what conditions, 
towards whom, and with what consequences?” (Bigo and Tsoukala 2008:5). 
Proponents of a focus on (in)securitisation oppose the securitisation theory’s 
conceptualisation of securitisation as exceptionality that has moved beyond 
the normal sphere of politics. Instead, they maintain that processes of (in)se-
curitisation are so routine that they are conducted seemingly without 
knowledge or intention. Authorisations and normalisations leading to (in)se-
curity are results of bureaucratic and technological developments. An example 
of this intersection is bureaucrats introduced to developments that may allow 
for their job to be carried out more efficiently. These developments are done 
seemingly unknowingly, allowing an expansion of the field of responsibility 
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for the actor. Breaking with securitisation theory, proponents of a focus on 
practices of (in)securitisation assume that actors on several different levels are 
the ones driving processes of (in)securitisation. Summarizing Bigo (2002), 
Scott Watson defines processes of security as being ”often marked by the 
handing over of entire security fields to ‘professionals of unease’, tasked with 
managing existing persistent threats and identifying new ones” (Watson 
2011:8 referencing Bigo 2002:65). 

Frontex and (in)securitisation 
One can approach Frontex and the management of border control as an issue 
that has been handed over (in part) from national governments to Frontex. This 
process would, according to securitisation theory, constitute an issue that has 
moved beyond normal politics, understand it as a failure, and in some aspects, 
see it as the final stage of a process of securitisation. Contrary to securitisation 
theory, proponents of a focus on the mundane practices of (in)securitisation 
would not conceptualise this as a final stage of a discursive formation of a 
threat. When handed the field, Frontex can continue to discursively construct 
the issue of (in)securitisation. From this, Frontex could be understood more as 
a security practitioner that discursively produces logics of (in)security. The 
handing over of the field to (in)security professionals (Bigo 2008) tasked both 
with managing a threat and identifying new ones allows for an understanding 
where Frontex has the condition to articulate and (re)articulate security logics 
continuously. Frontex gains access to a field from where they can construct 
mediated discursive understandings of (in)security and unease. However, it 
cannot be limited to a single site of an organisation. The result is dependent 
on the outcome of several different professionals engaged in a sort of bureau-
cratic competition (Bigo and Tsoukala 2008:5). As such, proponents of a focus 
on (in)securitisation approach risk, unease, and (in)security as something 
formed and framing social relations. These social relations rests on interac-
tions between many actors on different levels and spaces. 

(In)securitisation, Frontex and resolving issues of Elites and 
Change 
Two issues identified with securitisation theory’s approach to security are the 
definition of elites and the understanding of change. Since political elites are 
not defined comprehensively by securitisation theory, how is Frontex to be 
understood as an actor in securitisation theory? It is not an elite connected to 
a particular state, deploying the concept of elites would not sufficiently en-
compass Frontex as an actor. Secondly, securitisation theory does not offer an 
understanding of change over time that is satisfactory to the issues at hand. If 
securitising moves by political elites create change, can change be continuous 
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on an actor-level? After the issue moves beyond the political sphere, into the 
sphere of exceptionality, can changes occur in this sphere? Alternatively, the 
issue is passed back to political elites, performing a securitising move once 
more.  

As suggested above, the literature on (in)securitisation offer ways of re-
solving both issues. First, instead of understanding securitising actors as elites, 
Frontex can be conceptualised as a site (amongst many) for (in)security pro-
fessionals of the management of unease (Bigo 2008). Frontex has not received 
a securitised issue beyond the sphere of ordinary politics. Instead, Frontex is 
an actor (of many) driving (in)securitisation. Secondly, the mandate of ‘man-
aging persistent existing threats and identifying new ones’ (Watson 2011:8, 
citing Bigo 2002:65) produce a basis for change. It creates a constant motion 
to not only engage in the issues identified but to also identify new issues that 
are to be managed. 

Drawing on the notion of (in)securitisation, I approach Frontex as an or-
ganisation that has the mandate to identify new threats (as is defined through 
EC 2007/2004).This means that continuous discursive formations can be un-
derstood as part of the task to identify new threats and (in)securities. Frontex 
acts to manage persisting threats as well as identifying new ones, change is, 
so to speak, built into the field of security. The relevance of this approach is 
that it offers new ways of understanding changes. Securitisation theory would 
understand the processes of securitisation as a failure as the issue moves into 
the sphere of exceptionality. On the other end, there is the potential of de-
securitisation, where the issue is transferred back into the sphere of ordinary 
politics. From the perspective of (in)securitisation, changes are continuously 
built-in, as movements, actions, and mundane practices that can come together 
to form (in)securities that can develop, continue, and transform. 

1.2.2 Visual (in)securitisation 
The overarching analytical framework of this dissertation focuses on practices 
of visual (in)securitisation. These are the processes of visual (in)securitisation 
in which an issue, event, or phenomenon gain meaning as a potential risk and 
unease to be managed. The basis for (in)securitisation is the cracks and open-
ings in the system, where risk and unease can enter and become present. As 
opposed to a security threat from securitisation theory, (in)security is the pos-
sibility of risk or unease to be present and in need of being managed in differ-
ent ways. (In)security can also be understood as the result of potentially dis-
parate processes, non-intentional and not intended as interconnected that to-
gether can enable risk and unease. As an example, with the aim of making 
border control more effective, new technologies of surveillance and control 
can enable the management of new areas in more comprehensive and ad-
vanced ways. What happens concomitantly is that as we find ourselves with 
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technologies for more pervasive control. Technological development allows 
for new spaces to be subject to surveillance, and in turn, enable risk and unease 
to form in new spaces. (In)security is understood as “[…] the result of the 
creation of a continuum of threats and general unease in which many different 
actors exchange their fears and beliefs in the process of making a risky and 
dangerous society” (Bigo 2002:63). Deploying such an understanding of 
(in)security, the issue is not to detail negative effects of policies, but to analyse 
”[…] the conditions under which the authority of truth is given to a dis-
course[…]” (Bigo 2002:66) which in turn creates specific subjects and under-
standings of these subjects.  

The theoretical approaches to (in)securitisation have primarily engaged in 
the relationship between practices and (in)security (Bigo 2006; Walker 2006; 
Huysmans 2011). However, there are discursive elements in (in)securitisation 
(Bigo 2002:66). It is these discursive elements that visual (in)securitisation 
draws on to understand (in)security. The focus of visual (in)securitisation is 
on how to understand the discursive formations borne out of visual and textual 
representations of mundane bureaucratic processes. It relates to the ‘little se-
curity nothings’ (Huysmans 2011) that have the potential to create risk, un-
ease, and (in)security. In deploying the concept of (in)security over security, 
the aim is to capture further the production of meaning expressed in the em-
pirical material. Acknowledging the ‘spectacle’ (Molin-Friis 2015, 2017), ‘in-
ternational icons’, and ‘hypericons’ (Hansen 2016) discussed in Visual Secu-
ritisation, the theoretical engagement here instead asks the question of what 
happens when these are not present? How is risk, unease, and (in)security dis-
cursively produced even when the visual and textual material are seemingly 
ordinary? This perspective lends itself well to the material of Frontex, offering 
ways of understanding the role of mundane images in the processes of (in)se-
curitisation. It also enables the potential to capture a more multifaceted pro-
cess. 

As shown in the discussion on Visual Securitisation, images have great dis-
cursive potential. However, visual (in)securitisation takes hold of Hansen’s 
argument that images are not freestanding and dependent on other processes 
to create meanings (2011a, 2011b). This approach stems from the assumption 
that visual (in)securitisation can analyse the discursive production of risk and 
unease. These illustrations are in two mediums here, textual and visual that 
sometimes produce discursive formations separately. However, they can also 
work together as there is an intertextual linkage. These linkages can be be-
tween the forms since meanings are not exclusively linguistically produced 
but also through other mediums (Milliken 1999:229). It is the focus on these 
two mediums and the linkages in how they can come together and enable a 
precarious condition of (in)security that visual (in)securitisation draws atten-
tion to. 
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The discursive formation of visual (in)security 
As previously shown, the issues discussed here are not fully resolved either 
by securitisation theory, Visual Securitisation, or (in)securitisation. To engage 
in the discursive aspects of (in)securitisation, the theoretical framework draws 
on Milliken’s (1999) three theoretical commitments to discourse analysis in 
International Relations (1, discourses are structures of signification that con-
struct social realities 2, discourses are (re)productive of the things named 3, 
discourses are open-ended meshes in need of continuous (re)articulation).  

The deployment of visual (in)securitisation rests on these three commit-
ments, an understanding of intertextuality, and a focus on representational 
practices of (in)security. Stuart Hall argues that meanings are produced 
through signifying practices, “[…] a practice that produces meaning, 
that makes things mean” (1997:10). This insight signals the divergence of vis-
ual (in)securitisation from previous proponents of a focus on practices of 
(in)security. The primary way of engaging with practices in this dissertation 
is by examining their discursive aspects of these practices. Representation in 
this dissertation refers to the usage of language (seen as both visual and tex-
tual) in ways that produce meanings about specific events, phenomena, or the 
world around us (Sturken and Cartwright 2009:13). Representational practices 
here are understood as the combined practices, of taking an image, of writing 
a text, publishing a report with the image and text that constitute part of a 
discursive formation. Drawing on the understanding that meanings of the 
world are produced, Roland Bleiker understands representational practices or 
practices of representation as processes that “[…] manipulate our inability to 
know the world as it really is” (2009:75). This dissertation does not subscribe 
to an idea of a material reality that is outside a discursively produced reality 
as implied in the quote from Bleiker. However, Bleiker’s statement offers a 
way to understand representational practices not only in terms of how repre-
sentational practices produce understandings of borders, practices, and people 
present in these spaces, yet also that these practices are mediated and are active 
in the production of discursive limits, thereby affecting how readers under-
stand and interpret the representations. Representational practices are the prac-
tices by which, through images and text, a mediated discursive production of 
a ‘reality’ is produced.  

The salience of images is that they have a potential for opening up for risk 
and unease in ways that differ from textual communications. While textual 
communication can have a high degree of fixation, the image can communi-
cate without the same fixation. The image has the potential to suggest without 
being held accountable to the same degree as text. However, there is an inter-
textual relationship between the visual and textual. The focus in visual (in)se-
curitisation is on the centrality of the interplay between image and text when 
engaging in discursive formations of risk and unease that open up for (in)se-
curity. 
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Discourse and the production of (in)security as a social reality 
The first poststructuralist discourse-analytical commitment is that discourses 
are structures of signification, systems, which construct social realities. The 
material world gains meaning through the constructed meanings made from 
these systems of signs placed in a relationship. Signs serve to distinguish ob-
jects or subjects through their construction in relation to others, what Milliken 
engages with as binary oppositions such as good/bad, normal/deviant, 
safe/risk (1999:229). This first assumption leads to understandings of (in)se-
curity as constructed social realities of risk and unease. It is not that risk, un-
ease, and (in)security are responses to events, but constructed and opened up 
for through different systems of significations. Understanding (in)securitisa-
tion as systems of significations, one can also access the ‘little security noth-
ings’ (Huysmans 2011) or routine practices (Bigo 2008). The approach offers 
an understanding (in)security as a discursive formation formed by risk and 
unease through representations of ‘little security nothings’ or routine prac-
tices. Furthermore, little insecurity nothings or routine practices in the mate-
rial can be seen not only as inconspicuous but also as non-intentional. Each 
little represented act might be little more than depictions of a new practice. It 
is their potential to link as part of a system of signification that is central. It is 
from these positions that they, through interlinkages, can open up for (in)se-
curity. 

Milliken approaches meanings as primarily made through binary opposi-
tions. This dissertation also examines what happens in-between these posi-
tions and how meanings are constructed when the systems of signification 
produce vacillations. If the hierarchization of a position over another is con-
tinuously changing, how can the relationship between them be understood? 
There is an uncertainty enabled through the intertextual linkage between im-
age and text than can be produced through the vacillations and changes. It 
further enables for meanings of risk, unease, and (in)security to be formed. 

The productive and (re)productive elements of (in)security 
The second theoretical commitment in poststructuralist discourse analysis is 
that discourses can be productive and (re)productive of the things named. Dis-
courses make intelligible specific understandings and practices relating to the 
issue at hand. Discourses open up for producing different practices and intel-
ligible and legitimate. In turn, practices can (re)produce discourses as intelli-
gible and legitimate as well (1999:230). It also produces a common sense-
understanding of some subjects authorised to speak and act, of their existence 
and role which, on the other hand, also excludes, silences, displaces, others. It 
opens up for specific modes of control to become seen as logical, necessary, 
and neutral. These modes of control can also have the consequence that “In 
the process, people may be destroyed as well as disciplined, and social space 
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comes to be organized and controlled, i.e. places and groups are produced as 
those objects” (1999:229).  
 Applying the understanding of discourses as enabling specific meanings to 
emerge deepens the claim by Bigo and McCluskey (2008) that practices of 
security rest on understandings of ‘freedoms’ that are not objects of direct 
contestation. These can be the right to choose what to eat, drink, wear, read, 
go, or publish about ourselves. However, it is the case that these ”[…] prac-
tices can become a security issue when they reach the boundaries of somebody 
else’s freedom, for example, because of scarcity, lack of equality and redistri-
bution, forms of property, beliefs on primordial identities”(2018:123). These 
practices understood as ‘freedoms’ are the result of different discursive pro-
ductions that have made specific understandings seem common-sense and le-
gitimate. It allows for the approach to understand the technological and bu-
reaucratic processes represented as being examples of practices produced and 
(re)produced as necessary for, for example, ‘freedom’. This approach also of-
fers a way of understanding the claims that (in)securitisation rests on routine 
practices not seen as exceptional (Walker 2006; Bigo 2008). One can under-
stand these non-exceptional practices as resting on a common-sense assump-
tion on what those authorised to speak and act are supposed to do. Non-ex-
ceptional and routine become just that through discursive formations that 
make them seem as common-sense. 

A fundamental approach to understanding (in)securitisation and (in)secu-
rity is that fields of security are marked by them being handed over to ” […] 
‘professionals of unease’, who are tasked with managing existing persistent 
threats and identifying new ones” (Watson 2011:8 citing Bigo 2002:65). The 
practices of (in)security and (in)securitisation have been the primary focus for 
these perspectives. However, one can also approach this transfer of responsi-
bility as a production of discourse. The transfer can be understood as a result 
of discursive productions of common-sense in that a specific security profes-
sional becomes assumed to be the proper actor in dealing with the things or 
issues named. This process, in turn, produces specific actors as being author-
ised to speak and act, allowing for them to discursively (trough textual and 
visual representations) (re)produce ‘existing threats’ while also produce ‘new 
ones’. 

(In)security as an open-ended mesh, ‘articulations’ and 
‘(re)articulations’ of (in)security 
The last poststructuralist discourse-analytical commitment is that all dis-
courses are changeable and historically contingent. As discourses are open-
ended meshes, identities and knowledges are in constant need of articulation 
and re-articulation. This approach rests on the understanding that there are 
alternative and resistant discourses that can challenge the ‘regime of truth’s’ 
efforts to fix and stabilize meanings (Milliken 1999:230). Understanding 
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(in)security from this perspective, one can understand that the discursive for-
mation of risk and unease open up for (in)security, displacing alternative dis-
courses in the same processes. Over time, the discursive formations of (in)se-
curity are not stable and static, but rather filled with continuities and disconti-
nuities. As previously noted, security as a concept is something that actors 
continually seek to define (Bigo and McCluskey 2018:123). This continuum 
means that there is constant competition from different discourses that seek to 
either (re)articulate or challenge the meanings of (in)security.  

It is also the case that discourses are changeable and unstable. The changing 
conditions for discursive formations can result in continuities or discontinui-
ties in (re)articulations of risk, unease, and (in)security. It is also the case that 
proponents of a focus of (in)securitisation have argued that issues such as bu-
reaucratic decisions, management, rationalisations, technology and surveil-
lance frame the conditions for claims of (in)security (Bigo and Tsoukala 
2008:4-5). These changes are conditioned on the understanding of them as 
common-sense, but it is also the case that these changes can transform the 
conditions for claims of risk, unease, and (in)security. It can close some ways 
of how (in)security is understood, but also open others. The expansion of 
(in)security into new areas (C.A.S.E 2006:444) is made possible through these 
open-ended meshes of the discursive limits. 
 

The subjects of visual (in)securitisation 
The theory of visual (in)securitisation offers a way of understanding the pro-
duction of (in)security through textual and visual material and their intertex-
tual relationship. It is also the case that the discursive formations produce dif-
ferent subject positions, or as Milliken notes, objects (1999:229). Subject po-
sitions are constructed through the different systems of signification, produc-
ing understandings of subjects in relation to each other. In this dissertation, 
the construction of subject positions is examined primarily concerning differ-
ent forms of risk, unease, and (in)security. They are approached and under-
stood in relation to different understandings of (in)securities and risks, which 
in turn, become located in the representation of subject positions. Subjects 
here become produced through risk, unease, and (in)security in systems of 
signification. In turn, however, subjects are also productive and (re)productive 
in their construction. The production and (re)production here can be under-
stood to produce, through constructions of risk, unease, and (in)security, a 
common-sense-basis for different modes of control to become possible. 

This dissertation draws on two understandings of subjects. The first is 
R.B.J. Walker’s approach to subjects as subjects of security, as subjects that 
are to be protected. As Walker argues, ”The crucial subject of security, in 
short, is the subject of security” (1997:68). The subject of security offer ways 
to organise practices concerning a notion of providing security, of whom is to 
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be protected, by whom, and from what. Walker states that if this is the case 
that the ‘subject of security is the subject of security’, then it calls for exam-
ining how the subject is being constituted and re-constituted, and to engage in 
what security could mean concerning this (1997:78). Walker’s conceptualisa-
tion offers a way of primarily understanding the subjects defined as being in-
side the nation-state. One can understand these subjects of security as defined 
as subjects to be protected. Concomitantly, this understanding produces an 
understanding that something is outside that is the source of threat. Moreover, 
following Roman Grosfoguel (2007) and his understanding of ‘postcolonial 
subjects’, the people at or crossing the border can be understood as postcolo-
nial subjects. This subject position is historically conditioned, as the same sub-
ject position was characterised as ‘people without history’ in the sixteenth 
century. In the eighteenth and nineteenth century they were constructed as the 
‘people without history’, in the twentieth century as the ‘people without de-
velopment’, and now, the ‘people without democracy’ (2007:214). It is also 
the case, as Grosfoguel argue, that these subject positions of without become 
constructed and gain meaning against a background of ”[…] the global ra-
cial/ethnic hierarchy of Europeans/non-Europeans” (2007:214).  

The subjects of security become constructed, understood, and included 
through their positioning as a subject to be protected. These subjects of secu-
rity also gain meaning by contrasting them against the source of the security 
threat against them. They can also be understood to gain meaning by being 
constructed against those that are not subjects of security. From this, the sub-
ject position of not being subjects of security is possible to understand as being 
linked to the postcolonial subjects or the subjects without. We return to Milli-
ken’s statement that some people can become constructed as objects rather 
than subjects. The postcolonial subject’s representation as not being subjects 
of security enables constructions of them as objects rather than subjects. It is 
also the case that discourse makes intelligible specific understandings of what 
is the source of risk, unease, and (in)security. Who is protected against risk, 
unease, and (in)security? Who is managed as a source of risk, unease, and 
(in)security? The discursive formation of subjects opens up for understandings 
of who is authorised to speak and act, what the legitimate practices are, and 
how a common-sense of practices should be understood. Through the con-
structed subject positions, the modes of control can become normalised. 

For Walker, the subject is central to exercises of sovereign power. Dis-
courses of security revolve around ”[…] subjectivity, subjection, and the con-
ditions under which we have been constructed as subjects subject to subjec-
tion. They tell us who we must be. And then they offer to tell us how we might 
stay this way” (1997:71-72). Through the construction of a subject of security, 
protected against risk, unease, and (in)security, different modes of control be-
come enabled.  
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Drawing on Grosfoguel, it becomes an issue of how some people at the 
border become produced both as sources of risk, unease, and (in)security. Fol-
lowing from this, it is also an issue of how the same people become positioned 
in the hierarchization between ‘European/non-European’. The postcolonial 
subjects relate to the subjectivities constructed in Walker’s ‘inside’ that relates 
to (in) security and (in) securitisation. Together, they form a way of addressing 
a perceived inside/outside through which understandings of the people cross-
ing the border become constructed against.  

It is also the case that subject positions are understood to vacillate between 
different points, that the binary opposition previously discussed hold a wealth 
of positions along a sliding scale. One way of understanding this process is 
that discourses indeed are unstable and changeable. The subject positions con-
structed concerning (in)security are in continuous need of efforts of articula-
tion and re-articulation to stabilize and fixate the meanings of these specific 
subject positions, thus opening up for continuities and discontinuities in the 
very same positions over time. 

1.2.3 Conclusion 
As discussed here in the previous sections, the role of critical engagements in 
security studies has opened the field to ways of investigating and unearthing 
issues of security not previously studied. Securitisation theory is a central 
starting point for this dissertation in terms of such critical engagements. Show-
ing that security is something made, and that one can trace these processes, 
offers valuable insights into the discursive nature of security. However, one 
of the main issues with securitisation theory found was its focus on ‘securitis-
ing actors’ and rigid views of who these actors were. The focus on ‘securitis-
ing actors’ risks losing nuances of other actors. It is also the issue that there is 
an assumption that an issue goes from ordinary to exceptional. These assump-
tions raise questions of: firstly, how are issues where this is not applicable to 
be understood; and, secondly, how are issues where this is not clearly defined 
to be understood.  

Within securitisation theory, Visual Securitisation offered a way of com-
bining visual material and security. Relevant from the approach was also its 
engagement with silences as an analytical category to engage with. It has also 
given insights into how to understand visuals as freestanding while also being 
dependent on other processes. Lastly, it has guided an understanding of im-
ages as open and more ambivalent. While these are relevant approaches for 
this dissertation, Visual Securitisation was found not to have overcome the 
issues of securitisation theory discussed previously. This insight called atten-
tion to the need to examine related theoretical approaches to security studies 
further. 
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  (In)securitisation and (in)security, with its focus on risk and unease, cou-
pled with the understandings of the mundane practices and actors in different 
fields and on different levels as producing (in)security, was found to be a more 
fruitful approach to the issues at hand in this dissertation. One issue was that 
proponents of a focus on practices of (in)securitisation left a gap in how to 
understand the representation of practices as a practice itself. Visual (in)secu-
ritisation, with its focus on discourse and intertextuality, opens up for analys-
ing the representation of borders, practices, and people present in these spaces. 
The meanings constructed through these sites open up for different forms of 
risk, unease, and (in)security to enter. Acknowledging that these are construc-
tions, the role of discourse analysis is a fruitful agenda to the theoretical ap-
proach.  
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1.3 Previous research 

This chapter engages with two strands of previous research relevant for this 
dissertation: Critical Border Studies (CBS) and research on Frontex. While 
there is overlap between the research on Frontex and CBS, more can be done 
in order to include the role of visuals for a broader understanding of Frontex 
and borders by finding another empirical source that differs both from speech 
and practice. Likewise, research on Frontex and CBS can further enhance the 
field of visual (in)securitisation. CBS brings in the element of how entire bor-
derscapes are constructed, complementing the focus on the image in visual 
(in)securitisation. 

1.3.1 Critical Border Studies 
In a seminal piece, setting out what Critical Border Studies is, Noel Parker and 
Nick Vaughan-Williams posit that borders have not disappeared, but have pro-
liferated and become ”[...] increasingly ephemeral and/or impalpable: elec-
tronic, non-visible, and located in zones that defy straightforwardly territorial 
logic” (2009:583). After a decline in the theorisation of borders, the topic saw 
a resurgence in the early 2010s (Vallet and David 2012). For some authors, 
the resurgence of both the interest of borders and their renewed centrality in 
international affairs can be attributed to a post-9/11-world (Gregory 2011; 
Vallet and David 2012; Longo 2016). For others, the proliferation of borders 
is an essential function of neoliberal globalisation (Brown 2010; Mezzadra 
and Neilson 2012, 2013). Albert Kraler et al. (2016) goes so far as to claim 
that the recent years’ refugee crisis and its implications for the EU have high-
lighted bordering practices in a way rarely seen before (2016:145). Borders, 
and their development, as understood by CBS, points to the need to understand 
borders as spaces not just understood as precise geographical demarcations. 
Understanding borders in line with Parker and Vaughan-Williams (2009) 
opens up for interrogating the paradox inherent in how an agency such as 
Frontex can communicate and represent borders in a tangible way when they 
are increasingly intangible and opaque. What implications does this challenge 
have for the representations of an agency tasked with managing them? 
Equally, if, as Kraler et al. argues, the recent developments have highlighted 
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bordering practices, how is this done against the background of an increas-
ingly diffuse border? This dissertation draws on Kraler et al.’s argument and 
aims to trace these developments in the material of an Agency tasked with 
controlling the very issue discussed. 

Relevant for this dissertation is the emergence of a theoretical subdivision 
of border studies named Critical Border Studies (henceforth CBS), as pre-
sented in a special issue of Geopolitics in 2012. The agenda of CBS has had a 
profound effect on the field of research of border studies, allowing prolifera-
tion and diversification of the study of borders. Although a diverse range of 
research seems to fit under the umbrella, Vaughan-Williams et al. define some 
core tasks for CBS. The first is an interrogation and identification of what 
borders are and their location. The second is engaging with their functioning 
in different spatial settings. The third is asking what consequences and for 
whose benefit bordering practices occur. 

Performing these tasks is through a dual move: from the concept of the 
border to border practices and the analytical lens of performance to under-
standing the production and re-production of bordering practices. These ana-
lytical moves open up for examining how borders are continually made into 
existence through performances. An example of this is mundane acts of show-
ing one’s passport that is a part in what has been referred to as the ‘confes-
sionary matrix at the airport’ (Parker and Vaughan-Williams et al. 2012:729). 
By focusing on border practice and performance, a way to understand the 
making of sense and meaning in a space that is becoming dislodged from ge-
ographical boundaries and connected to other practices and processes such as 
risk, unease, and (in)security, is offered by CBS.  

Externalisation of borders 
Researchers such as Sandro Mezzadra and Brett Neilson (2012, 2013) have 
investigated the proliferation of borders. One of their key contributions has 
been the exploration of systems of exclusion/inclusion at the border and the 
functioning of borders as a system of differential inclusion. Many authors have 
shown how experiences at borders differ depending on the status of the subject 
(Rumford 2012; Salter 2012; Infantino 2013, 2016; Kraler et al. 2016). For 
instance, Henk van Hotum’s (2010) examination of EU’s black and white lists 
expose a differentiation of subjects based on a ‘global border web’ that trans-
forms the EU into a ‘global border machine’ (2010:957). These differing ex-
periences concerning, for example, the ‘global border web’, exemplify a mer-
ger between both externalisations of borders and their differing experiences 
for people based on their status. 

Luiza Bialasiewicz (2012) points to the particularity of the EU and its bor-
der control regime. This particularity stems from the under or unstated process 
of externalisation that includes spaces that are well beyond the external bor-
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ders (2012:844). For Bialasiewicz, there is a selective stretching of the Euro-
pean borders. This finding relates to Noel Parker and Rebecca Adler-Nissen’s 
(2012) ‘bordering practices'; the process whereby states engage in constitut-
ing, sustaining, and modifying their borders (2012:776). This selective 
stretching is also evident in the processes of black- and whitelisting countries 
that have a profound effect on border control geared towards specific subjects. 
An example of this is the spatial formation at BCP’s (Border Crossing Points) 
that physically divide and usher subjects towards different spaces depending 
on their status. 

Bialasiewicz and others point to the externalisation of border control. Dirk 
Godenau and Ana López-Sala (2016) however, show how Spain, in its quest 
to stem irregular migration concomitantly engages in both external as well as 
internal border practices. This dual movement, of an external and internal 
force, has also been noted by Kraler et al. who argue that although the border 
has been externalised, and moved outwards, it has simultaneously moved in-
wards (2016:146-147). This simultaneous process relates to what Matthew 
Longo (2016) calls a ‘thickening’ of borders. Borders expand through expand-
ing domestic border surveillance while concomitantly, ‘co-bordering’ of bor-
ders (or externalisation of border control) works to include neighbouring 
countries (2016:188,192,198). Instead of understanding borders as external-
ised, it leads to an understanding of borders as expansive, both inwards and 
outwards, the sphere of the border increases in both directions.  

Border security and humanitarianism 
Concerning border security and humanitarianism, the inclusion of humanitar-
ian aspects of security (human security) is often merely incorporated into a 
broader security discourse. This incorporation does little else than reproduce 
existing security logics (Huysmans and Squire 2009). For Julian Reid (2010), 
the intertwining of security and humanitarianism and its subsequent politici-
sation has rendered a form of humanitarianism based on biopolitics. The bio-
politicisation of humanitarianism reinforces security logics that give primacy 
to the management of bodies rather than saving subjects. Similarly, the dis-
course on humanitarianism and security privilege specific actors, allowing 
them to define the field and reproducing specific monolithic human identities 
(Watson 2011:14). 

Fruitful research agendas designed to expose the apparent contradiction as 
integral parts of border management system can be found with Vaughan-Wil-
liams (2016) or Estela Schindel (2016). Vaughan-Williams and Schindel aim 
to understand the contradiction in an attempt to be able to locate accountability 
for border control (and its failures) through primarily drawing on the works of 
Michel Foucault and Giorgio Agamben. Humanitarianism and security be-
come twinned as elements of a Foucauldian biopolitical form of power 
(Vaughan-Williams, 2015:18). For Schindel, the interest lies primarily in the 
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apparent paradox in the increase of high-tech solutions of border surveillance 
and migrant deaths due to exposure to the natural elements. The twinning and 
normalisation of these two issues is understood as made possible through pro-
cesses that constructs technology and nature as neutral and ‘irregular mi-
grants’ as contiguous to nature (2016:231-232). This neutrality based in tech-
nology is similar to Vaughan-Williams ambivalence in that it obscures respon-
sibility. Schindel, similarly to Vaughan-Williams, conclude that technological 
solutions, humanitarianism, and security in border control are manifestations 
of a single configuration. Research like this is useful to be able to engage with 
the apparent paradox and to be able to identify and demand accountability for 
the migrant deaths occurring in these spaces. Conceptualising border security 
and migration management as ambivalent through these assumed contradic-
tions make the analysis impotent in that it fails to accredit responsibility 
(Vaughan-Williams 2016:68). 

Borders and Frontex 
As mentioned, one of the dominant areas of interest that have generated a sig-
nificant body of work has been on the externalisation of the European borders. 
This research engages with how they have crept further away from the geo-
graphically defined space of EU’s external borders (see for example Lavenex 
2006; Carrera 2007; Hyndman, and Mountz 2008; Balzac 2009).  

Nick Vaughan-Williams (2008) equally looks at HERA II, referring to Car-
rera (2007), and the developments in surveillance strategies. Vaughan-Wil-
liams argues that the practices of Frontex should be understood as ‘border 
performances’ hundreds of miles away from the EU. For Vaughan-Williams’ 
these bordering practices complicate binary divisions of inside/outside and EU 
space/non-EU space (2008:68). Vaughan-Williams research offers insights 
into the performance of borders, and argues that Frontex is, through their prac-
tices, part of constructing borders. By engaging in the visual material pro-
duced by Frontex, this dissertation adds to the previous research by engaging 
in representations of border practices and asking how these are central in ‘bor-
der performances’.  

Borders and technology 
Turning to the relationship between borders and technology, Federica Infan-
tino (2013, 2016) found that processes of harmonisation of the EU’s border 
and visa practices has been lacking and not fully implemented. As shown by 
Tsianos and Kuster (2016), the potential of effective handling of big data for 
surveillance by management systems is contingent both on the technological 
as well as the judicial limits (2016:245). This dissertation does not engage in 
the level of effectiveness of the practices of Frontex or make any judgement 
of how effective they are. However, the concept of effectiveness is interesting 
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and relevant from other perspectives. For this dissertation, the issues become 
one of the communications of ‘effectiveness’ and technology. What value is 
it represented to have for Frontex? Can effectiveness as a concept be seen to 
serve a value for Frontex in their communications? 

Natalia Sánchez-Querubín and Richard Rogers (2018) engagement in rep-
resentations of migratory routes during the ‘European migration crisis’ bring 
several insights into both borders and their conceptualisation through techno-
logical functions. Engaging in the visual material of Getty Images, the authors 
find that the branding, cataloguing, geo-tagging, and platform metadata map 
a route that people are understood to travel along (2018:5). Through stock 
photos, they can trace a visual mapping from Syria to Sweden, with the land-
scape changing, from barriers and intervention to integration and incorpora-
tions into society (2018:6). The images tell of a ‘sanitised route’, a narrative 
that in the images concludes as a tale of inevitable integration (2018:10). 
Sánchez-Querubín and Rogers show how understandings of a border, or pro-
cesses of crossing borders, can be constructed through visuals. However, this 
process is also contingent on the technological aspects of geo-tagging and 
platform metadata to construct these understandings. The findings by 
Sánchez-Querubín and Rogers show the value of visuals in creating narratives 
of the border, people crossing the border, and differing meanings made of bor-
ders. However, it is also the case that Sánchez-Querubín and Rogers find that 
meanings of the visual are also dependent on the technological information 
embedded in the images. It also means that there can be competing visual nar-
ratives to the material of Frontex, drawing attention to the world of visuals 
that the Frontex material is also part of.  

Bastian A. Vollmer (2019), engaging in the processes of border security in 
the UK through a mixed-method approach, finds that ”[…] insecurity instead 
of security. Bordering effectively insecurities” (2019:5). Technological solu-
tions to bordering and securitisation can give rise to a sense of insecurity. This 
issue marks a paradoxical relationship that Vollmer sums up by stating that 
”Security was aimed at and insecurity was generated” (2019:7). While this 
dissertation subscribes to the notion that security produces (in)security, the 
question is if these results are linear and defined. Or rather, if they are the 
result of several different processes that might come together and enable new 
issues? It is also the case that Vollmer takes insecurity as a result. Vollmer’s 
understanding of the relationship between security/insecurity echoes more of 
an approach of securitisation theory, of a direct result that is also a failure. 
This dissertation, as previously noted, subscribes to the notion that security/ 
(in)security are rather twinned processes, inseparable and non-linear. This no-
tion leads to the question of what can be identified to be opened up through 
the process of security/ (in)security and technological developments. 
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Challenging bordering practices 
Scholars working in the field of critical migration studies have examined the 
conditions under which people can challenge dominant understandings of bor-
der and bordering practices directed towards them through their performances 
(Guild 2009; Squire 2011, 2014; McNevin 2013). Rutvica Andrijasevic (2009, 
2010), for instance, argues that expectations, understandings and norms about 
gender and sexuality condition entry into territories. Also taking a critical ap-
proach to migration from a postcolonial perspective, Peo Hansen and Stefan 
Jonsson (2011, 2015) have argued that EU-African relations and migration 
management must be understood from a historical and postcolonial perspec-
tive. Hansen and Jonsson offer an interesting approach to the EU migration 
policies towards Africa as based on demographic projections that has either…] 
promoted migration, or restricted migration, or sought to do both at the same 
time” (2015:61). The migration policies towards Africa has not been a steady 
fixed policy but rather fluent to suit the perceived needs of the EU. Further-
more, as Hansen and Jonsson note “[…] what has first been introduced as a 
mutual interest, or a ‘partnership of equals,’ has quickly been transformed into 
a geopolitical relationship, where one partner has sought to manage migration 
to its own benefit” (2015:61). This conclusion draws attention to critically ex-
amine the current discourses and practices of ‘partnerships’ that frame the po-
litical interaction between EU and African countries. Drawing on critical mi-
gration studies and other critical approaches to migration studies, some re-
search in CBS has engaged with how subjects can challenge these expected 
norms and understandings of subjects. Challenges can, for example, be 
through resistance to dominant assumptions on how subjects should be formed 
and performed when living near contested borders (Bouzas 2012:869). It can 
also be through learning specific ways to perform and act when applying for 
visas (Infantino 2016). Of relevance are also cases where migrants are asked 
to map their travels in interviews. Giving voices to these subjects can chal-
lenge both the communicated and traditionally conceptualised functions and 
practices of border control (Yildiz 2016). Examples like these unearth the 
agency of subjects in relation to the formation of border narratives and could 
offer ways of exploring how subjects crossing borders also perform them. It 
also draws attention to the need for academia to engage in the subjects that 
cross the border, their differing experiences, subordinations based on imagi-
nations of them, as well as issues such as race, gender and class.  

Catarina Kinnvall (2016) has engaged with the colonial legacy in under-
standing the borders of Europe. Kinnvall contends that Europe, its history of 
empire and as a postcolonial space, is central to how borders and security be-
come understood. Kinnvall argues that it is dangerous to overlook the history 
of empire, and how this has formed the contemporary border regime, in that it 
”[…] feeds the illusion that Europe can be disconnected from its imperial past” 
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(2016:153 referencing Gilroy 2004). Kinnvall points to the importance of sit-
uating the border regimes of the EU and how these are constructed not only in 
a contemporary setting but rather, to a historical continuum that forms its basis 
in Europe’s colonial history. For Kinnvall, ”A postcolonial reading thus be-
comes a device able to open up space for previously marginalised narratives 
to be voiced, seen and heard, thereby unsettling the very ground we walk on 
and providing an initial step towards another Europe” (2016:165). A similar 
disconnection to the EU’s colonial past is put forward by Hansen and Jonsson 
(2018). Hansen and Jonsson demonstrate that the project of European unifica-
tion leading to the creation of the EU was based in a colonial project that also 
has had a fundamental implication for current EU-African relations (Euraf-
rica). As noted by them, “Europe’s unification would start in Africa” 
(2018:35). However, relating to the quote by Gilroy that Kinnvall references, 
Hansen and Jonsson note that this colonial history has disappeared from the 
narrative of the EU (2018:41). Hansen and Jonsson offer several explanations 
of how this central perspective has disappeared. One the explanations links 
with a critique of the field of International Relations by the authors. It was the 
case that the history of Eurafrica disappeared in the narratives of the Cold War 
noting that “Most accounts of EU history are informed by a strict adherence 
to a Cold War analytical framework as developed within, inter alia, Interna-
tional Relations theory” (2018:42). Rather than the Eurafrican project being 
the central tenet for the development of the EU, historiographical accounts of 
the EU’s history draws on the understandings from International Relations that 
frame the issue as one driven by the Cold War. The authors discussed in this 
section exemplify the value of approaching both borders as well as EU from 
a postcolonial approach. Through these perspectives, the performance of bor-
ders and their relationship to the EU has the potential to come under a new 
light and be challenged when positioning the processes of bordering as also 
contingent on the historical baggage of colonialism. 
 

1.3.2 Frontex 
This dissertation also contributes to the existent literature on Frontex, in par-
ticular, it contributes to the critically oriented takes of Frontex. This literature 
comes from a variety of disciplinary backgrounds, and in this section, is pre-
sented with two overarching themes: Frontex and securitisation and Frontex 
and technology. As will be shown in this section, there is a large body of work 
concerning Frontex. However, there still exist gaps in the existing literature 
that could be filled to further deepen our understanding of Frontex. 



31 

Frontex and securitisation 
A seminal piece in this field of Frontex and securitisation is the article by 
Andrew Neal (2009). Neal contends that the creation of Frontex does not fol-
low the logic that securitisation theory would expect. Using Frontex as a case 
study for securitisation, Neal assesses if Frontex represents a securitised out-
come, is a tool for securitisation or is a securitising agent (2009:334-334). 
Neal finds that Frontex is instead the result of a failure of securitising links 
between security, borders and migration post 9/11. These failures drove the 
creation of Frontex to become more of a response to the disintegration of a 
common EU response to migration (2009:346). These can be seen in the lan-
guage of Frontex, basing it less on security and more on risk (2009:334). Sarah 
Léonard (2010) follows somewhat in the findings of Neal when examining 
how Frontex activities have contributed to the securitisation of migration and 
asylum. Léonard finds that Frontex has been significantly contributing to se-
curitisation, but it does not mean that they are a key securitising agent. Frontex 
is, to a large extent, controlled by the Member States and the European Com-
mission (2010:247).  

Ruben Andersson’s (2014) ethnographical study of irregular migration 
brings an added understanding to Frontex’s role in security practices. Under-
standing the system as an “illegality industry” where “illegal migration” is 
both controlled and produced, illegality is both produced and productive in a 
loop, sparking new ‘security’ solutions (2014:9-12). As part of this “illegality 
industry”, Frontex answers both to produced illegality but is also part of the 
productive aspects of it when creating new ‘security’ solutions/practices. An-
dersson’s findings show it3 might be the case that there is an unclear structure 
of relationships between Frontex, member states, agencies, and other institu-
tions of the EU. However, the agency is still to a high degree active in produc-
ing and shaping security solutions and practices. One reason for Andersson’s 
finding may be that his approach to Frontex is based on two issues. The first 
is of Frontex answering to issues of ‘security’ through their practices. The 
second is that they are also being of producing new solutions and practices 
relating to ‘security’. It is also the case, as shown by Andersson that Frontex 
is not alone, they are part of a larger field of security practitioners that hold 
these dual positions. Approaching Frontex as part of a larger sphere of security 
practitioners the issue is less of defining Frontex and assess if they are auton-
omous key securitising agents.  

Martina Tazzioli (2016) finds a similar development when looking at the 
transition from Mare Nostrum (led by Italy) to Triton (led by Frontex). The 
response after the death of 700-900 migrants in a single day in 2015 led to a 
tripling of Frontex budget and an expansion of Triton (2016:2). The pre-emp-
tive tactics during Triton constituted a tactic based on humanitarianism of ‘not 
letting people leave’ (2016:13). Tazzioli’s findings point to several interesting 
issues that link with Andersson’s findings. The tripling of the Frontex budget 
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and expansion of Triton can be understood within this ‘illegality industry’ 
(2014:12) that Andersson engages with. It is not only the case that Frontex’s 
practices are not just responses to issues. They are also part of this ‘illegality 
industry’ that creates a self-perpetuating development. Likewise, with the ex-
ternalisation through the tactic of ‘not letting people leave’ (Tazzioli 2016:13), 
it can be seen as part of this loop of the ‘illegality industry’. It is both a re-
sponse to an issue, while the practice is also productive in that it produces new 
boundaries and security logics, making Frontex part of a production of secu-
rity. 

Similar to Tazzioli’s engagement with humanitarianism and the production 
of security is Polly Pallister-Wilkins’ (2015) case study. Pallister-Wilkins en-
gages with border policing by the river Evros, finding that Frontex is unable 
to uphold human rights or territorial security as these remain the responsibility 
of sovereign member states. Their option is thus to act as risk-managers, de-
ploying humanitarian logics to counter criticism and justify pre-emptive inter-
ventions (2015:67). It shows how both humanitarianism and risk management 
can come together to produce new security logics and practices. Humanitari-
anism and crises become tightly linked, however, crises management build on 
pre-existing practices and the event of ‘crises’. This issue can enable their 
consolidation and reinforcement and further consolidate notions of who can 
be the humanitarian actors in the Mediterranean (Pallister-Wilkins 2016; Jean-
deboz and Pallister-Wilkins 2016). For Julien Jeandeboz and Polly Pallister-
Wilkins, a central aspect is how crisis and routine become articulated in prac-
tices, and what the effects of these articulations are (2016:317). One such ef-
fect from the articulations can be increased securitisation of a field. An exam-
ple that links crises with increased securitisation is the response to the’ migra-
tion crisis’. The Commission in 2015 presented a proposal for a European 
Border and Coast Guard (Carrera and Den Hertog 2016). In 2015, the ‘crisis 
of migration’ opened up for an expanded mandate of security practitioners, 
here specifically Frontex.  

Returning to humanitarianism and security, Nina Perkowski (2016) find 
that a growing focus on humanitarianism and human rights (by for example 
Frontex) has coexisted with a continued security rationale. In this space, three 
discourses have worked together in the governance of borders. While com-
municating numbers of migrants saved, and framing Joint Operations (JO’s) 
as large Search and Rescue operations (SAR’s), practical responses to human-
itarian ‘crises’ have been strengthening operations. Simultaneously, there has 
been an increased focus on deportations and naval operations targeting ‘smug-
glers’ (Perkowski 2016:332-333). Perkowski shows that the communications 
of Frontex regarding humanitarianism are performed in tandem with practices 
of border control. While the three discourses identified have operated, there 
has simultaneously been an increase in practices of border control and depor-
tations. While Perkowski points to this co-existence, a gap can be identified 
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where the issue is not of them coexisting but of asking what effects, these two 
strands have on each other.  

Continuing, Perkowski (2018) identifies, through interviews with Frontex-
officials, a discourse of protection that renders subjects vulnerable in different 
ways, with Frontex positioned as a saviour of these subjects. Furthermore, the 
framing of Frontex as a saviour, promoter of human rights, and provider of 
protection of Europe has formed a base for strengthening the organisation in 
three ways: 1) It has allowed for Frontex to become a point of connection 
between different actors; 2) it has allowed for Frontex to be framed as the 
solution to a wide range of issues seen as ‘crises’, in ways that have driven the 
expansion of Frontex’s resources; 3) It positioned the agency as the solution 
to issues relating to human rights as well as broader concerns of the external 
borders (2018:471). These three ways show how the representation of Fron-
tex, as saviour, promoter of human rights, and security provider for the EU, 
has been enabled. By discursively framing Frontex in these ways, it has 
opened up for the scope of operations, relevance, and influence of the agency.  

Frontex and Technology 
The role of technology in Frontex operations has been a focal point for much 
of the literature on Frontex. Johannes Pollak and Peter Slominski (2009) finds 
that Frontex does not just integrate existing networks in the field of border 
management. Instead, Frontex creates sub-networks within it (such as Euro-
pean Border Patrol Network or FRAN) that enhances the complexity and den-
sity of the system (2009:907). Here technology becomes a way of operating 
for Frontex towards fulfilling their mandate. It is also a question of how tech-
nology allows for Frontex to operate with other stakeholders. For Jorrit 
Rijpma and Mathias Vermeulen, EUROSUR represents a technocratic devel-
opment that reinforces Frontex. Highly critical of EUROSUR, Rijpma and 
Vermeulen questions if EUROSUR is suitable for the humanitarian responsi-
bility of saving lives or if it even was ever designed for that purpose 
(2015:455). Even more problematic, the legal framework of EUROSUR was 
established in 2013, the same year as its implementation. This fact means that 
decisions on its role, setup and development was carried out without a legal 
framework. In this development, Frontex had a central role (2015:468). This 
issue once more exemplifies how Frontex can benefit from unclear legal situ-
ations to gain influence drawing on a technocratic role, and the intricate webs 
created.  

Andersson (2016) finds that EUROSUR was presented to overcome a di-
vide between humanitarianism and security, this however, has not been ful-
filled. Furthermore, while presenting EUROSUR as a tool to save lives, Fron-
tex has acknowledged the limited potential of EUROSUR in that area. An-
dersson examines the three goals of EUROSUR; preventing cross-border 
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crime, preventing irregular migration, and a humanitarian aim of saving peo-
ple. However, as Andersson find, these three goals have been reduced to 
mostly a singular activity of interception (2016:33). Andersson’s findings 
point to the inherent conflicts found in Frontex’s activities, and that despite 
attempts to bridge these, it often led to the same solutions.  

In recent years the body of research on Frontex has expanded to explore 
the role of risk analysis and management programmes (such as FRAN), mark-
ing a combination of technology and risk analysis. FRAN has come to play a 
central role in the allocation of EU financial resources and the deployment of 
personnel and technical resources (Monar 2016:38). Similarly, Satoko Horii 
(2016) finds that Frontex has a central role in constructing the understanding 
of risk at the EU’s external borders. These understandings are used as 
‘knowledge’ in the EU decision-making process and have an impact on pol-
icy-making (2016:255). Furthermore, Horii finds that risk analysis by Frontex 
is one of the key factors in the allocation of the European External Borders 
Fund (2016:251). It can be understood that through risk analysis, Frontex has 
found a space not constrained by the Member States. In this space, they can 
be the primary drive and assert a great deal of influence.  

Similarly, to Horii, Regine Paul (2017) interrogates how technology plays 
into, and why EU-level actors seek to use risk analysis to harmonise, EU-bor-
der control. Deploying an interpretive policy analysis, Paul examines three 
applications of Frontex’s risk analysis: 1) Eurosur impact level assessment; 2) 
Schengen evaluation and monitoring mechanisms; and, 3) Resource allocation 
in the Internal Security Fund (ISF). Through promises of rationalisation by 
risk-based management, both Frontex and the Commission hope to gain har-
monisation of border practices and coordination without seemingly challeng-
ing member states competency (2017:9). Paul notes that risk analysis can en-
tice hopes for creating enhanced trust and solidarity between different actors 
by offering a seemingly neutral and transparent (risk analysis) vehicle for de-
cisions-making. Risk analysis moderates rival and adversarial positions be-
tween member states as well as other relevant actors (Paul, 2017:9 citing Paul 
and Huber 2015). In this process, risk analysis is presented as a panacea to 
issues of coordination regulation and harmonisation (2017:5). Eurosur and 
ISF can be understood as technocratic and neutral solutions that also posit non-
compliance with the Schengen acquis as a risk (2017:14-15). Risk and tech-
nology become drivers in how to both harmonise border control as well as 
offering ways of expanding the role of Frontex. 

Christina Oelgemöller (2017) continues the engagement with technological 
solutions and the practices of border control. Oelgemöller discusses the po-
tential developments of technology and its merging with humanitarianism as 
well as bureaucratic practices in refugee camps and its potential impact on 
‘irregular migrants’. When administering food and goods to a displaced per-
son in a camp, their DNA is registered. However, as argued by Oelgemöller, 
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the technological developments in DNA-registration in European border man-
agement mean that one can cross-check the two databases. This possibility 
could potentially end any way for the ‘irregular migrant’ to claim asylum, and 
it could equally be deployed to target family members of that person (Oelge-
möller 2017:36). 

Furthermore, this development feeds into what may be referred to as the 
biopolitical machinery of border management and its externalisation. In com-
bination with tracking of SIM-cards (as these are required to be registered), it 
potentially offers border management an opportunity to track migrants in real-
time (2017:37). As Oelgemöller contends ”[…] far from mellowing Migration 
Management, adding capacity to identify ‘more accurate’ data for identity 
management is likely to consolidate the devastating effects of Migration Man-
agement’s radical violence of suspending people at its outer borders […]” 
(2017:37). Oelgemöller’s findings show the potential nexus between practices 
of border control and how technological developments not necessarily linked 
in their early stages can shape practices of border control. It points to the open-
ness of the practices of border control that developments in different spheres 
can come together to shape new practices. One interesting point from Oelge-
möller’s research is the question of how Frontex themselves communicate and 
represent these developments and the potential connections between them. 

Also engaging in technology and practices of border control from the per-
spective of drones is Raluca Csernatoni (2018). Csernatoni finds that Frontex 
has become a central actor in the drone sector and a potential customer due to 
the granted powers to acquire border management equipment directly 
(2018:186). This development is in line with the EU’s plan for the future of 
border management. The new Frontex organisation is planned to increasingly 
make use of drones for different forms of border management. This plan is 
part of a concerted effort by the EU to invest in drones as a part of new border 
management technologies (2018:181-182, 195). Rather than being purely ra-
tional, value-free, and neutral, Csernatoni finds that these developments are 
fraught with ethical and legal issues. Furthermore, Csernatoni notes the issues 
of ”[…] the risks associated with their presumed technological rationality and 
superiority in security making from a distance and the alienation of the human 
factor by the use of remote-controlled surveillance technologies” (2018:194-
195). Csernatoni’s findings offer several relevant insights for this dissertation. 
It shows how Frontex, through technology, has been able to expand and be-
come a relevant actor in a new industry. It links with Pollak and Slominski’s 
findings that Frontex creates complex and dense sub-networks (2009:907). 
The drone sector and its linkage with Frontex and border control is an example 
of such a complex sub-network. It also links with Oelgemöller’s findings that 
technological developments shape the practices of border control. Csernatoni 
points to the potential risks in that technological rationalities and security 
making from a distance can alienate the human aspects of the subjects that are 
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monitored. This risk is one that is worth examining further: how are drones 
and ‘security making from a distance’ represented by Frontex?  

Examining the visibility and communications of technology concerning the 
work of Frontex, Martina Tazzioli and William Walters (2016) find that ”EU-
ROSUR is most certainly not the actual model of the monitoring systems used 
for detecting migrants at sea” (2016:457). Instead, they find that the real-time 
maps used are elementary in comparison to the situational pictures of EURO-
SUR communicated. This insight opens up for a question of the representa-
tions of EUROSUR: how do these depictions differ from the ones used for 
operational practices? Through EUROSUR, a possibility is opened to com-
municate understandings of border spaces as fully visible. Continuing, Taz-
zioli and Walters find that images of rescue operations transmitted in different 
arenas build and shape understandings of the Mediterranean as a space where 
people are rescued (2016:463). Tazzioli and Walters’ findings point ambiva-
lences in representations of the systems and mediation of border practices in 
these instances. These illustrations have an impact on how border spaces, bor-
der practices, and the people in these spaces are read and understood.  

1.3.3 Conclusion 
Seen in the previous research discussed here is that there are fruitful engage-
ments that combine critical perspectives on borders and Frontex. However, 
much of the focus on the previous research has been on the practices in the 
two fields (for example, Vaughan-Williams 2008; Bialasiewicz 2012; Parker 
and Adler-Nissen 2012; Tsianos and Kusters 2016). There have also been ex-
amples of engagements with the discursive aspects of borders, Frontex, or 
(in)security (Huysmans and Squire 2009; Watson 2011; Perkowski 2016; 
2018). What has been less developed are the visual aspects of both borders 
and Frontex are the potential through visual representations. If borders are in-
creasingly ephemeral or impalpable (Parker and Vaughan-Williams 
2009:583), opaque, and made intangible through different developments, the 
question is of how bordering practices and performances (Parker and Vaughan 
Williams 2012:729) are represented visually. The concept of borders as ‘per-
formed’ open up for interesting investigations into the relationship between 
borders and Frontex. However, as shown in the chapter, the combination of 
border performances and Frontex through visual representations could offer 
deeper understandings of these processes. Can these performances be traced 
in visuals? Through their depictions of events, can they be constitutive in the 
performance of borders? 

Drawing on the fluency of borders as discussed by several authors in the 
field of CBS, one can understand that borders are continuously performed and 
upheld in different spaces that are not territorially bounded. What effect can 
this have on how borders, practices, and people present in these spaces are 
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represented? If it is not the geographical border that is necessarily central for 
making a space into a border, can people and objects instead be understood to 
fill the space with meaning? Adding to this field is also the issue of how the 
relationship between borders and bodies can be understood. There is also the 
issue of borders and bodies, their role in discursive formations of both borders 
security issues, and their interrelationship. This issue can be deeper examined 
by also engaging with their discursive formations that can be identified in the 
visual material. 

Identified in the literature on Frontex, the practices of the agency have been 
the primary focal point. One interesting result of the research agenda has been 
the findings by several authors that Frontex operates in an opaque environ-
ment. This opaque environment influences legal issues, divisions of mandates, 
and results in paradoxical practices of border control. This insight is highly 
valuable in approaching Frontex. It offers a way to understand Frontex as an 
organisation seemingly mired in complex and contradictory situations, shap-
ing both agency’s practices as well as understandings of the agency. For this 
dissertation, the issue at hand is to identify uncertainties in the material, how 
they can take shape, and the potential effects of them. 

In the previous research, the focus has, to a high degree, been on under-
standing the practices of Frontex. Less attention has been given to the com-
munication of these practices. This dissertation aims to fill that gap by focus-
ing on how Frontex represents the issues of borders, practices, and people pre-
sent in these spaces in their material. A focus on how Frontex communicates 
and represents their practices can offer insights into how Frontex aims to rep-
resent themselves and to fill a gap in the literature. One can understand these 
‘unclear’ situations, not as issues for the research, but as potentially adding to 
understandings of how Frontex communicate practices. Can the representa-
tions of practices be indicative of unclear, opaque, and ambivalent structures 
of the organisation, and can one, by identifying these, gain a deeper under-
standing in how Frontex operates and acts in these structures? The issue of 
time is another gap identified in the previous research, the temporal scope of 
most studies engaged with here are often narrow. As opposed to the previous 
literature, this dissertation aims to further add to the understanding of borders, 
visual representations, and Frontex by looking at a continuous period. By en-
gaging in material that is from 2010-2016, published with regularity, it is pos-
sible not to just understand the constructions of risk, unease, (in)security, and 
borders. It possible also to detect in the potential continuities or discontinuities 
in the (re)articulations. 
 The literature discussed in this chapter offer several relevant aspects that 
are of value for this dissertation. In turn, this dissertation aims to build and 
contribute to the previous research primarily through two ways. The first is by 
adding of material previously not engaged with. Investigating Frontex through 
their own material, regularly released during the period 2010-2016, offers new 
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ways of understanding the processes of Frontex as well as its growth and de-
velopment over time. The second contribution is that of the visual aspects. 
While CBS and research on Frontex have extensively engaged in practices of 
bordering and (in)security, there is a gap in how images impact these pro-
cesses. Interestingly enough, there is a significant growth of the deployment 
of images deployed during from 2010 that has not been engaged with by pre-
vious research. This gap, of how borders are represented and performed as 
well as how Frontex represents borders, practices, and people present in these 
spaces, is what this dissertation aims to bridge. 
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1.4 Material 

As will be discussed in greater detail below, the empirical material in this dis-
sertation are the reports produced by Frontex during the years 2010-2016. The 
material comprises yearly General Reports, Annual Risk Analyses, quarterly 
Risk Analyses, and specific reports published during the same period. This 
material can be described as leaning towards the mundane, showing an ‘eve-
ryday’ visualisation of events at the border. One can understand the material 
as visualisations of what Bigo and Tsoukala describe as bureaucratic deci-
sions, management, rationalisation, and surveillance, of events and actions at 
the border that often do not seem to mark extraordinary events (2008:4-5). It 
is not to say that they are not extraordinary events, or experienced as such by 
the people present at the border. Instead, the understanding from Bigo and 
Tsoukala offers an insight that the material is not what Molin-Friis (2015, 
2017) found to be ‘spectacles’, or what Heck and Schlag (2012) describe as 
related to iconology. Nor can the material be understood to hold what Hansen 
(2015:272,287; 2016:418) describes as international- or hypericons. Bundled 
together, they have the power to produce specific effects. The routine every-
dayness of the material lends it well to visual (in)securitisation. The material 
offers insights into how what Huysmans calls ‘little security nothings’ (2011) 
can be translated into broader visual representations. By engaging in the mun-
dane depictions, it opens an avenue that enables us to understand the meanings 
produced by images in ways that acknowledge the potential of its non-inten-
tionality. The many unexciting visual and textual deployments, communi-
cating Frontex’s actions concerning their mandate, can come together. It is 
here that they can produce meanings and understandings that would not be 
identifiable in isolation nor through the examination of representations of 
spectacles.  

Engaging with Frontex offers a wide range of material, over time and with 
regularity from an actor that has the most widespread presence at the EU’s 
external borders. At the same time, as discussed previously, Frontex is a co-
nundrum in how they are to be comprehended, what they do, and how their 
actions are to be understood. To what extent can we understand Frontex as an 
(in)securitising agent? What, beyond a purely legal understanding, is the 
power of Frontex? Is Frontex an active agent for the changing landscape of 
border policies, or are they just carrying out the policies set forth by other 
stakeholders?  



40 

This dissertation approaches Frontex along with the understanding that 
they are a collection of professionals (in a large field of security professionals) 
that as efficiently as possible, seek to carry out its mandate. It means that they 
are understood as simultaneously part of processes of (in)securitisation and 
engaged in what Bigo famously referred to as ‘the governmentality of unease’ 
(Bigo 2002). At the same time, one can also understand Frontex as an actor 
that seeks to maximise and influence its mandate. It is a complex agency in a 
field clearly defined that also conflates interests and sites of power. The dis-
sertation sees Frontex as accountable for the pictures, texts and the actions 
under Frontex’s coordination. However, meanings constructed from these pic-
tures can lie in a broader societal arena where different processes and logics 
are simultaneously active.  

One issue of significance concerning the material is that of its intended au-
dience. The material is visually sophisticated, with eloquent design, seemingly 
intended for a broad audience that could extend beyond the border policing-
community. However, while describing this community as the target audi-
ence, it is not possible to verify the reach of the material given that it is pub-
licly accessible. Drawing insights from other fields that have examined how 
other fields communicate (e.g. Ansorge 2010; Ångström and Widén 2016), 
the empirical material in this dissertation is understood in three specific ways. 
Firstly, it is that the documents represent an internal communication of faith, 
geared towards the internal organisation, to create, form, and sustain the iden-
tity of the organisation. It creates faith in specific practices while also shaping 
the same practices (see, for example, Ångström and Widén 2016:201-202 en-
gaging in the work of standards for operations doctrines in military textbooks). 
Secondly, it is that the documents also are geared outwards, constructed in a 
form that would allow for potential external communication in the name of 
interoperability. One can understand this as a way of normalising and legiti-
mising practices. The practices discussed can be related and connected to the 
practices of other agencies (see, for example, Ansorge 2010:362 speaking of 
the function of military manuals). The third understanding is that the two pre-
vious understandings, of internal communications of faith, and external com-
munications of interoperability, are concomitantly present in the material. The 
reports do not just do one or the other, the two processes, of internal and ex-
ternal communication, are both equally central aspects of the reports. As such, 
the material offers insights into both the internal organisation as well as its 
external communications. 
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1.4.1 Selection of material 
The total visual output of Frontex is larger than the material engaged with in 
this dissertation. On Frontex’s webpage, there is a page dedicated to pictures 
from specific events, in 2019, this contained 31 sets of pictures from trainings, 
operations and other events. There is also a separate page dedicated to videos, 
containing 59 videos published since 2012. Likewise, the news on the 
webpage is all accompanied by pictures when published. The amount of visual 
material suggests that visuals are critically important for Frontex when pub-
lishing news, communicating, and profiling the agency.  

For this dissertation, the chosen material is the reports published between 
2010 and 2016, published in PDF format on Frontex’s webpage (www.fron-
tex.europa.eu). This material offers a demarcated body of material published 
with regularity during the period (Frontex has however produced reports since 
its start in 2007). The period has been chosen to represent the visual turn found 
in the material from 2010 and onwards when images started to appear system-
atically in the different reports. 2016 was the final year because of the refugee 
crisis that arose during 2015 and had a profound change in policies, percep-
tions and practices of migration and border control. During this time, there 
have been several changes in migration and border control in light of various 
challenges. The mandate of Frontex has been changed and updated several 
times with new regulations. Technological changes have transformed the com-
munication of border management. Additionally, during this period, there 
have been external events of war in neighbouring regions and subsequent 
flows of people. These events coincide with political changes across Europe, 
profoundly changing the possibility to enact a sense of immediacy and the 
understandings of borders, practices, and people that this dissertation engages 
with.  
 The material offers an exposé of the growth and increased relevance of 
Frontex and how this agency, over time, has engaged in practices of border 
control. It can also lead to insight into the processes of (in)securitisation over 
time, coupled with discursive changes. At the same time, by excluding the 
years pre-2010 means that the dissertation will not engage in the early forma-
tive years of the agency. It is important to mention that Frontex is not the only 
actor present at the border. National border personnel carry out the patrolling 
of borders, coordinated and sometimes led by Frontex. NGOs are present at 
the borders and media outlets report from the borders. Also, of course, and 
perhaps most important of all, the people present at the border, crossing the 
border, experiencing emotions, and surviving or dying in these spaces. 
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These are all potential sources of empirical material that is of high rele-
vance, especially the lived experience of people crossing the border. The ben-
efits and relevance of these potential sources must be acknowledged, along 
with the risk of writing a narrative about subjects without including them as 
well. With that said, the aim here is not to examine these subjects, but to turn 
the spotlight inwards towards “us”. The objects of study here are the EU’s 
border policies, their contradiction, and the meanings and understandings con-
structed about this situation, as represented by the agency tasked with coordi-
nating our external borders. 

Worth noting is the increase in the deployment of maps, charts and flows 
in the Frontex material during this time as well. While this dissertation does 
not engage with that material, it is an example of the increase in data that 
Frontex has at its disposal and part of the evolution of Frontex’s visual com-
munication. The reports in themselves are very much ‘living documents’, sub-
ject to continuous development and tweaking, with report-series being added 
or removed. With this in mind, it is hard to discern the dissemination of the 
visual material, if these have been used in other contexts or by other actors. 

Using material from a single source potentially creates issues that relate to 
the importance of a broader context to understand the results. Frontex docu-
ments are only signed as Frontex. Who is writing these documents, and who 
is the intended audience? One answer is that they answer to commitments to-
wards relevant stakeholders. At the same time, the level of the reports suggests 
that they are not only communicating towards stakeholders in the field, they 
also seem to have value for public relations. As stated previously, the General 
Reports are aimed to reach a wider interested audience. While the Risk Anal-
ysis reports are referred to as internal working documents, they have a similar 
visual and pedagogical layout as the General Reports. This similarity indicates 
that the Risk Analysis Reports also engage in communicating with an audi-
ence outside the immediate stakeholders and actors.  

1.4.2 The material – Frontex at more than a glance 
The material analysed in this dissertation consists primarily of material pro-
duced in an institutional context (i.e. the EU). The starting point for the mate-
rial has been reports produced by Frontex during 2010-2016 with primacy 
given to the pictures produced in these reports. As seen in Figure 1, the num-
ber of pictures varies over time, but the increase from 2010 is sharp, with a 
significant drop in 2016. In total, there are 554 pictures with 146 from General 
Reports and 408 from Risk Analysis Reports. 
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Figure 1: Pictures in Frontex material over time. 

 
The material can be divided into three categories: general reports, risk anal-

ysis, and specific reports. While there has been a selection of the material that 
is included in Chapter 2, the material in its entirety is included in Appendix 
1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. 

I. General Reports 
The General Reports (from 2016 Annual Activity Report) answer to article 

20(2)(b) of Frontex Regulation No 2007/2004 that Frontex shall report to the 
European Parliament, Council, Commission, European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Court of Auditors and to also make it public. In the 2007 
General Report, Frontex describes the scope of the General Reports as, “to 
give the stakeholders and customers of Frontex but also other interested par-
ties a comprehensive overview about what the Agency achieved during the 
year in question” (2007:6). The General Reports are released yearly, as noted 
in the 2010 General Report, the purpose of the report ”[…] does not aim to 
report against each and every objective set. It gives the reader a broad over-
view of activities carried out during 2010, and additionally highlights individ-
ual operational activities and successes” (2010:7).  

II. Risk Analysis 
 The second group of materials are the documents relating to risk analysis.  
The group of risk analysis-documents also expanded during the period stud-
ied. In 2010, three groups of releases were found that fall under this category. 
The first is the yearly Annual Risk Analysis (ARA). The 2010 ARA notes that 
the ARA is developed to plan the coordination and activities for the 2011 op-
erational year. The report combines assessments of threats and vulnerabilities 
to the EU and estimations of impacts and consequences (2010:7). There is also 
the FRAN (Frontex Risk Analysis Network) Quarterly Updates, released four 
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times per year, provide updates from the Risk Analysis Network (RAN). 
Lastly, in 2010, the first Western Balkans Annual Risk Analysis (WB-ARA) 
was published. Like the ARA, the WB-ARA follows the same structure, but 
with a regional focus. This regionalisation of risk analysis-reports follows 
through the period 2010-2016. 2011 marks the first publication of the Eastern 
Borders Risk Analysis Network (EB-RAN) Annual Overview. Although the 
name differs, they follow the same aim and structure as the ARA. While for 
example, the WB-ARA has the same name throughout the period, the EB-
RAN changes. In 2012 it was termed ‘Eastern Borders: Annual Overview’. In 
2013 the reports are instead termed ‘Eastern Borders Annual Risk Analysis’ 
(EB-ARA).  

From 2015, the quarterly risk analysis reports were expanded to create a 
series on the Western Balkans (WB-RAN) and one for the Eastern Borders 
(EB-RAN). In 2016, the former EB-RAN area saw the addition of three new 
countries, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, and the network renamed to 
Eastern Partnership (EaP-RAN). Changes such as these represent both the 
changing technological settings for the agency (such as the inclusion of more 
data that allows for more working documents). It can also be understood as 
responses to external events (such as the Arab Spring or Syrian Civil War 
changing the flow of people crossing the border), or changing EU policies 
(that connects new countries to the border management of the EU, adding 
stakeholders). The risk analysis includes a disclaimer that they are working 
staff documents, prepared by the risk analysis unit, and includes a statement 
that “This publication or its contents do not imply the expression of any opin-
ion whatsoever on the part of Frontex concerning the legal status of any coun-
try, territory or city or its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its fron-
tiers or boundaries” (2016:2). While the General Reports aim to inform not 
only stakeholders but also other interested parties (including the general pub-
lic), the Risk Analysis reports do not have any such claims. 

III. Specific Reports 
The third category of empirical material that this dissertation examines con-

sists of specific reports that are outside of the scope of the first two categories 
mentioned above. These are the 2010 Report Beyond the Frontiers. Frontex: 
The First Five Years, the 2011 report Situational Overview on Trafficking in 
Human Beings, 2013 Fundamental Rights Training for Border Guards, and 
finally, the 2015 report 12 Seconds to Decide. In Search of Excellence: Fron-
tex and the Principle of Best Practice. While not regular publications, their 
inclusion here is for two reasons. The first is their deployment of images, and 
secondly, they are ways for Frontex to communicate specific issues that go 
beyond regular reports. 
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1.4.3 Conclusion 
As discussed previously, a focal point for this dissertation is on mundane rep-
resentations and their discursive function. Another focal point is on the inter-
textual relationship between text and image. The Frontex material offer ways 
to engage with both issues. It is also the case, as discussed earlier, that the 
material can be understood to both communicate internally as well as exter-
nally. The material can have a dual function, that while communicated as doc-
uments towards personnel or relevant stakeholders, it is also the case that the 
material is intended to communicate towards a broader audience. Frontex as 
an organisation concerning processes of (in)securitisation is one of several 
relevant actors in a discursive field. By focusing on the material of Frontex, 
the material give insight into an organisation that is growing, evolving, and 
expanding, during the period, while still being part of a larger discursive field. 
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1.5 Frontex: A Background 

1.5.1 Why Frontex? 
  
In answering the question of ‘why Frontex’, we must also explain the role of 
Frontex. Frontex is not the only agency that engages with the external borders 
of the EU (Bialasiewicz 2012:845). Frontex themselves describe cooperation 
with agencies such as European agencies Europol, European Asylum Support 
Office (EASO), Eurojust, Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA), EU-Lisa, Eu-
ropean Maritime Agency (EMSA), European Fisheries Control Agency 
(EFCA), and the European Police College (CEPOL) (Frontex 2019). Also, 
several programs were developed during the period. Examples of these are 
EURODAC (European Dactyloscopy), SIS (Schengen Information System), 
SIS II, VIS (Visa Information System), VIS II, RTP (Registered Travellers 
Program), PNR (Passenger Name Records). These are programs that may not 
specifically belong to Frontex but that Frontex has at their disposal. Further 
enlarging the field are bureaucrats in Brussels, computer programmers, and 
other databases connected with Frontex. The field connected to the EU’s bor-
ders is extensive, with ever-growing interoperability during the period 2010-
2016. Frontex, however, has the central operational responsibility for the co-
ordination of the EU’s external borders. They have become a ‘signpost’ for 
this task. This status of ‘signpost’ makes them a vital agency to engage with 
while remembering that the field of border management is a complex web of 
different stakeholders, agendas and actors.  
 As seen in Chapter 1.3, much of the focus of the literature on Frontex has 
been towards the practices of Frontex, such as Carrera (2007) looking at JO’s 
such as HERA I and II, Marin’s (2011) study of JO’s HERA I, II, III and 
NAUTILUS I, II, IV, and Tazzioli (2016) engaging in the transition from 
Mare Nostrum to Triton. Issues like these have been a central focal point in 
the existing literature on Frontex. Broadly it can be defined as revolving 
around two questions, firstly, what is Frontex doing, and what effects do Fron-
tex’s activities have? Differing from this dominant strand of research, Horsti 
(2012), have engaged in how Frontex communicates, its practices and equip-
ment. Horsti argues that Frontex has become one of the central ‘discourse 
technologists’ on EU migration policies and practices (2012:308). These in-
sights call for a deeper engagement with the issue of how Frontex represents 
and communicates understandings of the border, practices, and people present 
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in these spaces. If the previous focus on practices concerned issues of ‘what 
is Frontex doing, and what are the effects?’, the research by Horsti, and the 
questions pursued in this dissertation, could be understood more as asking 
‘what are Frontex representing to be doing, and what possibilities are opened 
through these representations?’. This gap in the literature on Frontex is suita-
bly filled by engaging in the material produced by Frontex, a material not pre-
viously engaged with in the research on Frontex.  
 Chapter 1.3 also brought to the fore the concepts of border practices and 
performance in critical borders studies through the engagements by Parker and 
Vaughan-Williams et al. (2012). The focal point for these concepts has been 
on practices, but less on representations of practices and their performative 
potential. Sánchez-Querubín and Rogers (2018) offer examples of how these 
concepts can be used and engaged with in different ways, as they do when 
examining the visual material of Getty Images concerning migratory routes. 
These contributions are salient and deserve further development, something 
that the Frontex material is well suited for. The material offers ways of under-
standing how border practices are represented visually in the material and, 
through these, offers ways of understanding the performative aspects of the 
same practices.  

1.5.2 A brief background: border and migration 
management in the EU 

The basis for the existence of Frontex is the free movement of European Union 
(EU) citizens as established in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. This process reit-
erated a goal expressed in the Treaty of Paris in 1951 (Establishing the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Community, ECSC) and Treaty of Rome in 1957 (Estab-
lishing the European Economic Community, EEC). In accordance with di-
rective 2004/38/EC, “The free movement of persons constitutes one of the 
fundamental freedoms of the internal market, which comprises an area without 
internal frontiers, in which freedom is ensured in accordance with the provi-
sions of the Treaty”. Even earlier, the Maastricht Treaty expressed concerns 
regarding asylum policies, conditions of entry and movement by third-country 
nationals as well as combatting ‘unauthorised immigration.’ (Article K.1). Fa-
cilitating the free movement of people is the Schengen Agreement signed in 
1985, supplemented by the Schengen Convention in 1990, and eventually es-
tablished as the Schengen Area in 1995. While separate in the beginning, the 
Treaty of Amsterdam integrated the Schengen Area into the EU framework. 
The aim has been to abolish internal border checks and strengthen external 
borders. However, Regulation (EU) 2016/399 of the European Parliament and 
of the Council of 9th March 2016 on a Union Code on the rules governing the 
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movement of persons across borders (Schengen Borders Code) allows for de-
partures from these principles. Border checks at the external borders may be 
relaxed temporarily due to exceptional and unforeseen circumstances that 
would lead to the excessive waiting time at borders (regulated by Article 9). 
Internal border checks may also be temporarily reintroduced in specific cases 
(regulated by Articles 25-25). One of the organising principles that relate to 
the Schengen area is the Dublin Convention (1990), Dublin II (2003), and 
Dublin III (2013). A central tenet in the Dublin regulations is that a person 
applying for asylum is to do so in the country of entry supposed to have reg-
istered. Furthermore, the person applying for asylum is not allowed to apply 
in a different EU country after the initial application.  

Countries at the external borders have experienced higher numbers of asy-
lum claims, showing that the praxis has placed a disproportionate strain on 
countries with borders that constitute the external borders in relation to other 
Schengen countries. Over the years, the Dublin regulations have become 
sources of contention, countries have sidestepped the regulations in different 
ways. One example of this is when some countries in the Schengen Area de-
cided not to send people back to Greece, the first country of entry. Concerns 
over abuses of human rights in Greek detention facilities caused this decision. 
During 2015, with large numbers of people crossing the Schengen borders and 
applying for asylum in secondary countries, people were not sent back to Hun-
gary or other countries.  

1.5.3 What is Frontex? 
Frontex, named between 2004-2016 European Agency for the Management of 
Operational Cooperation at the External Borders began as an agency tasked 
with coordinating the border control and management of the EU’s external 
borders. From 2016, the agency has been developed into the European Border 
and Coast Guard Agency while still retaining the name Frontex. Frontex had 
its practical inauguration on the 3rd October 2005, with its first operation com-
mencing on the 16th December 2005. The founding document ‘Council Regu-
lation (EC) No 2007/2004 establishing a European Agency for the Manage-
ment of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member States 
of the European Union’ outlined the mandate for Frontex. The tasks for Fron-
tex were also explicitly laid out in the founding document, which were to:  

(a) coordinate operational cooperation between Member States in the field of 
management of external borders;  
(b) assist Member States on training of national border guards, including the 
establishment of common training standards;  
(c) carry out risk analyses;  
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(d) follow up on the development of research relevant for the control and sur-
veillance of external borders;  
(e) assist Member States in circumstances requiring increased technical and op-
erational assistance at external borders;  
(f) provide Member States with the necessary support in organising joint return 
operations.  
While each Member State had the responsibility for border control and sur-

veillance, Frontex held the mandate to coordinate and ensure implementation 
of existing and future Community measures (EC 2007/2004). Already from 
its founding document, one of Frontex’s central tasks has been ”[…] carrying 
out risk analyses (with a view to improving the integrated management of the 
EU’s external borders) (EC 2007/2004)”. Risk assessment has been a central 
theme in Frontex’s work since its inception.  

In 2007, ‘Regulation (EC) No 863/2007 establishing a mechanism for the 
creation of Rapid Border Intervention Teams and amending Council Regula-
tion (EC) No 2007/2004 as regards that mechanism and regulating the tasks 
and powers of guest officers’ established the creation of Rapid Border Inter-
vention Teams (RABIT). RABIT is a mechanism whereby Member States can 
call on the deployment of these teams (provided by other Member States) for 
a limited period. Each Member State was called to provide a sufficient number 
of personnel to the ‘Rapid Pool’ in accordance with the size of their organisa-
tion and competence. While not defined what the circumstances could be, it is 
stated in a document that: ”Situations of this kind would arise where a Member 
State was faced with a mass influx of third-country nationals attempting to 
enter its territory illegally which required an immediate response and where 
the deployment of a Rapid Border Intervention Team would contribute to 
providing an effective response. Rapid Border Intervention Teams are not in-
tended to provide long-term assistance” (EC 863/2007).  

In 2011, ‘Council Regulation (EC) No 2007/2004 of 26th October 2004 
establishing a European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooper-
ation at the External Borders of the Member States of the European Union’ 
was replaced by ‘Regulation (EU) No 1168/2011 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 25th October 2011 amending Council Regulation (EC) 
No 2007/2004 establishing a European Agency for the Management of Oper-
ational Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member States of the Eu-
ropean Union’. One striking feature of regulation (EU) 1168/2011 is the in-
creased focus on “fundamental rights” in the governing document. While 
mentioned only once in EC 2007/2004, the EU 1168/2011 called on Frontex 
to establish and develop a common core curriculum for national border guards 
and trainers including fundamental rights. Through the insertion of article 
26a, a fundamental rights strategy was to be drawn up and further imple-
mented. Lastly, the mandate of the agency was to be revised in order to “[…] 
strengthen in particular its operational capabilities while ensuring that all 
measures taken are proportionate to the objectives pursued, are effective and 
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fully respect fundamental rights and the rights of refugees and asylum seekers, 
including in particular the prohibition of refoulment” (EU1168/2011). One 
can understand this in two ways. The first is that the increased focus on fun-
damental rights was a response to criticism against the agency as well as iden-
tified shortcomings in the governing documents. Secondly, one can under-
stand that the outcome of the increased focus on fundamental rights offered a 
way for the agency to expand its mandate and operational scope.  

One central development between 2010 and 2016 is the development and 
implementation of the European Border Surveillance System (abbreviated 
EUROSUR). The system legally created through regulation ‘(EU) No 
1052/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Eu-
ropean Border Surveillance System (Eurosur)’, called for each member mak-
ing their “[…]” national coordination centres responsible for coordination in-
formation exchange and cooperation” (EU 1052/2013:4). The opening state-
ment calls the development of EUROSUR necessary to strengthen the infor-
mational exchange and operational cooperation between the Member States 
and Frontex (termed the agency in the documents). Furthermore, EUROSUR 
would provide the Member States and Frontex with the necessary tools and 
infrastructure to improve situational awareness and reaction capabilities. 
Noteworthy is that the text described the function of EUROSUR as ”[…] de-
tecting, preventing and combating illegal immigration and cross-border crime 
and contributing to ensuring the protection and saving the lives of migrants” 
(EU 1052/2013:1). The humanitarian reasoning continues in the second para-
graph of EU 1052/2013, stating that ”The practice of travelling in small and 
unseaworthy vessels has dramatically increased the number of migrants 
drowning at the southern maritime external borders. EUROSUR should con-
siderably improve the operational and technical ability of the Agency and the 
Member States to detect such small vessels and to improve the reaction capa-
bility of the Member States, thereby contributing to reducing the loss of lives 
of migrants” (EU 1052/2013:2). The reasonings laid forth in the EUROSUR 
founding document mirrors the increased focus on fundamental rights identi-
fied in the EU 1168/2011. Humanitarian issues have become a central tenet in 
the operational development of EU external border control. 

A press release from the European Commission on the 15th December 
2015 called for an increase and change to the current system of Frontex. Frans 
Timmermans, The European Commission First Vice-President, stated, ”In an 
area of free movement without internal borders, managing Europe’s external 
borders must be a shared responsibility. The crisis has exposed clear weak-
nesses and gaps in existing mechanisms aimed at making sure that EU stand-
ards are upheld” (European Commission 2015). European Commissioner for 
Migration, Home Affairs and Citizenship, Dimitris Avramopoulos was quoted 
in the same press release as adding:  
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The current migration and security challenges know no borders, and require a 
truly European approach. Where Frontex used to be limited to supporting Mem-
ber States in managing their external borders, the new Border Agency will go 
beyond this. What we are creating today is more Europe: to manage our external 
borders, to step up returns of irregular migrants, to allow our asylum system to 
function properly for those in need and to strengthen checks at the external bor-
ders of the European Union. The Border Package we are presenting today will 
increase security for our citizens and ensure high standards of border manage-
ment. (European Commission 2015) 

 
2016, the final year that this dissertation examines, saw one of the most 

significant transformations of Frontex. The original Frontex (European 
Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Bor-
ders) was replaced by The European Border and Coast Guard Agency, while 
still retaining the shortened name Frontex. Regulation (EU) 2016/1624 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 14th September 2016 on the Eu-
ropean Border and Coast Guard and amending Regulation (EU) 2016/399 of 
the European Parliament and of the Council and repealing Regulation (EC) 
No 863/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council, Council Regu-
lation (EC) No 2007/2004 and Council Decision 2005/267/EC is the founding 
document for the ‘new’ revamped Frontex. While the tasks in the aim of Fron-
tex in the 2007/2004 consisted of six tasks, the EU 2016/1624 has increased 
the tasks of Frontex on a massive scale. 

1.5.4 Contextualising Frontex 
In 2010, the budget for Frontex amounted to €92, 8 million (Budget 2010), by 
2016, the budget had increased by 158 per cent to 254 million €. The most 
significant increase in the Frontex budget, however, has yet to come, with 
Frontex projected to employ 10,000 EU operational staff by 2020, a projected 
budget of €1, 3 billion for 2019/2020 and a further €2, 2 billion earmarked for 
the period 2021-2027 for procurement and maintenance of assets (2018 Euro-
pean State of the Union). While these figures are projections and plans, this 
development contextualises the development of Frontex. From a budget of 
€98, 8 million during the beginning of 2010, Frontex has seen a meteoritic rise 
in capacity and relevance by the end of the study period of this dissertation, 
2016. There has been a continuous development and expansion of Frontex, of 
their budget, equipment, and personnel. 

A significant regional development during the period studied here (2010-
2016) are the events commonly referred to as the Arab Spring, a series of pro-
tests against sitting regimes that spread from Tunisia and onwards through 
North Africa and into other Arab countries. Two conflicts stemming from the 
Arab Spring that has had a profound effect on the management of the EU’s 
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external borders are the Libyan and Syrian Civil Wars. The two conflicts, cou-
pled with ISIS and its destabilising effects in Iraq and the continuation of the 
‘post-conflict’ situation in Afghanistan all led to increased pressures at the 
border. Data from Eurostat show the increase in non-EU asylum applications 
in EU 28 between 2010 and 2016. The number of asylum applications peaked 
in 2015 and saw a drop in 2016 by 4, 6 percent. 

On the 29th November 2015 (and came into effect in 2016) EU and Turkey 
activated a joint action plan to stem flows of people from Turkey to the EU. 
Under the deal, ‘irregular migrants’ coming to the Greek islands from Turkey 
as of the 20th March were to be returned to Turkey (EU-Turkey statement 18th 
March 2016). This agreement effectively closed the Eastern Mediterranean 
route for people crossing the border between Border Crossing Points.  

Another similar agreement was the Italy-Libya agreement signed in 2008 
to stop the flow of people from Libya to Italy. This deal was in place during 
the studied period of 2010 – 2013, but the deal ended with the Libyan Civil 
War in 2011. In both the EU-Turkey and Italy-Libya agreements, the practice 
has been to externalise border control to areas outside the Schengen Area, in 
exchange for lucrative deals for the third country: Libya received €60 million 
(European Commission 2010) and Turkey €6 billion over three years (Euro-
pean Council 2016).  

1.5.5 Conclusion 
The period engaged with in this dissertation, 2010-2016, includes the growth 
of the agency Frontex. In the beginning, Frontex found themselves with a 
budget of €98 million, a limited mandate, and low levels of asylum applica-
tions. By the end of 2016, the budget has drastically increased, the mandate of 
Frontex substantially expanded, and the EU experienced the largest number 
of asylum applications in its history. During 2010-2016, there are also exam-
ples of externalisations of border control. Agreements with Libya and Turkey 
are examples of this. Looking forward, 2016 also sees developments towards 
an even more powerful Frontex, with increased budget and number of person-
nel. While there are also indications that the externalisation of border control 
will continue, it is still clear that Frontex has had a remarkable development 
during the period, and looks set to continue its growth.  
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1.6 Method and analytical strategy 

1.6.1 A discourse analytical method of visual 
(in)securitisation 

The method of this dissertation rests on the poststructuralist discourse analysis 
of understanding the production of meaning. This choice stems from an un-
derstanding of discourses as systems of different statements that both produces 
specific understandings of a ‘reality’ as well as limits to thinking of this reality 
in other ways (see for example Laclau and Mouffe 1985; Doty 1993; Hollway 
et al. 1998: 101-114; Angermuller 2014). Discourse can be thought of in 
strictly linguistic turns. However, following Michel Foucault, discourse can 
also be approached as different forms and patterns of knowledge, manifested 
in disciplinary structures, and produced and operated through connections be-
tween power and knowledge (Foucault 1972). Discourse analysis is a package 
where theory and method are intertwined (Jørgensen and Philips 2002:4; 
Torfting 2005:13-28). The theoretical commitments to discourse analysis for 
the method developed in this dissertation are discussed extensively in Section 
1.2. Therefore, the specific theoretical commitments will be briefly recapped 
later on in this chapter.  

With the entry of poststructuralist approaches into the field of International 
Relations, some of the prominent researchers associated with the theoretical 
approaches connected to poststructuralism were unwilling to discuss or apply 
methods, research standards, or research design (Milliken 1999:228). The aim 
for Milliken, however, was to give not only a more rigorous approach to the 
method in relation to poststructuralist approaches. It was also to show that 
discourse analysis was the most fruitful endeavour for a method (1999). In-
deed, in the ten years that followed, discourse analysis held an elevated posi-
tion as the primary method for poststructuralist research in IR.  

In the field of International Relations, discourse analysis has had a central 
impact on the field. Examples of works of discourse analysis are Roxanne 
Doty’s investigation into the US foreign policy concerning the Philippine in-
surgency in the 1950s (Doty 1993), Jutta Weldes’ analysis of ‘national inter-
est’ of the US during the ‘Cuban missile crisis’ (1996), or Hansen’s analysis 
of the Bosnian war (2006). All these works have shown that discourse analysis 
is a valuable tool that allows us to gain deeper and new understandings of 
logics and events that have shaped the international world. 
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An inductive discourse analytical method has here been developed to en-
gage in how subjects, (in)security, and borders are produced through visual 
and textual representations. Informed by the theoretical discussion in Chapter 
1.2, the theoretical approach of visual (in)securitisation guide the readings of 
the empirical material. Visual (in)securitisation is here understood as a process 
involving multiple and varied components. Together they can convey under-
standings of (i.e.) risk, danger and uneasiness. (In)securitisation is not neutral 
or natural, but constructed through practices that involve visual and textual 
material that establish a separating line between what is considered safe (and 
desirable) and the (in)secure (and dangerous). 

1.6.2 Theoretical commitments of Discourse Analysis 
As already mentioned. The method also rests on three theoretical assumptions. 
Firstly, discourses are productive and (re)productive of the things defined by 
discourse. Discourse not only gives a language but also makes intelligible spe-
cific ways of being and acting. Secondly, discourses are systems of significa-
tion, where the relation between different signs or between subjects’ positions 
creates meaning and order. Moreover, discourses are understood as unstable 
and in need or articulation and re-articulation to fixate identities and knowl-
edges.  

Discourse Analysis and Visual (In)securitisation 
The discourse analytical method draws from the aim and understandings of 
this thesis. The method asks how meanings of (in)security, subject positions, 
and relationships, are produced through the interplay between visual and tex-
tual representations and their location in different contexts. This approach 
leads to asking what meanings of (in)security representations of different sub-
ject positions and relationships can convey. From these tracings, the question 
is how, through produced subject positions, represented relationships, and 
their openings and closures, (in)security and borders are produced and (re)pro-
duced. 

As discussed in Chapter 1.4, the empirical material offers visual and textual 
representations that allow us to understand the relationship between borders, 
practices, and people present in these spaces, concerning risk and unease, and 
how these can open up for (in)security. A central issue in this context relates 
to how ‘little security nothings’ (Huysmans 2011) become inscribed in sub-
jects and produce understandings of (in)security and borders. From the theory 
and readings of the Frontex material, three questions have been formulated to 
operationalise the discourse-analytical method in the dissertation. 
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• What subject positions are identified in the material, and how are 
these positions related to (in)security? 

• In which way are the represented relationships between different sub-
ject positions conveying ideas of (in)security? 

• How has the (re)articulation of subjects and relationships changed 
over time? 

 
 

1.6.3 Operationalising the discourse-analytical method 
of visual (in)securitisation 

Subject Positions 
The first issue engaged with is to identify the subject positions in the material. 
The issue here is the production of subject positions in the material, how the 
visual and textual depictions of different bodies relate to mundane and nor-
malised understandings of insecurity. More specifically, what subject posi-
tions are identified in the images and texts and what kind of connections to 
risk and unease are identified?  

As previously discussed, one can understand the different subject positions 
represented by different approaches. They can be understood through the post-
structuralist assumption previously discussed, that discourses are productive 
and (re)productive. Also, in line with Walker (1997) and Grosfoguel (2007), 
I discuss how the depictions of different subjects can be related to discourses 
of (in)security and borders. Regarding (in)security, it is, for example, how, a 
question of how, in the material, subjects become produced as related to un-
certainty. Following this, the question is how the representations of subjects 
enable understandings of risk and unease. From the subject positions identi-
fied, the question turns to the openings and closures of (in)security. As an 
example, here, the issue is to examine what openings, through the visual and 
textual representations of subjects, are opened, closed, disqualified, or ex-
cluded. Identifying subject positions, the openings, and closures produced, the 
method asks how meanings of (in)security and borders may become produced. 

The represented relationship between subject positions 
The second question is that of in which ways the represented relationships 
between different subject positions conveyed understandings of insecurity? 
The issue here is how relationships are, visually and textually, produced and 
represented in the material and their potential relation to constructions of risk 



56 

and unease. Further, are there other represented relationships in the material, 
for example, between bodies and artefacts that produce specific understand-
ings of (in)security? 

The theoretical discussion offered two ways to approach the represented 
relationships. As previously discussed in Chapter 1.2, subject positions can be 
understood as created in binary oppositions. The method also draws on the 
understanding that subject positions vacillate, are relational and can be iden-
tified as differentiation processes constructed as binary oppositions. It means 
engaging in the represented relationships between different subjects and their 
production. As an example, it is a question of how represented relationships 
can produce deviance in subjects. In turn, from this, follows the question of 
how the deviance, produced through represented relationships, can produce 
understandings of risk and unease. 
  After identifying the represented relationships between different subject 
positions, the issue is the openings and closures made through the represented 
relationships. As with the subject positions, the issue here is also to examine 
what understandings of risk and (in)security, through visual and textual repre-
sentations of relationships between subject positions, are opened, closed, dis-
qualified, or excluded.  

Changes over time 
The third and final question asked is how the (re)articulation of subjects and 
relationships have changed over time. When engaging in the material over 
time during 2010-2016, it is about identifying the continuities and discontinu-
ities in how subject positions and relationships are (re)produced in the textual 
and visual material. As an example, are there continuities or discontinuities in 
the (re)articulation of uncertainty and deviance in subjects concerning risk and 
unease?  
 The relevance of the issue of temporal change derives from the disserta-
tion’s approach to discourses as unstable, open-ended meshes, in need of 
(re)articulation and also from an understanding of (in)security as a process 
involving a constant production of unease. This approach leads, for example, 
to examine the representation and implication of depictions of technological 
change. How does represented technological development open up for 
changes in the (re)articulation of subject positions, their represented relation-
ships, and their implication for the representation of risk? Focus is on how the 
openings or closures regarding the construction of meaning change over time 
and the continuities and discontinuities identified in the visual and textual ma-
terial. To what extent is there continuity or discontinuity in openings, closures, 
disqualifications, and closures, in the material? Following this, the focus is on 
continuities and discontinuities identified in the (re)articulation of subjects, 
their relations, and the potential production of (in)security and borders over 
time. 
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1.6.4 Conclusion 
This chapter has described the development and operationalisation of a dis-
course analytical method based on the previously discussed theoretical as-
sumptions of the function of discourses and the making of meanings. Three 
broad questions operationalise the method. These broad questions also include 
examples of more specific questions (based on the broad questions) that the 
method asks. 
  As can be seen, the three questions follow the post-structuralist assump-
tions. Discourses are productive and (re)productive, identifiable in different 
relations, and unstable and in need of (re)articulation. Furthermore, the struc-
ture of the questions posed follows the discourse-analytical method in their 
structure. It is done by first asking how subject positions and relationships are 
produced visually and textually, the openings created or closed, and how 
(in)security can be enabled. 
 The structure and operationalisation of the method have been developed in 
line with the aim previously discussed. The method provides the tools to in-
vestigate the representation of subject positions and relationships. The method 
is also an engagement in the specificity of positions and relationships con-
structed through visual and text; and how these enable understandings of both 
(in)security as well as borders. 
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2. Empirical Investigation  

In the Frontex material, during the period 2010-2016, pictures have increased 
both in numbers as well as in relevance. Before 2010, the material seldom 
included pictures, by 2016, pictures have a central role. In addition to an in-
crease in quantity, there has also been a change in the deployment of pictures. 
The pictures engaged with in the empirical chapters all have in some way, a 
connection to borders, border crossings, artefacts, or people. 

In line with the operationalisation of the method, the chapter examines what 
subject positions can be identified, the represented relationships between sub-
ject positions, and the (re)articulation over time of subjects and relations. By 
focusing on representations, the chapter aims to bring a deeper understanding 
of how Frontex presents and represents borders, practices, people present in 
these spaces and the interconnection with risk, unease, and (in)security. In 
asking what the potential openings are for how risk, unease, and (in)security, 
can be understood, the issue is also of the discursive limits, or closures, of how 
the issues can be understood. 

As previously noted, the approach to the material is one of intertextuality. 
However, it is important to note that the primary focal point has been the vis-
ual material and then asking of the relationship between visual and text. This 
focal point is for two reasons. Firstly, as discussed in Chapter 1.3, there is a 
gap in the previous literature in both the field of CBS and the research agendas 
on Frontex in how the two fields relate to visuals. The second reason rests 
more on a theoretical basis. It relates to the issue of visuals and how they can 
serve as a valuable source for identifying and tracing both discursive for-
mations, discursive limits, and change. Do visuals function and operate in dis-
cursive formations in accordance with previous textual engagements, or is it 
that visuals hold the potential to be deployed as (re)productions, (re)presenta-
tions, and (re)articulations in ways that exceed the potential of text? 

The period chosen (2010-2016) is also relevant for both Frontex as well as 
the EU as a whole. As previously discussed in Chapter 1.5, the period coin-
cides with a growth in the agency, culminating with the ‘new’ Frontex with a 
new and expanded mandate and capacity. The second central issue has been 
that of changes in the neighbouring region, beginning with the so-called ‘Arab 
spring’ in 2010, sparking the Libyan Civil War, the Syrian Civil War, culmi-
nating in the so called ‘Migration crisis’ in 2015. The ‘Migration Crisis’ chal-
lenged EUs border and migration policies and led to profound changes on both 
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national- and EU-levels both border and migration policies as well as chang-
ing policies with third country-actors. The third and final central issue is that 
of the technological changes in border management during the period that 
were either decided on or implemented, having a significant effect on the pos-
sibilities for border management in the EU. 

Inductive readings of the material revealed several themes that were devel-
oped. These themes have either been identified early on their own, or in later 
stages through other themes. The structure of the empirical chapters follows 
the inductive readings and identification of themes. A theme identified early 
on as central was children. While engaging in this theme, many of the central 
images of children also showed border personnel represented as interacting 
with children. This finding led to the identification of border personnel as a 
theme. While looking at border personnel, a central issue identified in the ma-
terial were border personnel responding to risks or threats of different sorts. 
Two dominant themes were drawn out from these represented responses to 
risk and threat. The first theme is risk and threat experienced by people cross-
ing the border. The second theme identified related to risk and threat were that 
of risks or threats represented as directed towards the EU. The last theme iden-
tified, that of representations of BCPs (Border Crossing Points). The previous 
four themes primarily engaged with depictions of people crossing between 
BCPs, yet at the same time, images of BCPs were a dominant theme identified. 
This finding led to BCPs identified as a theme that both offered deeper under-
standings Frontex’s representations of borders, practices, and people present 
in these spaces. The theme of BCPs also offered a way of identifying differ-
ences in the representations between BCPs and at BCPs. 
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2.1 Representations of Children 

Images at large can hold a symbolic meaning in the representation of people 
crossing the border. They have the potential to express particular relations, 
positions, risks, and unease. However, what happens when the subjects are 
children? How can the inclusion of children in the visual and textual material 
be understood? In 2010, Frontex released a report called Unaccompanied Mi-
nors in the Migration Process. The report, detailing different risks for minors 
in the migration process, argues that minors crossing the border are at risk 
from what Frontex usually refers to as “facilitators”/smugglers/traffickers. 
Furthermore, the text describes minors being at risk from family members us-
ing children either for economic means or as a way for the family in order to 
enter Europe through family re-unification (2010:5, 9).  
  When engaging with the representation of children, this chapter examines 
the positions identified in the theme of children and how these positions are 
related to understandings of risk, unease, and (in)security. Secondly, after 
identifying the subject positions in the material concerning the theme of chil-
dren, it is a question of identifying the positions produced through the repre-
sented relationships. This identification is made to see how the represented 
relationships can convey ideas of risk, unease, and (in)security. Lastly, it ex-
amines how the (re)production of subjects and relationships have changed 
over time. The chapter proceeds chronologically, commencing with the year 
of 2010 and finishing with 2016. 
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2010 
The first image appearing of a child in the Frontex material is an image in the 
2010 report Beyond the Frontiers Frontex: The First Five Years. The report 
details the first five years of Frontex, described in the introduction as high-
lighting 

[…] some of the more outstanding milestones and achievements of Frontex 
during its first five years. It is not an annual report, a study or a press release. 
Nor is it a comprehensive list of activities or events, or people involved in them. 
It cannot be. Instead, Beyond the Frontiers is a brief backward glance at a jour-
ney which began in 2005 when fewer than fifty people from across the Euro-
pean Union came together with one aim: to establish the organisation which 
would coordinate the challenges faced by an enlarged EU with an important 
shared interest: a common external border. (2010:7)  

 
 Included in the report are both descriptions of operations, an interview with 
the then Executive director of Frontex Ilkka Laitinen, and descriptions of cen-
tral aspects of the organisation (such as research and development and risk 
analysis). One can understand the report as not so much a report on what has 
happened, but rather as a communication of the history, growth, and relevance 
of Frontex.  

Picture 2.1.1 depicts a pale im-
age of a small child sitting among 
others. However, the only face vis-
ible is of one child. The image de-
picts a tired or sad child, with a 
quote from the then Head of Land 
Border Sector, Jozsef Bali discuss-
ing trafficking of children stating 
that ”It’s terrible. An adult can de-
cide on his or her own life and say 
‘I want something and I know the 
risk’. But not a child. So it’s the 
most awful and hated thing for me” 
(2010:22).  

Through the positioning of the 
image and the text, the child in the 
image is opened to become understood not only as sad or tired but of a poten-
tial victim of THB (Trafficking in Human Beings). The subject position of the 

Picture 2.1.1 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: THE 

FIRST FIVE YEARS) 
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child also becomes represented as relational to unidentified adults, which be-
come implied to have decided for the child. The quote here can be understood 
to establish a relation between children, adults and Frontex that implies that 
children are put at risk by certain adults and Frontex reacting to this. It enables 
a narrative of events that confirms the necessity of Frontex’s actions. In the 
interconnection of text and image, a specific interpretation of the scene, its 
situation, enabling a specific understanding. Through this illustration, an ave-
nue opens up where Frontex can be understood to be on the side of the chil-
dren. It makes it both acceptable and meaningful for Frontex to be the inter-
preters, mediators and communicators of the child’s problems, needs and suf-
fering.  

Picture 2.1.1 stands out in relation to the other images concerning children 
in the material as a whole. The image of the child, in its seemingly vulnerable, 
tired, or sad state, coupled with the statements, makes the situation lean more 
towards a ‘spectacle’ as discussed by Molin-Friis (2015, 2017). It has the po-
tential to evoke strong emotions from the reader. The other images in this 
theme lean more towards ‘mundane’ representations relating more to manag-
ing people or ‘everyday life’. 

2011 
The 2011 report Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human Beings show 
a different illustration to a situation similar to Picture 2.1.1. The report en-
gages with the issue of Trafficking in Human Beings (THB) in the EU. In the 
introduction to the report, Frontex defines their role as ”[…] the identification 
of victims and traffickers during border control procedures” (2011:7). The de-
scribed activities of Frontex concerning THB are producing training manuals 
for border personnel, a handbook of ‘good practices’, and specific operations 
conducted (JO Aegealus 2010, Minerva 2011, Indalo 2011) where THB was 
one of the primary focal points. The 2011 report describes developments of 
risk profiles for potential victims of THB as being of ‘particular relevance’ 
(2011:7). The report describes THB as a growing concern for the EU that 
Frontex has followed and responded to. 

However, Frontex defines their role in the introduction to the report. Their 
task is to identify victims of THB and traffickers, the report does not describe 
any further actions as the responsibility of Frontex. Effectively, it frames a 
narrow responsibility or interest restricted to the detection of these two defined 
groups (victims and traffickers), with other responsibilities allocated to other 
actors. 

The image in the report, Picture 2.1.2, show all of the adults wearing the 
same clothes as each other in the image, illustrating their unity as border per-
sonnel. It is distinctly framed by the text noting that “Minors deserve special 
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protection as they are particularly vulnerable to becoming victims of traffick-
ing” (2011:17). The only adults seen in the image are border personnel. 

By framing the image only to include border personnel, it displaces, textu-
ally and visually, the relationship between children and other adults. The rep-
resented relationship here is visually constructed between border personnel 
and the child. The border personnel enter into a subject position that enables 
understandings of border personnel as deliverers of care, comfort and security 
for the small child. The represented relationship is reinforced textually 
through the caption that notes that minors are especially at risk and deserving 
of special protection. It is through the relationship and the understanding of 
the child as ‘particularly vulnerable’ and deserving of ‘special attention’ that 
risk and unease become present in the scene. Furthermore, one can argue that 
the responses to the risks described through the scene is made intelligible 
through the represented relationship between border personnel and children in 
the image and text.  
 Picture 2.1.2 offers an ex-
ample of the visual displace-
ment of a relationship between 
parents and children, with bor-
der personnel entering into po-
sitions of care, comfort, and 
providers of security. Through 
the caption, there is also an in-
terpretive closure of the image. 
It is not only that the border 
personnel are lifting a child, it 
is a child, which according to 
the text, like all minors, is es-
pecially vulnerable. This vul-
nerability is framed against the 
threat of THB (Trafficking in 
Human Beings), identifying an external threat to minors and implicitly calling 
for their protection. This framing opens avenues for border personnel to enter 
as the providers of care for the specific child in the image as well as general 
providers of safety for children. 

Picture 2.1.2 
(Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human 

Beings) 
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 Picture 2.1.3 is found in the 
2011 Western Balkans Annual Risk 
Analysis (WB-ARA). These re-
ports are annual risk analysis-re-
ports specifically concentrated on 
the region of the Western Balkans, 
produced in accordance with the 
2009 decision to establish a West-
ern Balkan Risk Analysis Network 
(WB-RAN). The WB-RAN in-
cludes countries in the Western 
Balkans (Albania, Bosnia & Her-
zegovina, FYROM, Kosovo, Mon-
tenegro, and Serbia) that are not 
members. As such, the report offers insight into the externalisation of border 
control through cooperation with third party countries. The report details three 
specific issues for the Western Balkans 1) Albanian circular migration to 
Greece 2) transit flows, from Greece onwards to the other EU Member States, 
and 3) flows routing the Western Balkans through air to the WB-area and then 
onwards by land to the EU (2011:4). While there is cooperation in the WB-
area, the basis for cooperation is a focus on stemming the flow of people to 
the EU Member States, as evident by the identified issues. 

One of the first images to appear in the report is Picture 2.1.3, found in the 
2011 WB-ARA. On a bustling street in Greece, five men on the curb sit next to 
a man and woman sleeping. Between them is a small child sitting and playing 
with something, with a second child in the foreground that appears to be crawl-
ing away. There are also what appear to be five police officers in the picture. 
The caption of the image reads ”Difficult conditions for irregular migrants in 
Greece” (2011:21). The image, in tandem with the text, produce an under-
standing of the poor conditions of Greece’s reception procedures, something 
widely criticised during the period (Borg 2014). 

Another representation produced in the image is through the sleeping par-
ents and the two children, with one playing by itself and the other crawling 
away. One can read this as enabling an ambivalence in the subject position of 
parents. They are present, though seemingly exhausted and sleeping, giving 
an impression that the parents are unable to protect and care for the children 
in this moment. The scene, through the children that seem to be taking care of 
themselves and the parents sleeping, is opened up to uncertainty. It is not an 
outright risk of the children, instead, it is uncertainty and the lack of parental 
care that are most striking in the image. The parents here can be seen as posi-
tioned through them sleeping and the children playing or crawling away, as 
the postcolonial subjects ‘without’, lacking the capacity to care for the chil-
dren properly. 

Picture 2.1.3 
(2011 WB-ARA) 
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The presence of the police officers simultaneously offers a sense of security 
for both the adults and the children. An issue here is whether the people rep-
resented as ‘irregular migrants’, would experience the presence of police as a 
source of security. Their presence indicates a sense of risk as well, serving as 
a reminder that someone needs protection. That the child might wander into 
the traffic on the streets and put itself in harm’s way is not prevented by the 
parents in the frame. However, by the inclusion of the police officers in the 
image, an avenue is opened for the scene to be understood in a way that the 
police officers can offer protection for the child. 

2012 
Picture 2.1.4 is found in the 2012 
ARA. The image shows five border 
personnel, all dressed in equipment 
such as life vests, helmets and appear 
to be on boats. Centred in the image 
is a child who is half-naked in con-
trast to clothed border personnel. 
While most of the border personnel 
seem focused, the one man handing 
over the child is half-smiling, 
slightly jovial, indicating a positive 
situation as well. The caption states 
that the child, intercepted in a boat 
departing from North Africa, had 
been rescued by Spanish border personnel. 

The chapter connected to the picture discusses the risks of trafficking in 
human beings (THB). It is stated that THB is potentially one of the most prof-
itable cross-border crimes, identifying a higher likelihood that women and 
children will be disproportionately affected:  

A worrying trend reported during JO Indalo[*][…] is the increasing number of 
detections of illegal border-crossing by minors and pregnant women […] Alt-
hough it is not clear whether these cases are related to THB, women and chil-
dren are among the most vulnerable. (2012:32) 

 
The subject position of the children is opened up to become a representation 

of constant victimhood. Children become framed as one of the most vulnera-
ble groups for an issue that is underlined as both essential but also challenging 

                                                   
* JO Indalo begun in 2012 as a joint operation focused primarily focused on the Western Med-
iterranean and migratory flows from Morocco and Algeria towards Spain. 

Picture 2.1.4 
(2012 ARA) 
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to identify. This relationship, of being positioned as both important, yet, dif-
ficult to identify, can be seen to open the issue up for deeper commitments of 
intervention.  

2013 
The 2013 General Report focuses on the increased flow of people, attributed 
to external events such as the Syrian Civil War. It also discusses administra-
tive and operational improvements such as the strengthening of JO Poseidon 
Land*, the introduction of EUROSUR, and changes in the legal capacity of 
Frontex, allowing for the agency to control its resources through the introduc-
tion of Seconded Guest Officers. The report also touches on the Lampedusa 
disaster, where a boat from Libya carrying over 500 people sank off the coast 
of the Italian island with 366 lives lost. It further discusses how the event has 
highlighted the need for the European community as a whole to react swiftly 
and flexibly to such occurrences.  

Picture 2.1.5 ,in the 2013 Gen-
eral Report, depicts personnel from 
the Italian Red Cross with a Spencer 
medical backpack carrying a young 
child. The picture is taken with a 
low aperture, focusing on the child 
and the man and blurring out the 
background. The image is textually 
framed by a chapter on fundamental 
rights, describing the work of the 
Fundamental Rights Officer in en-
suring the safeguarding of the rights 
of ‘migrants’ in operations (2014:41).  

Artefacts such as the symbol of the Red Cross and the medical backpack 
communicates positions of expertise and professionalism for border person-
nel, indicating that the child is cared for by someone who is an expert. Once 
more, one can understand that the image draws on the porous and precarious 
position of parenthood previously discussed. In combining the symbolic arte-
facts, the images open up to reinforce and further communicate the correct and 
positive qualities of border personnel caring for children. 
 

                                                   
* JO Poseidon Land was a joint operation focused on the Greek-Turkish land border in the Evros 
region.  

Picture 2.1.5 
(2013 General Report) 
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The theme of parental capability 
and responsibility replaced by border 
personnel continues in the 2013 Gen-
eral Report. The representation of the 
ambiguous position of parents is 
shown in Picture 2.1.6 with a single 
border personnel giving care and at-
tending to a baby. The personnel are 
presumably examining the baby be-
ing held by a woman, seemingly com-
forting the child during the examina-
tion. On the left of the image is a preg-
nant woman looking on while the ex-
amination takes place. 

While including the women, one can understand their representation as pas-
sive in contrast to the person conducting the examination. The image, with a 
pregnant woman sitting and looking, and another woman holding the baby 
produce a sense of uncertainty in the image. If the child is not the child of the 
pregnant woman, it begs the question of why she is present in such an intimate 
setting of examination. There is also the issue of the lighting in the image: a 
glimmer of light is falling on the border personnel, lighting up his clothes and 
putting him in front. In contrast, the three other people in the image are situ-
ated in the dark, further obscuring any discernible features on them. 
The visual ambivalence opens the image for different interpretations. Is the 
pregnant woman the mother of the child? The image opens up for an interpre-
tation of the scene as a woman unable (for unspecified reasons) to hold the 
child. 

It seemingly obliges another woman to enter the representation as the con-
soler and carer, further separating the child and mother. Is it the parent that is 
holding the child? If so, why is the pregnant woman present in this intimate 
setting? The ambivalence of the image opens the image up for logics of inter-
ventions. One can understand that parenthood becomes a nebulous concept, 
as in this instance where seemingly, another woman can either be present (the 
pregnant woman) or that the pregnant woman is the parent, unable to hold the 
child and another person enters to care for the child. While the roles of the two 
women in the image remain ambiguous, the role of the border personnel doing 
the examining is clearly defined. The ambiguous caregiving roles of the 
women render the concept parenthood and caring as interchangeable. The bor-
der personnel can enter into these caregiving roles in a way that, through their 
necessity and positive connotation, making it normal and safe that they do so. 

 

Picture 2.1.6 
(2013 General Report) 
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Continuing on the theme of bor-
der personnel engaging with chil-
dren is Picture 2.1.7, found in the 
2013 trainers’ manual Fundamen-
tal Rights Training for Border 
Guards. The manual, developed by 
the Frontex Training Unit, is pre-
sented as a training manual for bor-
der personnel, covering five mod-
ules: 1) fundamental rights con-
cerning border guarding, 2) inter-
ceptions, 3) reception and 
assistance, 4) interviewing, and 5) 
deprivation of liberty. The focus on 
these shows where Frontex sees its 
operations and where they identify 
that there can be potential issues 
with respect for and compliance 
with fundamental rights. While the 
report describes itself as a trainers’ manual, it follows the same graphic design 
as the other reports in the studied material. On the one hand, the report is pre-
sented as an internal document. On the other hand, the manual offers a way 
for Frontex to communicate externally as well as internally. Statements such 
as “Frontex is fully committed to develop and promote a shared understanding 
of fundamental rights […]” (2013:7) or that “Frontex considers that respect 
for and the protection of fundamental rights is an unconditional and essential 
component of effective integrated border management” (2013:14), can be in-
terpreted as a way for Frontex to inform the reader of their position in terms 
of fundamental human rights.  

Picture 2.1.7 is on the cover for the section “Reception and Assistance” in 
the Fundamental Rights Training for Border Guards. The image itself depicts 
several people lifting a child. On the left side of the image is a man dressed in 
white overalls reaching down to grab the child. Three people in the back-
ground are watching on, physically lifting the child out of its context. The 
image contains physical artefacts previously not seen in the Frontex material, 
such as the use of protective gear. In Picture 2.1.7, the worker is wearing pro-
tective gloves. Protective gear such as the overalls, however, is a new feature. 
These artefacts mark a shift in the depiction of border personnel when inter-
acting and engaging with people crossing the border. The text gives no reason 
for this development, but it marks an escalation in the use of protective gear.  

The white overalls suggest a risk that the border personnel must take pre-
cautions against, and the white overalls also function as a marker of separation 
between the border worker and the rest of the people. The white overall is also 

Picture 2.1.7 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Border 

Guards) 
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visually enhanced with light falling on the border personnel, contrasting shad-
ows falling on people in the back of the image. The person in the bottom left 
of the image is wearing a life vest, indicating a child being on a boat and lifted 
onto another boat or land. Like with Picture 2.1.4, Picture 2.1.7 connects to 
the discursive formation wherein the border personnel are visually associated 
with safety, security, and care for children. This connection is reinforced by 
the quote previously from then Head of Land Border Sector, Jozsef Bali, seen 
in Picture 2.1.1, linking border crossings and the ‘heinousness’ of bringing 
children, putting them at risk without having a say in the process. 

By lifting the child towards border personnel, the visual representation 
seems to show the people in the boat accept the inevitability that the border 
personnel are to take care of the child. A further implication of this image is 
an understanding of children put into high-risk situations by parents marked 
by a ‘lack of’. In this case, it can be a lack of responsibility for the risks that 
children will experience during the crossing or a lack of capacity on the part 
of parents to care and protect the children. It is from this ‘lack of’ that border 
personnel can become a necessary actor in the provision of security, safety 
and care. Border personnel are then authorized to act and talk in the caregiving 
role, which to some extent displaces and silences parents. It enables a repre-
sentation of parents as having failed in their parental role, and thus, the urgent 
need for border personnel to step into this role is validated.  

A further understanding is that the image, as mentioned earlier, has its base 
in the discursive formation of ‘irregular migration’ as dangerous, and the chil-
dren put in these dangerous situations by parents. In this situation, there is an 
opening to challenge the notion of care for one’s children, and parents become 
potentially disqualified to speak. The presence of children in the image allows 
for a representation of deviant subjects whose behaviour as parents is signifi-
cantly different (and potentially dangerous) than what one would generally 
expect from a parent, i.e. ‘ours’. On the one side are the children, seen here is 
that they can become ‘subjects of security’ they are to be included, provided, 
and cared for. On the other side are the parents, opened up to be constructed 
in two ways. Firstly, they can be understood to be constructed as postcolonial 
subjects that lack the capacity here to fully enter into the parental role. One 
can also understand them as the source of risk for the subjects of security, the 
outside putting children at risk. It also opens up a way to understand how the 
representation of children interlinks border personnel, adults and children. 
Through the positioning of parents as irresponsible towards their children, the 
interactions of border personnel are made meaningful, they are enabled to be-
come a central actor and ‘expert’. At the same time, this position of active 
border personnel interacting with the children reinforces the displaced role of 
parents and adults as irresponsible, passive, and disqualified to act and speak, 
or as destitute and without the ability or resources to act and speak as parents 
and adults.  
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The meanings (lack, uncertainty, deviance, risk, and incapacity) and the 
relationship between border personnel and other adults are both produced, me-
diated and reinforced through the children’s presence in these images. It be-
comes an issue of the subjects included, represented as acceptable, against a 
represented outside, seen as deviant and improper in relation to discursive lim-
its. These productions and mediations are continuously open for interpreta-
tions and reformulations that offer markers to identify and reinforce differ-
ences.  

2014 
The images from 2011 to 2013 represent situations generally understood as 
‘irregular migration’. Identified over time, however, is that images of people 
travelling across Border Crossing Points (BCPs) assumed to be ‘correct’ mi-
gration or crossings, are also opened up as examples of ‘irregular migration’. 
Picture 2.1.8 is from the 2014 ARA. Like previous ARAs, the report details 
developments and trends along the external borders. The 2014 report detail 
issues central to geographical areas, before, at, and, after the border. 

Before the border, the main issue is issuing visas. At the border, ‘passenger 
flows’, ‘refusals of entry and document fraud’, and ‘illegal border crossings’ 
are key focal points. Whatever happens after the border is defined as ‘detec-
tions of illegal stay’, ‘asylum applications, and ‘detections of facilitators.’ The 
delineation of these issues offers insight into what Frontex communicates as 
being worthy of risk analysis. The ARA goes on to define issues drawn out 
from these identified areas, specifically for 2014. These issues where 1) in-
creased workload due to introduction of VIS fingerprint verifications, 2) 
heightened likelihood of ‘large numbers of illegal border-crossings into the 
EU’ and increased need for assistance in SAR (Search and Rescue), 3) sec-
ondary movements of people who ‘crossed illegally’ and 4) ‘document fraud’ 
which was assessed as high (2014:9).  

Picture 2.1.8 
(2014 ARA) 



71 

The 2014 ARA includes an image of a child and two adults, assumed to be 
the child’s parents, walking with two suitcases on a clean floor framed by a 
large glass window. While the three people in the image are shadowed and 
unidentifiable, the scene implies a calm, clean and non-threatening milieu. 
The image is textually juxtaposed by the section on ‘Illegal border-crossing’ 
below the image, discussing rising trends in 2013, discussing the modus op-
erandi of people crossing borders via sea stating that “[…] putting the life at 
risk to cross the Mediterranean Sea […] (ARA 2014:7).  

The image and the text combined enable representations of the three figures 
above as safe, as opposed to the depiction of people in the practice of ‘irregular 
migration’. Safety, here, can be understood to be constructed both by the place 
where people transit and also by the absence of markers that turn border cross-
ing into a security issue. The presumed family in the picture walks with suit-
cases in a clean so-called “safe” space. The visual representation of the family 
walking with proper suitcases, reminiscent of business travellers, in a shiny, 
clean physical environment can be understood to offer an understanding of a 
‘correct’ way of crossing the border, in a controlled, legal manner. By contrast, 
this image gives rise to the possibility to dismiss and make other ways of 
crossing the border seem deviant, abnormal, and ‘illegal’. Displaced in the 
scene is the issue of who can gain access to a clean and safe crossing and who 
cannot and instead, must cross between BCPs. 

Continuing the issue of children 
and adults represented in the same 
scene is this image (Picture 2.1.9) 
from the 2014 FRAN Q2. The im-
age depicts two (presumed) parents 
holding three children with blan-
kets or carpets wrapped around 
them. Inside the lorry are textile 
rolls in the background, a bag, and 
several plastic bags in the fore-
ground. It is important to note that 
the faces of all individuals in the 
lorry are all blurred.  

The text that the image sits between is a section in the report on clandestine 
migration. The section discusses numbers of clandestine migration detections, 
routes of ‘illegal entry’ and measures taken to arrest facilitators of clandestine 
migration. The caption reads, “Migrants hiding in a lorry to cross the border 
from Turkey to Bulgaria”. The text connected to the image also discusses the 
risks of clandestine entries, stating that ”Hiding in lorries and trains represents 
considerable risks for migrants’ lives, in particular, due to the threat of suffo-
cation” (2014:22). The image is visually arresting, we are able at first to read 
the image as a dramatic scene of parents and children surviving in a cold lorry 

Picture 2.1.9 
(2014 FRAN Q2) 
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as it crosses a border. The parents desperately try to keep the children warm 
by using the carpets available in the lorry. 

The contrast between the image and text is salient: the text mentions neither 
the adults nor children in the image. Instead, the text uses the overarching term 
‘migrants’, a reductive word that in this scene can be understood as a concept 
that serves to lump together and anonymise people represented in the image. 
No other information is given to produce a contextualisation of the image. The 
image stands alone to gradually fade into the background of a dry bureaucratic 
report detailing procedural measures at the border. However, terms in the re-
port, such as ‘illegal entry’ ‘clandestine’ and ‘arrests of facilitators’ produces 
an understanding of the illegality of irregular migration.  

The image shares similarities with Picture 2.1.8 in their spatial position, as 
both images are from BCPs, and both seem to represent children and parents. 
However, the similarities end there. Picture 2.1.9 explicitly formulates a no-
tion of ‘illegality’. Furthermore, the text continues by stating that ‘clandestine 
entry’ poses a considerable risk for people’s lives. From this, an interpretive 
avenue can be seen to open whereby the parents of the children, through their 
actions, have put the children at risk. Their represented actions can be seen to 
position them in a way that they, through their represented actions, become 
the source of (in)security for the children in the image. 

When detailing the focal points of 2014, the report notes that the number 
of people crossing the border was high and that Italy took the ‘brunt of the 
migration wave’ while assisted by Frontex. Furthermore, the Air Border Risk 
Analysis Network (AB-RAN) was established, and JO VEGA*, focusing pri-
marily on the detection and protection of minors was coordinated. A key event 
was the new Juncker Commission, which highlighted a new migration policy 
as one of their priorities. This development was, of course of high relevance 
for Frontex. One interesting detail in the report is that Frontex would be in-
volved in a Master’s programme in ‘strategic Border Management’, scheduled 
to begin in 2015. This involvement is interesting as it marked a new area for 
Frontex, of entering into the realm of higher education. Discussing further de-
velopments, Frontex defines the cooperation with third-party countries as cen-
tral in the continuing work. It enables an understanding of the expansion of 
the EU’s external borders as a central aspect of border management for Fron-
tex. 

 
 
 

                                                   
* Joint Operation VEGA: an operation that focuses on the detection of minors at risk at airports. 
In 2015, a handbook, VEGA Handbook: Children at airports, Children at Risk on the Move, 
Guidelines for Border Guards was released.  
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Picture 2.1.10 and 2.1.11, are found in the 2014 General Report discussed 
in the previous paragraph. As noted previously, images of children being han-
dled, lifted or examined hold a particular visual saliency since these images 
can be argued to construct understandings of border control. However, there 
is also a set of images in the material that shows less dramatic interaction be-
tween children and personnel Picture 2.1.10 and 2.1.11 are examples of these 
less dramatic representations. 
  Picture 2.1.10 is 
an image of what 
seems to be a ship at 
sea depicting two 
border personnel 
with protective face 
masks and a child in 
the foreground. 
There are a woman 
and some others sit-
ting in the back-
ground. The child is 
interacting with one of 
the border personnel by folding blankets, yet the border personnel is wearing 
protective gear while interacting with the child. The image suggests that while 
personnel can interact with children, it is still necessary for them to wear pro-
tective gear when doing so. 

Similarly, in an image in the same re-
port as Picture 2.1.10, a zoomed-in im-
age depicts a border personnel with a 
protective face mask interacting with a 
young child. Picture 2.1.11 is not dra-
matic and gives the impression that the 
personnel are entertaining the child.  

The previous images create the nor-
malisation of interactions between bor-
der personnel and children. These are 
representations open to interpretation, 
related to the ambiguity of parental roles 
in people crossing the border, and build 
on a porous standing of said border. To-
gether, these issues come to enable dis-
qualifications of these subjects and be-
come framed as deviating from the 
norms. Instead, the images set up a situ-
ation which allows border personnel to 
enter into a parental role with parents displaced from the frame. 

Picture 2.1.10 
(2014 General Report) 

Picture 2.1.11 
(2014 General Report) 
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The use of protective medical facial gear in Picture 2.1.11 also indicate the 
infectious disease considerations by border personnel. The mask indicates that 
border personnel view the child and the other people in the picture as potential 
bearers of diseases (among other unidentifiable risks or threats that the border 
personnel must be aware of). The medical mask ruptures an otherwise playful 
scene and opens the image up for other interpretations.  

The combination of the interaction between border personnel and children 
and the use of protective gear become hard to contain in the same images. For 
these two issues to coexist, one can argue that meanings from outside the im-
age enter. The understanding of parents as a source of risk enables a sense of 
risk, unease, and (in)security. Here it can take the expression of diseases, po-
tentially transmitted onto children (who have involuntarily crossed the border) 
when grouped with other adults. There is the potential of a continual position-
ing of children as subjects of security protected against threats opened up out-
side of the image.  

2015 
Moving from border personnel 
and children, we return to the fa-
miliar theme of parents and chil-
dren crossing the border. An im-
age in the 2015 FRAN Q1 shares 
a similar visual structure as Pic-
ture 2.1.9. Picture 2.1.12 also 
depicts people crossing the 
Turkish-Bulgarian border. This 
image is from a train wagon, 
with seven adults, two slightly 
older children and five smaller 
children disembarking from the 
train. In the background there 
appears to be a border guard, two 
of the small children held by 
adults, two others holding the hands of a woman, and the fifth is climbing 
down a ladder. As with the previous image, the text connected to the image 
gives little contextualisation to the image. The text states that: 

 
 
 

Picture 2.1.12 
(2015 FRAN Q2) 
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Bulgarian authorities reported more than 1 000 migrant apprehensions hidden 
in means of transport from January to March. During the same period, the num-
ber of apprehended green-border crossings (between BCPs) along the Bulgar-
ian-Turkish land border was only slightly lower. Thus, the number of detections 
of clandestine entry exceeded the number of illegal border-crossings between 
BCPs for the first time. […] Migrants relied on the local knowledge of people 
smugglers for information regarding transportation options. Often big groups 
of migrants embarked cargo trains, including families with small children. […] 
The bad weather conditions in the beginning of 2015 and the flooding of the 
Evros River along the Greek-Turkish land border were one of the reasons why 
many migrants chose to clandestinely enter through Bulgarian BCPs. (2015:19) 

  
The statement focuses on increased ‘apprehensions’ along the border and 

the use of ‘people smugglers’ and their knowledge to cross the border. It also 
uses bad weather and flooding of the Evros River as reasons for the increased 
pressure on the Turkish-Bulgarian border.  

By deploying specific words and understandings such as ‘apprehensions’ 
and ‘people smugglers’, the image becomes both an illustration of ‘illegality’ 
(apprehension) and ‘illegal activities’ (people smugglers). At the same time, 
it frames the situation as less dangerous than the Evros river-crossing. People 
represented in images enter into a position of being irresponsible parents put-
ting their children at risk through dangerous practices. At the same time, there 
is the potential to represent people crossing the border as not in ‘proper’ dan-
ger (and potentially evoking sympathy). The above representation shows the 
intertextual relationship between image and text. The text offers a discursive 
closure to the image, presenting a background and explanation to who people 
in the image are, and why they are there. At the same time, the image offers a 
way for the text to become more vivid, as it can be attached to people repre-
sented in the image. 

One of the represented risks identified in the material has been representa-
tions of minors and women as specifically vulnerable to THB, fraudulent doc-
uments and fraudulent claims of asylum by Frontex. These representations 
enable the positioning of the two groups at risk interrelationally where women 
can be sources of risk towards the children. It opens up for the relationship 
between mother and child can be seen as deviant and a source of risk for the 
child. 

Turning to the 2015 General Report, the discussed issues in the 2015 report 
marks a departure from the previous General Reports. It begins by describing 
the previous operational year as ‘a real stress test’, with the EU operating in 
‘crisis mode’, boosting the operational capacity of Frontex. Interestingly, 
when discussing these challenges, there is an identifiable linking of security 
issues and humanitarianism. The report focuses on issues such as returns of 
‘foreign fighters’ and the terror attacks in Paris, marking the issue of external 
threats to the EU as central and in need of operational advancements. At the 



76 

same time, operational advancements, and their need is also due to humani-
tarian aspects such as SAR (Search and Rescue) operations. Two other oper-
ational developments are interesting to note, as it marks relevant changes in 
the agency. The first is the conclusion of a framework for acquiring aerial 
surveillance services. This conclusion marks an increase both in the capacity 
and autonomy of the agency. The second issue is that Frontex cooperated with 
a military mission aimed at ‘dismantling the smuggling business model’ under 
the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) in an operation with the 
European Union Naval Force Mediterranean (EU NAVFOR Med). Operations 
such as these mark a defining shift for Frontex, where they are included not 
only in the areas of border patrolling but also in the CSDP in a new and clearly 
defined manner. 

Centred in the image 
(Picture 2.1.13) found in 
the 2015 General Report 
is a woman with three 
small children, all waiting 
in line to have their docu-
ments examined. On the 
left side is a man at the 
passport control showing 
his documents, and be-
hind the glass window are 
people standing. The text 
in relation to the image dis-
cusses two JO (Joint Operations) performed at BCPs, JO Alexis* with the op-
erational aim to “[…] enhance capabilities of EU airport border guards to de-
tect abuses when performing first line checks[…] (2015:26) and JO Pegasus** 
with the operational aim “[…] to support border checks at selected airports 
with specific skills in interviewing irregular migrants, with a focus on those 
whose profiles matched specific pre-identified threats” (2015:26).  

One can read the image as part of broader representations of the relation-
ship between parents and children and the modus operandi of traffickers in 
human beings. From there, one can identify a normalisation of separation of 
kinship in these situations through the diagnosis of an issue and the differen-
tiation between ‘irregular migrants’ and ‘bona fide’ travellers. By visually 
framing images of children in settings wherein the parents have failed in dif-
ferent ways, with border personnel stepping in as carers and guardians of these 

                                                   
* JO Alexis focused on operational capabilities at international airports. With two different op-
erations, Alexis I focused on detection and reaction of different criminal activities in transit 
areas. Alexis II focused on enhancing document expertise concerning passport control. 
** JO Pegasus supported border checks at selected airports. An objective of the operation was 
to increase knowledge about threats at specific EU airports. 

Picture 2.1.13 
(2015 General Report) 
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children, producing an uncertainty. Is the woman a parent travelling with her 
children, or is she a trafficker in human beings? These different points of con-
nection and ruptures in representation produce an understanding where it be-
comes essential for border personnel to enter as the provider of security and 
care. It simultaneously also produces potential deviance in the relationship 
between the woman and the children. 

Another image (Picture 2.1.14) in the 
2015 General Report is in the section for 
‘Return operations’, where the text dis-
cusses the processes, practical chal-
lenges, and cooperation in return opera-
tions undertaken during the year 2015. 
The picture is thematically similar to 
Picture 2.1.8 and Picture 2.1.13. The im-
age shows two adults, assumingly par-
ents, walking with a small child on a dirt 
road. They are walking towards a build-
ing surrounded by fences and barbed wire. 
Reading just the image, one could assume 
that the image shows two parents and their child arriving at a migration recep-
tion centre, possibly after a long journey. There is nothing in the image that 
fixate the situation as either being of people arriving in Europe, or people of 
people preparing to leave Europe. 

However, through the text, the image can instead be read as parents and a 
child making their way to be returned to their country of origin. It potentially 
alters the representations through the image. The text enables the image to be 
understood to represent a situation where a family is returning in a situation 
where risks and threats have become displaced. Salient in the image is also 
that no faces are visible, which anonymises the subjects in the image. This 
anonymisation, in turn, opens up the image and allows for the image to serve 
as a broader illustration for return operations conducted through Frontex as-
sistance. They are together, the child flanked by her parents, leaving together, 
and they are doing so by ‘free will’ as represented by them walking by them-
selves towards the building. This meaning, in return, frames the text and the 
understanding of return operations as families together returning to their coun-
try of origin in a setting that is un-dramatic. Here the role of parenthood seems 
to be at the forefront of the representation within a calm setting, which has the 
effect of producing a normalisation of these return operations. This scene de-
notes a break with the other images where parents are displaced or represented 
as sources of risks for children. The parents in this image enter into the role of 
carers, guardians and providers of security for the child, which in turn diffuses 
the problematic and risk-filled process of return operations to their country of 
origin. It is the image of a casual, anonymous and faceless family walking 
away from Europe.  

Picture 2.1.14 
(2015 General Report) 
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Picture 2.1.15, is from the 

2015 report titled 12 seconds to 
Decide, in Search of Excellence: 
Frontex and the Principle of Best 
Practice. The report includes a 
note to the reader explaining that 
the report delineates its working 
methods, overarching principles 
and aims to identify the best prac-
tices, but not to describe its work. 
The note also states that the re-
port is designed to express to the 
public the role of Frontex. As 
such, it differs from the other ma-
terial found. The report’s stated 
purpose is to give the public insight into the agency, to both ensure the pro-
tection of external borders and the protection of people present at borders.  

That the report is intended to invoke emotions can be seen in its title, ‘12 
seconds’, drawn from a paragraph found at the beginning of the report.  

An EU border guard has on average just 12 seconds to decide whether the trav-
eller in front of them is legitimate or not, or to assess if their documents are 
genuine. […] Those 12 seconds may also be the only time that a victim of hu-
man trafficking comes into contact with law enforcement authorities before 
they descend into the ‘underground’ where the darkest kinds of exploitation can 
occur. (2015:15) 

 
The quote highlights a paradox in interventions against people crossing the 

border ‘illegally’ while justifying interventions on account of humanitarian-
ism. 

An image from the 2015 report bears a striking resemblance to Picture 
2.1.8 in 2014. Similarly, the subjects shadowed, with a shining floor and large 
windows. There are several adults seated, and a single small child is standing 
by the large window staring out. While the images share a similar visual struc-
ture, the image in 2015 is framed textually on the following page discussing 
THB. The text states that ”The victims tend to be the weakest and most vul-
nerable – young women, children, the very poor” (2015:87). The image rein-
forces the text, with the loneliness of the child enhancing the exposure and 
vulnerability of children. People sitting down in the image juxtaposes the 

Picture 2.1.15 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excel-

lence: Frontex and the Principle of Best Prac-
tice) 
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standing child and highlights the vulnerability of the child in his or her lone-
liness. The textual framing suggests a risk for children, producing uncertainty 
about the child and its subject position in relation to the other people in the 
image. 

This scene reconnects to Picture 2.1.8, showing a similar situation, of peo-
ple present in what seems to be an airport. In Picture 2.1.15, however, the 
represented situation is one of risk rather than of safety. A representation that 
shares similar visual features can come to imply meanings that differ from the 
previous depictions of a similar scene. Risk and unease enter into spaces pre-
viously used to represent safety and correctness. A way of understanding this 
development is as an example of the issue of ‘risk towards children’ become 
situated as not only an issue between BCPs but also an issue at BCPs. It calls 
for new and increased practices of border control to not only discover the ones 
that are crossing the border between but also crossing at BCPs, to ensure the 
safeguarding of the rights and safety of children. 

Returning to a scene previously dis-
cussed in Picture 2.1.5, Picture 2.1.16 de-
picts the same two people found in 12 Sec-
onds to Decide. In Search of Excellence: 
Frontex and the Principle of Best Prac-
tice. Here the image is described as depict-
ing ”Migrants are given prompt medical 
attention on arrival on Lampedusa” 
(2015:105). A chapter on human rights 
follows the image, wherein Frontex states: 

 
 
 
 
 
Frontex understood from the outset the critical importance of upholding funda-
mental rights. This underlying principle was not always apparent to the public, 
however – and some even accused Frontex of being deliberately opaque in the 
way it operated, or even being driven by a secret anti-immigrant agenda. […] 
groups seemed to be queuing up to accuse Frontex of neglecting human rights. 
(2015:105) 

 
Frontex deploys what can be described as a counter-discourse against the 

work of Frontex, yet the subject the counter-discourse aimed at in the text is 
not included. The described criticisms become something that exists without 
being attributed to any specific source. One can understand this as a way of 
stabilising unstable and open-ended meshes. In the text, Frontex firmly dis-
cards the potential critique, making them seem illogical, improper, and un-
founded. 

Picture 2.1.16 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search 

of Excellence: Frontex and the 
Principle of Best Practice) 
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The placement of the Red Cross symbol in the images juxtaposes the quote 
above. The symbol of the Red Cross, representing saving lives and medical 
care, renders the critiques of Frontex in the quote invalid. The image also con-
tains the same disposition that visually displaces the child’s parents as we have 
seen previously. Through the symbol of the Red Cross and the medical back-
pack, they enable representations of border personnel as providers of care, 
comfort and security for children. It (re)produces the practice of border per-
sonnel entering into these spaces in a way that is necessary and common-
sense. 

2016 
In the Risk Analysis Report for 
2016, an image is found with fe-
male personnel in white protec-
tive gear and a life jacket leading 
a child, in a bright orange life 
jacket, near the railing on a boat. 
The relational aspect of the im-
age is made clear by the child 
following the personnel and the 
two seemingly holding hands. 

This image seems to represent 
interactions between personnel 
and children that are more akin to 
a parent’s casual interaction with their child. One the one hand, it opens up for 
the interaction to become normalised. At the same time, the contextual sur-
rounding of the image, of the boat, the sea, and no land in sight, indicates that 
something has happened. There are potential understandings of the situation 
that are outside the image but can be identified to have the potential to enter 
and disturb the representation. What has happened, why is the child at sea, 
where are the people? The ambiguity of the situation shows how images like 
these are not only enabling understandings of children, parents, and border 
personnel, and their relationship. The images can also be ambiguous and un-
stable, that can open up the images for other interpretations that can challenge 
that which has become displaced or openings closed.  

Conclusion 
In this chapter, looking at representations of children, it is possible to identify 
three primary positions. These are the child at risk, the parent as a source of 
risk or inadequate, and border personnel as providers of safety and care. 

Picture 2.1.17 
(2016 ARA) 
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Children become constructed in these scenes as a highly vulnerable group, 
seen in the material is that one can understand their position as representations 
of the subjects of security. It is in relation to children that issues of risk and 
unease become constructed. One of the more striking connections identified 
is the linkage between children and the risk of THB. There is a continuous 
(re)production of children as a group that would be highly vulnerable to THB. 
However, the text also acknowledges that it is hard to both detect and estimate. 
The production of the subject position of children as linked to THB enables a 
normalisation of a more profound commitment of Frontex to interventions at 
the border. One can understand this as an expression of a common-sense-logic 
that border personnel are to be engaged in the issue of THB and the risk it 
poses to children. However, the linkage between children and THB can also 
be identified to open up for risk, unease, and (in)security, in its ambiguous 
configuration. 

If children can be identified and understood as the subjects of security, the 
parents can be understood to be represented as the people without. If the chil-
dren can receive more of a detailed background in their depictions, the scenes 
confine parents to more passive roles. Seen in the representation of parents is 
that there is vacillation in their subject positions. Understanding the subject 
position of parents can only be done through the identification of their repre-
sented relationships. Firstly, there are illustrations of children and parents, 
such as Picture 2.2.8, these open up for uncertainty in the scenes. Asking why 
they are there, what is happening, how they have arrived here. Likewise, there 
are images of parents, children, and border personnel. These representations 
further fracture the bond between parents and children, with examples of how 
border personnel seemingly enter the role of primary caregiver or provider of 
something. These further enable the uncertainty in the subject positions of par-
ents.  

There are also scenes of children and parents, or of children, parents, and 
border personnel, which are further mediated by the textual material. It is pri-
marily in these that we can see how deviance in parents become produced. An 
early example of this is Picture 2.1.1, with the quote from Jozsef Bali stating 
that “It’s terrible. An adult can decide on his or her own life and say ‘I want 
something and I know the risk’. But not a child. So it’s the most awful and 
hated thing for me” (Beyond the Frontiers Frontex: The First Five Years 
2010:22). The visual representation of the child, coupled with the quote, fur-
ther fractures the relationship between parent and child. It opens up for parents 
crossing the border with children to become constructed as deviant and lack-
ing in the ability to care for their children. Here it is also important to note that 
other adults are not visually present in the image, their representation rests 
outside the image through textual statements. 

However, something that is paradoxical in the quote is that it speaks of 
THB. During the period, texts communicate THB as a threat to all who crosses 
(discussed further in Chapter 2.3). Here, the notion of all being at risk from 
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THB become fractured. The quote communicates understandings of victims 
of THB as adults as having made a choice, where they have decided that ‘I 
want something and I know the risk’. 

A similar example to Picture 2.1.1, of how the textual material allows for 
representations of parents as deviant in relation to their children, is Picture 
2.1.13. The image itself shows a woman and three children walking towards 
a BCP. The text, however, discusses two JOs performed at airports to detect 
‘abuses’ or ‘pre-identified threats’ that match specific profiles. The text does 
not define these ‘abuses’ or ‘pre-identified threats’. One can argue that this 
ambiguity enables the image to become interconnected to the unidentified 
risks and threats. Connecting subject positions of children with threats of 
THB, the image is opened up to represent a scene of risk, unease, and (in)se-
curity for children. It furthers the representation of the parent as deviant in 
different ways.  

The subject position of border personnel become connected to notions or 
functions of saving, providing care, and providing safety. As with the post-
structuralist theoretical commitments, one can understand the subject position 
primarily gaining meaning through systems of signs constructed relationally. 
These represented relationships can be seen in images of border personnel and 
children, or of border personnel, children, and parents. When border personnel 
are represented both in relation to children and parents, these roles are more 
uncertain. Border personnel can provide care and safety, as with Picture 2.1.3, 
where the presence of a police officer near the parents who are sleeping can 
enable an understanding of the scene as, while dire, still safe. One can identify 
this with Picture 2.1.6, of personnel seemingly examining a child sitting in a 
woman’s lap, or Picture 2.1.7, with border personnel lifting a child from a 
group of people on another boat. Scenes like these three offer more uncertainty 
to enter the image, of why they are present, and what is happening. They can 
enter roles that are primarily of giving care and providing security. 

Differently, however, are the examples of when border personnel and chil-
dren are represented relationally, with parents visually displaced. As with Pic-
ture 2.1.2 and 2.1.4, here the border personnel can enter into more of parental 
roles, of carrying the child, caring for it and becoming visual markers of the 
child’s safety. These subject positions of border personnel as entering into 
more defined roles of parental acts seem conditioned on the visual displace-
ment of parents in the images. 

Taken together, the subject positions and represented relationships between 
subject positions enable different understandings of (in)security and the bor-
der. What is opened up for, is an understanding of children of being at risk 
and the ‘subject of security’, with this representation of risk connected to par-
ents in different ways. As examples, it can either be through parents actions 
of crossing the border that is putting them at risk (through their lack of capac-
ity for caring), or through more insidious acts, such as THB or ‘abuses’ of 
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border crossings. The (in)security of children here opens up for the represen-
tation of the parents as the postcolonial subject. They become constructed as 
the subjects lacking, lacking the capacity to care for the children. Relational 
representations with border personnel reinforce the subject position of lack-
ing; signs serve to distinguish between subjects constructed in relation to each 
other. This lack of capability in parents allows for represented risks and threats 
towards the children, as their primary caregivers become constructed as not 
able to protect the children.  
  It is also the case that one can understand these subject positions as having 
productive aspects, in this case, concerning the understanding of borders. It 
enables representations of borders as spaces where (in)securities can be man-
aged. The border offers a space to respond to the represented risk towards 
children and separate between subjects of security and the sources of risks 
from the postcolonial subjects. It becomes a space where it is possible to con-
trol the situation. The personnel can separate the child from the potential 
source of risk or an (in)security to be managed (in the form of their primary 
adult caregivers or parents). 
 As seen in this chapter, there is a surprising degree of continuity in the 
(re)production of subjects and relationships over time. The subject positions 
of children and border personnel change little during the period while there is 
some vacillation in regards to the subject positions of parents. Identifiable in 
the material are examples of how discourses of risk, unease, (in)security, and 
borders can be continuous over time. One discontinuity identified over time is 
how the idea of ‘safe spaces’ can transform over time. An example of this is 
Picture 2.1.8 from 2014, of a space that seems to be an airport, juxtaposed to 
the practices of crossing between BCPs. In doing so, there is a representation 
enabled of a space safe for children. However, as seen with Picture 2.1.13 and 
2.1.15 (both from 2015), show examples of discontinuity in the representa-
tions of similar spaces over time. One can identify the spaces as similar, but 
whereas in 2014 the space became understood as a space of safety, in 2015 
the space is opened up to represent risk and open of for understandings of 
(in)security in the same spaces.  
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2.2 Representations of Border Personnel 

As seen in Chapter 2.1, representations of border personnel are imperative for 
how the issues at hand are understood. Border personnel have a strong bearing 
both on how the represented issues concerning children as well as the repre-
sented relationship between children and parents become understood. It was 
shown that representations of border personnel were central in how the situa-
tion and subject positions were made intelligible. Equally, it was shown that 
the meanings of border personnel were dependent on connecting to different 
subject positions concerning how they were understood. This insight draws 
attention to the depictions of border personnel. While the previous chapter 
examined border personnel and their relationship to children and parents, this 
chapter further explores representations of border personnel in the material 
 Engaging with the communications of border personnel is essential for sev-
eral reasons. As seen previously, the subject positions of border personnel help 
to frame, fixate and produce understandings of other events and positions. 
Furthermore, border personnel and their practices, as representatives of border 
control, offer insight into how Frontex presents itself, its actions, and issues 
concerning it. The theme of border personnel offers ways of identifying how 
risk, unease, (in)security are produced. Furthermore, it is a question of how 
the material, visually and textually, convey the management of these. 

Therefore, the chapter examines the subject positions in the material possi-
ble to identify in relation to border personnel. With what other subject posi-
tions is it possible to identify the represented border personnel? The chapter 
also engages the continuities and discontinuities identified over time in the 
representation of the subject position of border personnel. 

2010 
The 2010 ARA discusses the decrease in ‘illegal migration at the EU borders’, 
attributing this to two factors. The first is the global economic downturn, 
which reduced work opportunities in the EU for people crossing the border. 
The second is that a strengthened border control in places such as the Canary 
Island and Lampedusa provided a ‘strong deterrent’. However, these reduc-
tions, according to the ARA, also resulted in a higher risk of people crossing 
the border using ‘unfounded international applications’ as a way of entering 
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the EU. Furthermore, the report describes forged documents as a threat to the 
EU, arguing that “Unconfirmed identities undermine border controls and are 
a potential threat to the internal security of the EU, particularly if migrants are 
able to conceal a criminal or terrorist past” (2010:3). The represented issues 
identified in the 2010 ARA lean heavily towards threats related to border cross-
ings. 

Picture 2.2.1 is found in the 
2010 ARA. The caption informs 
us that people on the boat on the 
left are ‘illegal immigrants’ on a 
crowded boat identified in the 
southern Mediterranean.  

The same scene as in Picture 
2.2.1 is also seen in Picture 
2.2.2, this time in the 2010 report 
Beyond the Frontiers. Frontex: 
The First Five Years. Picture 
2.2.2 has its colours toned down, 
cropped, and refocused in a way 
that excludes much of the water. 
Both texts relating to Picture 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 identify people in the over-
crowded boat as ‘illegal’,  

However, Picture 2.2.2 also 
has a caption that describes peo-
ple as ‘illegal immigrants’, in-
formed by a statistical block in 
the right hand of the picture. Fur-
thermore, the caption informs us 
also that the persons on the boat 
are ‘survivors. In Beyond the 
Frontiers. Frontex: The First 
Five Years they are also de-
scribed as survivors. Picture 
2.2.2 is in a section that describes 
JO HERA II noting that 

The logistics involved in HERA II were daunting: moving personnel and equip-
ment from Europe, adapting operating procedures and machines, and setting up 
support infrastructure had to be done quickly and efficiently. But the hard work 
paid off and soon European and African officials were at sea together on each 
other’s vessels. (2010:34) 

 
The quote not only communicates an effectiveness and success of the or-

ganisation, it also communicates a set of daunting challenges that have been 

Picture 2.2.1 
(2010 ARA) 

Picture 2.2.2 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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responded to successfully. Picture 2.2.2 offer a way for these challenges and 
successes to be visualised. The description of HERA II continued through sev-
eral pages, concluding with:  

The interviews had another important benefit. As more information was re-
ceived, verified and analysed, it was possible to build a picture of the criminal 
infrastructure which had launched so many vulnerable people on a harsh and 
dangerous journey. As a result, a number of the unscrupulous ‘facilitators’ who 
took money from desperate people unaware of the dangers they faced were ar-
rested (2010:37) 
 

The descriptions and quotes connected to Picture 2.2.2 articulate the responses 
by Frontex through HERA II as not only successful in terms of logistics, the 
operation was also a success in the information obtained and resulting arrests. 

This combined success marks an ambivalent space between ‘illegality’ (un-
derstood as implying threat or risk) while at the same time representing people 
crossing the border as ‘survivors’ (understood as implying victimhood). Seen 
here in the descriptions of JO HERA II, the text describes some as at ‘risk’ 
from ‘facilitators’ (understood as further implying victimhood). On the one 
hand, they can be understood as ‘survivors’, opening an avenue for them to be 
understood as subjects to be included, through their position of victimhood. 
On the other hand, they are represented as ‘illegal’, opening up for a diagnosis 
of ‘deviation’, where they can be understood as disqualified, and subject to 
exclusion. It enables a space where people crossing the border can be under-
stood to exist simultaneously as both. The lack of differentiation in the text 
opens up for the people to become represented as between positions. They are 
not distinctly set in a binary opposition between good/bad but instead found 
to be in-between, opening up for a potential vacillation between positions.  

Continuing with situations 
similar to the two previous 
ones is Picture 2.2.3, also 
found in the same report. The 
image shows a bottle thrown 
from the boat with personnel to 
the other boat with people.  
 The text, reading ‘the fight 
against irregular immigration’ 
cohabits with the visual repre-
sentation of a bottle thrown in 
aid to the boat with people 
crossing the border. It frames a 
situation where the ‘fight against 
irregular immigration’ can co-
exist with the practices of helping people that are crossing the border. Several 

Picture 2.2.3 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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people are stretching their arms out, despite a caption of ‘A Helping Hand’ 
there is only a single bottle with which to help many people. This picture is 
also re-used in other settings. 
 Picture 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3 position people as passive, hardly able to 
move in the overcrowded boats and waiting to be approached by personnel in 
the other boats. Help can be given by either mooring the personnel boats with 
other boats or by throwing a bottle of water to people in the other boat. It is 
interesting to note a further conflict: the boats of the personnel, as with the 
water bottle, are not large enough to accommodate all the people. The scene 
and context enable an understanding for the reader of how outmatched border 
personnel are by overcrowded boats crossing the border due to this size dis-
parity.  

A theme identified that relates to Picture 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.are of border 
personnel in situations of response. These situations are either SAR-opera-
tions or interceptions where the focus lies primarily on the role of the person-
nel. There is a displacement of other people in the images. 

During the period studied, there are also many pictures of passports and 
documents examined in depth at BCPs. While the images show technological 
solutions, the primary actor in the scene are the personnel. They deploy dif-
ferent solutions to secure the identity of passengers or the authenticity of the 
documents that highlight the challenges posed to border personnel.  

Picture 2.2.4 from the 2010 
ARA shows a woman working at 
a computer with several pass-
ports laid out on a table at the 
front of the image. The caption 
states that there is an increased 
risk of impostor techniques de-
ployed at the border as a result of 
the increased use of biometric 
data in travel documents 
(2010:31).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.2.4 
(2010 ARA) 
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Generally, for the material, images are framed in ways so that the border 

personnel are consistently interacting with different artefacts. Picture 2.2.5, 
2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.2.8, and 2.2.9 are found in the report Beyond the Frontiers. 
Frontex: The First Five Years. As previously noted, in chapter 2.1, when dis-
cussing Picture 2.1.1, the report’s objective is state to be to communicate the 
history, growth, activities, and relevance of Frontex during its first five oper-
ational years. 

Picture 2.2.5 presents a situa-
tion where several border person-
nel are standing on a sea vessel in 
the foreground, a smaller boat 
seems to be in the process of being 
launched. There is a larger ship in 
the distant background that seems 
to be the reason for their actions. 
The image enables an understand-
ing of the scene as depicting an in-
terception in progress. 

Picture 2.2.6 depicts personnel 
on what appears to be a boat during 
an exercise. The coordination as-
pects of the exercise are enhanced in the image by the presence of personnel 
from different branches, represented by their differing uniforms. The caption 
reads “WORKING TOGETHER: air-maritime coordination training around 
Lampedusa Island” (2010:28). 

While being an exercise, the scene can be argued to offer two relevant read-
ings. The first is that it shows an organisational maturity achieved within the 

Picture 2.2.5 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first 

Five Years) 
 

Picture 2.2.6 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five Years) 
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first five years (as the report covers). Capacity-building has allowed for dif-
ferent branches to cooperate and ensure a high level of operational capacity at 
the border. The second is that, while being an exercise, it offers an understand-
ing of how an actual operation could potentially look like. This example is 
found during a period in time where the visual material produced by Frontex 
previously has been low and somewhat rudimentary.  

Turning to a different form of active response, are representations of per-
sonnel interacting with technological artefacts. Two pictures, 2.2.7 and 2.2.8 
are found in the 2010 report, both from the section on ‘Research & Develop-
ment’. 

The first image, Picture 
2.2.7, depicts a man in a field 
with a communication device 
hunched down next to the 
fixed-wing of a drone on a 
launching pad. In the picture is 
a text reading “For some people 
the name of the Research and 
Development Unit might at 
first conjure up images of sci-
entists in white laboratory coats 
conferring over the latest ex-
periment against a background 
of test tubes or whirring comput-
ers” (2010:52). The text on the 
next page discusses how Frontex, instead of having labs and scientists, “[…] 
have a group of highly qualified professionals who understand what is hap-
pening across a broad spectrum of relevant research. […] What this means in 
practice is that relevant research is not just followed, but also assessed for its 
value in the field” (2010:53). The quotes and the image articulate a subject 
position of active personnel that are at the forefront of technological research, 
following and implementing the results of their research in the field. It would 
seem that Frontex, in its early years, attempted to distance themselves from 
strictly technological and research-focused activities in lieu of more active 
participation in border control. This distancing enables representations of 
Frontex personnel and practices where just research or technology cannot dis-
place active practices in the field. The understanding of border control repre-
sented through these scientific developments enable framings of border con-
trol as value-neutral and impartial. 

Picture 2.2.7 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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The second image (Picture 2.2.8) depicts a man on the asphalt next to a 
field and a forest in the background. The man is walking towards a drone in 
the air with the caption reading “Unmanned Aerial Vehicles are tested for bor-
der surveillance purposes” (2010:56). In the background, the dense forest 
could be argued to exemplify one of the challenges for border control. It con-
nects to the question of how areas are to be managed and how to identify the 
people present in these spaces. Visually, the hovering surveillance drone of-
fers a potential solution to the challenges discussed by being able to fly above 
the treetops. The quote above the picture, from Edgar Beugles (Head of the 
Research and Development Unit), discuss the industries increased interest in 
Frontex’s activities as positive and that he is proud of the R&D team 
(2010:56). 

Both images enable positions of the R&D team as being in the middle 
ground between research and active practices. One could also understand that 
the industry’s increased interest in Frontex is contingent on Frontex’s opera-
tional activities. These operations offer settings to test technological solutions 
in active situations. It makes it relevant for Frontex to continually represent 
themselves as an active partner rather than engaging in purely technological 
solutions at this stage. The combination of activity and technology enable a 
position where Frontex and the personnel, through experiences, are authorised 
to speak and act. 

Technology also offers a way of creating a distance between border per-
sonnel and people crossing the border by the use of drones. Border personnel, 
through the spatial distance created by drone technology, are distanced from 
people in that they are less present in the physical space. This distance opens 
up for a detachment of border personnel from the physical bodies and emo-
tional experience of people crossing borders. Instead, technological solutions 

Picture 2.2.8 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five Years) 
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enter that space. The physical interaction between border personnel and peo-
ple crossing the border become mediated, or replaced, by artefacts understood 
as value-neutral or impartial.  
 One representation of more 
low-tech border control is Pic-
ture 2.2.9, with a man with black 
gloves using what seems to be a 
flashlight to examine a truck. 
The quote in the picture reads 
“Effective border control is not 
only about having the most effi-
cient organisational structure 
with the best people and the lat-
est equipment. All the essential 
elements are of little use if they 
cannot be in the right place at the 
right time” (2010:58).  

Early on in the material stud-
ied, the need for personnel at BCPs and between BCPs are made central, ar-
guing that effective border is impossible without enough personnel. This ar-
gument enables a subject position inhabited by border personnel represented 
as central actors responsible for implementing control at or between BCPs, 
giving primacy to personnel acting over the deployment of a variety of instru-
ments. It is also interesting to note that Picture 2.2.1-2.2.9 are all from the 
same report. Read together, they can be understood to introduce not only is-
sues facing Frontex in their work but also to a repertoire of actions and capa-
bilities that are at Frontex’s disposal. 
 

2011 
The 2011 ARA notes that the decrease of people crossing the border discussed 
in the 2010 ARA has now stabilised to a steady flow. While not discussing 
specific potential risks as the 2010 ARA, the 2011 ARA notes that while border 
crossings through the Western and Central Mediterranean areas have de-
creased, the Eastern section (primary Greece-Turkey) has increased. The main 
issues discussed in the 2011 report focus on managerial and administrative 
challenges, noting that the increases in ‘regular passenger flows’ will, in turn, 
increase the workload for border personnel. Furthermore, the 2011 ARA notes 
that the increase in registered traveller programmes (RTP) would facilitate 
flows for ‘bona fide’ passengers. Furthermore, the RTP “[…] will put addi-
tional emphasis on risk analysis-driven border checks in order to ensure the 
smooth flow of legitimate passengers” (2011:6). While the 2010 ARA focused 

Picture 2.2.9 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first 

Five Years) 
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more on threats (as discussed with Picture 2.2.1), the 2011 ARA leans more 
towards issues of risk, unease, and the management of (in)security. 

Representations of low-tech 
practices of border control can 
also be seen in the 2011 ARA, as 
here with Picture 2.2.10. The im-
age shows two persons in what 
seems to be a hill. On the right, a 
person is standing by a stone 
wall seemingly with a pair of 
binoculars. In the background is 
a second person leaning on a car 
also with binoculars. Behind 
them on the left side is a fence 
and, on the right side, a vast area 
of mountains. The caption of the 
picture informs that this is a “Patrol at the Greece-Albania border”.  

The picture is found in the section “Circular migration from Albania to 
Greece”, indicating that the image represents a scene where the patrol is look-
ing for people crossing the border. The vast background dwarfs the two people 
patrolling the area. This is also reinforced by the text noting that ”The fact that 
Albanian migrants can easily, cheaply and repeatedly attempt to illegally cross 
the border with Greece […] form pull factors for these migrants that are 
largely resilient to strengthened border controls” (2011:18). The textual de-
scription of people as resilient to actions of strengthened border control is rel-
evant to note. It denotes people at the border as both resistant and flexible 
towards border control, calling into need continuous work and development 
by border personnel. The represented scenario in Picture 2.2.10 can be under-
stood to communicate challenges in two ways. The first is of the geographical 
challenge, it depicts a large area that is to be controlled, seemingly, by two 
people. The second challenge relates to the ascribed qualities of Albanians 
crossing the border framed as ‘largely resilient to strengthened border con-
trols’. Thus, the scenario represents not only a challenge in that a large area is 
to be controlled but also the issue that strengthened border control is seem-
ingly not enough to solve the issue at hand. 

Three ambiguities are worth noting in the image. The first is that the image 
does not describe or show whether the patrol is from Greece or Albania. The 
second is that it opens up for questions of how the border patrol is conducted, 
are the persons in the picture alone or are they working as a team? The repre-
sented scene communicates solitude, which would call into question how ef-
fectively border control would be managed through this practice if they were 
indeed alone. The third is that the image questions how the space at the border 
and the people present are understood. How would one, from such a distance, 

Picture 2.2.10 
(2011 ARA) 
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differentiate between people crossing the border, or for example, people hik-
ing in the mountains? It implies a situation where Albanians present in this 
space are all potentially understood as people who are crossing the border. 

It is possible to read Picture 2.2.10 against the previous images of Picture 
2.2.5-2.2.8. While Picture 2.2.5-2.2.8 showed a great deal of capacity in rising 
to the challenges described, the visual framing Picture 2.2.10 with two per-
sonnel, a car, and two binoculars, with the valley and mountains in the back-
ground produces a divergence of capacities and challenges. As with some of 
the other images, the visual marker of a border is not present. The representa-
tion of a border is made through textual framings of an issue and with the 
inclusion of a person that is understood as a border personnel. 

Continuing with images found in 
the material that represents the prac-
tice of low-tech border control is 
Picture 2.2.11 in the 2011 FRAN 
Q2. Border personnel at the Polish 
border examines documents of a 
passing car. The picture itself is 
from 2008, as evidenced by the cop-
yright mark. The border personnel 
standing by the car seem to be ex-
amining several passports. The 
owners of these passports are not 
visible in the image. The section for 
the picture is ‘4.4 Refusals of Entry’. 
The caption informs the reader that the Polish border had the highest number 
of entry refusals of all Member States and that Ukrainian nationals where the 
ones most often refused (2011:26). Combining the image with the text, it en-
ables an understanding of the scene as representing the process of possible 
refusal of one or several persons. This possibility allows for a risk to enter into 
the image, the image becomes an exemplification of how the mundane task 
for passport control can become central for managing different risks at the 
BCP. 

2012 
Picture 2.2.12 is from the 2012 General Report. The foreword, by then Exec-
utive Director Ilkka Laitinen, touches on a few developments over the opera-
tional year that contextualises the report and as well as the operations of Fron-
tex. The first is the development in Fundamental Rights, with the establish-
ment of a ‘Consultative Forum on Fundamental Rights and the appointment 
of a Fundamental Rights Officer. Both developments mark an increased atten-
tion to the issues of Fundamental Rights. The texts describe EUROSUR as 

Picture 2.2.11 
(2011 FRAN Q2) 
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central for the development and future of border control. What is most inter-
esting is the discussion on budgetary constraints for Frontex during 2012. The 
foreword notes that ”If the previous year will be remembered for the Arab 
Spring and the operational challenges those events presented for Frontex. 
2012 was marked by new budgetary constraints and the genuine challenges 
that such changes bring. But the stricter financial environment also came 
within the context of new roles and responsibilities” (2012:5). One can under-
stand the last statement as a development in how the agency describes chal-
lenges. The 2011 Arab Spring and the challenges to border control that it 
posed become equated with the issue of budgetary constraints. Through this, 
one can read that issues concerning people crossing the border become de-
scribed as posing a risk to border management in different ways. These issues 
are both from an external point (people entering) and an internal point (budg-
etary constraints). 

Returning to the representa-
tions of low-tech border con-
trol, Picture 2.2.12 from the 
2012 General Report depicts 
three border personnel at a 
BCP. The border personnel are 
interacting with people in the 
car with the border personnel 
in the middle holding a pass-
port. The picture, taken in 2012, is 
located in a section of the report 
titled ‘Operational Activities’. The section discusses the reduced budget in 
2012 in comparison to 2011, and its reduced ability to increase its operational 
days. Furthermore, the passage discusses the ‘Syria crisis’ “[…] in terms of 
providing knowledge of the situation and likely developments at strategic and 
operational levels” (2012:18).  

Picture 2.2.12 
(2012 General Report) 
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2013 
Picture 2.2.13 and Picture 2.2.14 
are both found in the 2013 report 
on ‘Fundamental Rights’. Picture 
2.2.13 depicts a sinking rubber 
boat with people. The foreground 
shows several people in the water 
and empty life vests floating 
nearby. Behind the sinking boat is 
a boat with border personnel. 
Some of the people that are repre-
sented as crossing the border are 
already in the boat belonging to 
the border personnel. One person 
is jumping towards the boat with 
two of the personnel reaching out 
towards people.   

In this scene, border personnel 
gain an increased sense of agency 
concerning the people in need of 
help, border personnel are both 
helping the people in the water, by 
reaching and helping the, while also aiding the people standing in the back of 
the boat. The active personnel are contrasted with the passive position of peo-
ple already saved, standing in the background of the boat. Two positions con-
cerning people crossing the border can be drawn out from the uncontextual-
ised picture, the one of victim or passive bystander, or both. The understand-
ing of border personnel as active responders in these images become condi-
tioned on the role of the passive victim. Both these roles of active and passive 
are made intelligible through a textual and visual juxtapositioning between the 
active position of border personnel and the passive position of the represented 
bodies, handled almost like objects. If the bodies represented as passive are 
not present or made intelligible, the role of the active border personnel is more 
likened to responding to an external threat towards the EU for example. 

As discussed, the image communicates a situation of active border person-
nel trying to save persons at sea. This action is contrasted by people in the 
water and on the sinking boat, producing an understanding of victimhood and 
risks for people crossing borders — images such as this one also aids in fram-
ing Frontex’s activities as highly relevant and acute.  

Picture 2.2.13 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Border 

Guards) 
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An image found in the same manual 
is Picture 2.2.14. The image is used as 
the front cover for module 1 “Funda-
mental rights in relation to border 
guarding”. The image shows a border 
kiosk at a BCP with a woman in a head-
scarf standing outside the kiosk. The 
border personnel is handling a passport 
(presumably hers) with several other 
passengers standing in the background.  
  While uncontextualised through a 
caption or a description of the scene, 
the picture is in connection to a module 
whose stated objective is to ”[…] intro-
duce fundamental rights and develop 
awareness of the importance of funda-
mental rights in border guarding” 
(2013:24).  

Through the text, the scene can be un-
derstood as a representation of practices of border control where the focus is 
on both ensuring and safeguarding the fundamental rights of people while also 
conducting efficient and proper border control. The creates a duality in the 
representation of border control, their role is to equally patrol and control bor-
ders as well as adhere to the fundamental rights of people. 

2014 
Picture 2.2.15 is reused in the 2014 
ARA here (Picture 2.2.15). As noted in 
Chapter 2.1 with Picture 2.1.8, the 
2014 ARA focuses on ‘document 
fraud’ as a central issue for border 
control.  

The focus in Picture 2.2.15 is on 
the border personnel examining the 
document. Removed from the image 
is the woman previously present in 
Picture 2.2.14. Focus here is on the 
representation of border personnel 
conducting manual checks at the bor-
der. Both the caption and the text next to the picture discusses the challenges 
posed to first-line officers by new documents where it is harder to detect ‘doc-
ument fraud’. 

Picture 2.2.14 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Bor-

der Guards) 
 

Picture 2.2.15 
(2014 ARA) 
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The difference between images and the meanings produced through them 
are poignant, the framing of the 2014 image is as a challenge to border per-
sonnel to identify fraudulent documents. Visually, this is done by cropping or 
focusing the scene and anonymising the holder of the document. This situation 
is also framed as a potential risk with border checks as an uncertain or inade-
quate defence against sophisticated fraudulent behaviour at the border. The 
subject position of the personnel in the 2013 report, as an agent adhering to 
fundamental rights, has in 2014 changed to an understanding of border per-
sonnel as defending (despite severe challenges to capacity) the EU against 
‘document fraud’. 

The example of Picture 2.2.14 and 2.2.15 show how the same image be-
come (re)articulated in two different situations is also relevant as it identifies 
a trend of scenes depicting active border personnel at BCPs over time. There 
are seldom any people crossing the border present in images, the subjects (bor-
der personnel) are not represented relationally with the travellers. Instead, the 
representation of border personnel is often in relationships with each other or 
artefacts such as documents, technology, or equipment. It enables an under-
standing of the represented relationships in these spaces as mediated through 
artefacts that come to represent people crossing the border. One of the few 
instances of scenes indicating an interaction between border personnel and 
visible or identifiable travellers is the one in Picture 2.2.14, which is in 2013.  

From 2014 and onwards, however, there is an increase in the number of 
pictures of border personnel and travellers together where the focus still is on 
the representations of active border personnel. While an increase, it is not pos-
sible to determine if this the result of an increased focus on the issue or an 
increase in the total number of images in the material. 

Picture 2.2.16, spread over 
two pages, depicts a member 
of border personnel sitting on 
a quad bike at sunset. There 
are few visual identifications, 
as the image is darkened by 
shadows, with mountains seen 
in the background. The inclu-
sion of artefacts such as vehi-
cles can be seen to communi-
cate activity, it offers an inter-
pretation that personnel are 
ready to act at a moment’s no-
tice upon detecting something 
out of the ordinary.  

Picture 2.2.16 shares similarities with Picture 2.2.10 with one or two bor-
der personnel standing against the backdrop of a vast area. Picture 2.2.16 
opens up for an interpretation of challenges through the contrasting singular 

Picture 2.2.16 
(2014 General Report) 
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person against a vast background. The interpretation can be that border per-
sonnel are ready to act (and are still competent). However, the scene can also 
open up for a sense of uncertainty in what the border personnel can achieve in 
such a large geographical area. 

2015 
As noted in Chapter 2.1 when dis-
cussing Picture 2.1.13, the 2015 
General Report describe the large 
flow of people across the borders as 
a ‘stress test’ that were ‘stretching 
the limits of national EU actors’ ca-
pabilities.  

In line with this theme, Picture 
2.2.17 is an image of a chaotic and 
crowded train and train station. Peo-
ple are standing on the platform 
with some appearing to be climbing 
out of the windows. However, this 
is still a scene of control and safety 
where, despite the chaos, people are 
not facing death risks.  

It is possible to identify 
the same visual structure as 
Picture 2.2.17 in both Pic-
ture 2.2.18 and 2.2.19. Pic-
ture 2.2.18 depicts a dra-
matic scene with two border 
personnel interacting with 
passengers on a bus. Centred 
is a crying child who is held 
by a woman, the woman 
seems to be reaching out to 
the border personnel on the 
bus. On the right-hand side of 
the picture are two cameras 
photographing the event. The text connected to the picture gives no specific 
contextual setting for the image. However, the passage ‘2.1 the situation at the 
external borders in 2015’ informs the image as being from this period in time.  
One can in this instance understand the bus as an artefact that holds a symbolic 
meaning of organisation in a way that differs from representations of boats or 
‘clandestine migration’. It opens enables an interpretation of the situation as 

Picture 2.2.17 
(2015 General Report) 

Picture 2.2.18 
(2015 General Report) 
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an organised one that might have been sanctioned by the receiving country 
with journalists or photographers given prior information about the event. 

Showing similarities with Picture 
2.2.17 and 2.2.18 is Picture 2.2.19, 
showing several police officers wearing 
face-masks entering a train. The picture 
is without any contextualisation and the 
scene seem to be the same as the front 
page of the same report. 

As opposed to the two previous pic-
tures (2.2.17 and 2.2.18) discussed, the 
personnel (or police) are in focus. Mark-
ing a break with the two previous pic-
tures are also the inclusion of face-
masks. The face-masks can be under-
stood to indicate an undefined health risk 
that calls for the personnel to wear them. 
Only men are present in the image.  

Combined, these three images (2.2.17, 
2.2.18 and 2.2.19), all similar in their 
structure, communicate border personnel 
as engaging in meeting and controlling people who entered the EU during 
2015. The represented scenes articulate a high-pressure situation that is ade-
quately managed by border personnel. The images open up for a reading and 
interpretation where the EU and Frontex have faced an unprecedented chal-
lenge to border control and have risen to the challenge. All three images are 
of either trains or busses, artefacts that open up avenues for these images to 
function as representations of active responses both by border personnel and, 
in extension, by member states.  

Picture 2.2.17, 2.1.18 and 2.2.19 differ extensively from images of boats 
or ‘clandestine migrants’, where the number of people is fewer and the situa-
tions much more chaotic and disorganised. They can, as such, be understood 
as illustrations of Frontex responding to not only a crisis but also providing an 
adequate and humane response. Represented situations like these also enable 
understandings of a mass of people who are controlled and handled by a few 
border personnel. It positions the potential chaos of the mass of people cross-
ing the border against the control conditioned on the presence of the border 
personnel.  

Picture 2.2.19 
(2015 General Report) 
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One image (Picture 2.2.20) 
also found in the same report, 
shows a small dinghy mooring a 
larger ship. One could read the 
image to depict the last steps of 
either an intervention or a SAR, 
with people in the small dinghy 
driven by personnel helped on 
board to the larger ship. This sec-
tion of the General Report also 
discusses the challenges of the in-
creased pressure on external bor-
ders, stating that “Migrants were 
incoming, in huge numbers, in overloaded and/or unseaworthy boats regard-
less of the weather conditions, which triggered the need for search and rescue 
activities” (2015:17). The image could be interpreted as open as there is little 
information or context in the scene to suggest what is happening. The quote, 
however, produces a discursive closure of the image, it is a representation of 
a SAR-operation. What is interesting is that there is a similarity between this 
image and the three previously discussed images. All four indicate a challenge 
of ‘huge numbers’ or operational challenges, yet all simultaneously show a 
resolute and calm response from the border personnel when handling the peo-
ple crossing the border.  

Two examples of the increased number of pictures depicting border per-
sonnel engaged in active surveillance, interception or SAR are found once 
again in the 2015 report titled 12 Seconds to Decide. In Search of Excellence: 
Frontex and the Principle of Best Practice.  

The first image, Picture 
2.2.21, show the FSC (Frontex 
Situation Centre) in Warsaw, Po-
land. Operators are sitting in 
front of computers. In front of 
the computers are four larger 
screens, the one closest visual-
ises a map of Europe, and with 
the two other maps seemingly 
visualising specific zoned-in ar-
eas. The text next to the image 
states that “The ever-changing wall 
maps give the FSC team a pano-
ramic overview of the continent, and 
what is happening on its external frontiers” (2015:40).  

What is salient about this image is that it firstly highlights that personnel 
far away from the EU border can gain a clearer picture through technological 

Picture 2.2.20 
(2015 General Report) 

Picture 2.2.21 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excel-

lence: Frontex and the Principle of Best 
Practice) 
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solutions. Secondly, through these technological solutions, a framing of the 
border can be produced that positions the personnel at FSC as being at the 
border and the images that they receive as parts of the border. Regardless of 
them not physically being at the border, one can understand their function in 
relation to borders as enabling representations and understandings of a border.  
A final note on this image is that it also makes surveillance technology seem, 
not only effective but also, as the most logical development of border control. 
This positioning calls to mind the contrast with border personnel at the border 
with relatively low-tech binoculars scanning vast areas in solitude. The FSC 
team are represented as having high-tech resources at their disposal in order 
to be able to scan vast areas from their situation room efficiently.  

Similar to the previous scene is an image (Picture 2.2.22) from the same 
report. It depicts personnel sitting in a Thermo-Vision Van (TVV) looking at 
a screen. On the screen is a picture of two people either standing near or cross-
ing what seems to be a field. The image enables an understanding of efficiency 
and capacity for border personnel where one person in a van can identify two 
people through the thermo-vision camera. The text describes the operational 
and economic benefits of the deployment of TVVs and predicts that their use 
will only increase in the future (2015:53). 

Representations of border personnel operating high-tech surveillance 
equipment open up for understandings of border personnel activities as intrin-
sically linked to people crossing the border while being spatially removed. 

Picture 2.2.22 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of Best 

Practice) 
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We now turn to Picture 2.2.23 (from 2015) previously discussed as Picture 
2.2.13. This time the picture is found in the report 12 Seconds to Decide. In 
Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of Best Practice. The main 
difference from 2013 is the deployment of the images, and their context* Pic-
ture 2.2.23 is in a chapter titled, “On any day in Europe: at the sea border”. 
The text introduces a Captain Nicholas, beginning by noting that “Captain 
Nicholas and his three-man crew are, unsurprisingly, exhausted. […] [due to 
changing practices of border crossing] the local operational area has just been 
doubled, to 140 km of coastline. And yet they still have only four Coastal 
Patrol boats (CPBs) at their disposal” (2015:111, 113). The quote emphasises 
the challenges posed to border personnel at the external sea border between 
Greece-Turkey. The text continues by reiterating the challenges faced by the 
border personnel: “Despite his professionalism, and the obvious pride he takes 
in his work, not all is well with the captain, or with his colleagues. […] ‘All 
our boats and our crews are overworked’ say the captain. ‘salaries are down 
35 percent. We are undermanned, and spare parts for the boats are in short 
supply’” (2015:113). Both quotes above are present in the text before the pic-
ture, providing a distinct understanding and narrative of the border personnel 
and their challenges. The narrative is one of border personnel working tire-
lessly, against odds, against economic and operational restraints. The scene 
represents border personnel as engaging in a dangerous scenario, ill-equipped 
and underpaid. The communication of the scene opens up for a more empa-
thetic representation of the personnel. 

                                                   
* This scene will be covered in Chapter 2.4 Representations of Risks and Threats Towards the 
EU.  

Picture 2.2.23 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of 

Best Practice) 
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However, interesting is also how the text highlights the role of Frontex. In 
a section, it states that ”The coast guard acknowledge that the external support 
of Frontex in these dire economic circumstances has been critical. The cap-
tain’s patrol boat, for instance, is one of several such Greek Coast Guard ves-
sels that are co-financed by Frontex […]” (2015:114). Through the text Fron-
tex is not only present as a rapporteur or coordinator of border control, Frontex 
is a central actor in border control. 

2016 
All pictures in 2016, Picture 2.2.24-30, are found in the 2016 ARA. The sum-
mary of the 2016 ARA begins by returning to the experiences of 2015 (previ-
ously discussed in the 2015 General Report). The 2016 ARA notes that most 
routes have either been stable or experienced slight decreases except for the 
Eastern Mediterranean route, which reported over 800,000 detections 
(2016:6). The issues highlighted in 2016 are multifaceted. They are opera-
tional challenges like widened surveillance areas, a need for more SAR-oper-
ations, lack of reception facilities, and the lack of expertise for detecting ‘non-
typical travel documents’.  

The lack of expertise in detecting non-typical travel documents can be con-
nected to other issues described in the report summary. First is the issue of 
people crossing the border using either ‘fraudulent’ documents, no identifica-
tion, or claiming a different nationality (such as claiming a Syrian nationality 
as exemplified in the summary). This practice is framed as a risk to the EU, 
stating that “[…] there is a risk that some persons representing a security threat 
to the EU may be taking advantage of this situation” (2016:8). The second is 
a connection made between the Paris attacks in November 2015 and migration 
flows, stating that “The Paris attacks in November 2015, clearly demonstrated 
that irregular migratory flows could be used by terrorists to enter the EU” 
(2016:7). Both issues relate to the operational capacity of Frontex, enabling 
understandings that failures in these areas can lead to security threats to the 
EU. There are also descriptions of the physical risks experienced by border 
personnel in the report, noting that “The unprecedented number of detections 
of illegal border-crossing has also led to a surge in violent incidents along the 
EU’s external borders. People smugglers, motivated by profit, increasingly 
put migrants’ lives at risk and even threaten border personnel to recover boats 
or escape apprehension” (2016:8). Here the increased flows of people crossing 
the border become connected to economic incentives that in turn, produce a 
further risk for border personnel. 
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The first image discussed, Picture 

2.2.24, depicts Portuguese border person-
nel in a boat with one hand on the steering 
wheel and the other holding a radio. Not 
much is identifiable in the picture apart 
from this, there is no background and the 
primary focus is on the personnel. Alt-
hough the image is uncontextualised, a 
preface by Frontex’s Executive Director 
Fabrice Leggeri follow. The preface begins 
by stating that ”The year 2015 was unprec-
edented for the EU and its external borders, 
with 1.8 million detections of illegal entries 
associated with an estimated one million 
individuals. Unlike almost any other year 
since World War II, the scenes of chaos and 
the tragic images of those who have lost 
their lives have sharpened the focus on mi-
gration issues” (2016:5). 

One way of understanding Picture 2.2.24 is as a representation of the entire 
year, with border personnel riding towards challenges. The image and the text 
produce a contrast to an anonymous mass of people crossing the border 
whereas the border personnel represented is a clearly defined individual.  

A similar visual structure (as 
Picture 2.2.1-3) can be found in 
Picture 2.2.25. The image is in 
section ”2. Summary” of the 
2016 ARA. It depicts a boat with 
two border personnel mooring 
another boat. The boat, with 
only two border personnel, is 
visually contrasted by the over-
crowded second boat. Border 
personnel dressed in yellow 
safety gear is throwing a life jacket towards the other boat. There is no specific 
contextualisation of the image. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.2.24 
(2016 ARA) 

 

Picture 2.2.25 
(2016 ARA) 
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Pictures of people in boats 

continue in Picture 2.2.26. In the 
front of the picture there are peo-
ple sitting in a boat, backs turned 
to the camera while looking at 
the large ship Godetia in the 
background. The size of the ship 
dwarfs people in the small rubber 
vessel, even though they are in 
the forefront.  

As opposed to previous im-
ages shown, the inclusion of the 
large ship exhibits the capacity of 
Frontex. It is possible to read this in relation to the increased pressures, chal-
lenges and deaths discussed in the foreword by Frontex, the large ship repre-
sents resource capacity and seriousness. There are no border personnel present 
in the image. However, the large ship indicates a presence of border personnel 
without necessarily being visually included in the image. One can understand 
this as an example of how understandings of artefacts (such as boats) can enter 
into the scene to become understood as representations of border personnel. 

We now turn to situations 
where external border control 
could not uphold the border. An 
instance of this can be found in 
an image (Picture 2.2.27) in the 
2016 ARA, in a section named 
”6.2 Border authorities not 
equipped to deal with large 
flows” (2016:42). The image 
shows two personnel sitting be-
hind a wooden desk by the side 
of a road. In front of the desk are 
three people, several more are in a 
queue stretching beyond the frame of the image. The caption of the picture 
states that “It is not always possible to conduct thorough check due to time 
pressure to register migrants” (2016:43). 

Here it can be argued that the lack of managerial capacity affects the pro-
cesses of differentiation between groups of people crossing the border, if peo-
ple are not registered, they cannot be defined and differentiated. The repre-
sented issue can be understood as opening up for a way to understand the mass 
of people as a potential source of risk, unease, and (in)security in need of man-
agement. This challenge reiterates the issues stated in the summary of the 2016 

Picture 2.2.26 
(2016 ARA) 

 

Picture 2.2.27 
(2016 ARA) 
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ARA, that ”[…] there is a risk that some persons representing a security threat 
to the EU may be taking advantage of this situation” (2016:8). 

The statement, combined with the image, could be understood as a repre-
sentation of a scenario where it is not possible to uphold the external borders. 
There is an enactment of a secondary borderscape supposed to fill the function 
of the first border. The personnel in the image, handling artefacts such as the 
identification documents of people standing by the desk, become the primary 
representatives for this action. It produces an understanding of a border in flux 
that can be (re)produced in other spaces. It also makes internal controls seem 
central in countering risks while at the same time reinforcing the need for the 
external border. 

Returning to pictures of boats 
is Picture 2.2.28, showing the 
same scene as Picture 2.2.25, the 
image depicts a boat with two 
personnel mooring a boat with 
people. The number of life jack-
ets worn by people on the boat to 
the right indicates that Picture 
2.2.28 was taken at a later stage 
than Picture 2.2.25. People on 
the other boat are reaching for the 
life vest. The caption informs that 
the pictures are from a SAR during 
Operation Triton by the Belgian Vessel Godetia, and that ”[…] several thou-
sand lives have been saved” (2016:47). Picture 2.2.28 is in a section with the 
heading ”6.4 Preventing causalities at the border”. Specifically connected to 
the image is the subsection “Several thousand lives have been saved”. 

Both scenes, with the active position of border personnel throwing some-
thing of importance and potentially life-saving to people in the other boat, 
show similarities that links them to the previous three images (Picture 2.2.1-
3) discussed. The text, combined with the image, produce an understanding 
where the border personnel can be understood to represent security at sea for 
people crossing the border. At the same time, the risks that contrast this secu-
rity is not defined. It is instead that risk is the opposite of the ‘several thousand 
lives have been saved’. The actions of people crossing the border are still un-
derstood as ‘illegal’, marking a continuation from the representations in 2010 
previously discussed. However, identifiable in 2016 is that there is a stronger 
emphasis on the practices of SAR and other ways of providing care and secu-
rity for people crossing the border. This emphasis marks a change over time 
whereby the role of the border personnel become represented more in line with 
humanitarian tasks. 

Picture 2.2.28 
(2016 ARA) 
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An essential displacement in the communications of SAR and other hu-
manitarian practices is the number of lives lost. Frontex notes that it is ‘daunt-
ingly difficult’ to estimate the deaths (or as Frontex terms them, ‘fatalities’), 
and draws their figures from bodies recovered or IOM estimates (2016:46). It 
is possible to trace a growing focus on ‘lives saved’ in the material over time. 
However, there are simultaneously ambivalence in the focus, while Frontex 
claim the rescue of ‘several thousand’, it is not clearly defined what constitutes 
as ‘saved life’ in contrast to ‘interceptions’ that could constitute acts of repres-
sion. One can, in turn, understand this process as displacing the deaths of peo-
ple crossing the border. At the same time, practices of border personnel rep-
resented as positive, such as ‘saving’ people crossing the border, are put forth. 
It opens up an avenue to separate the practices of Frontex from people dying 
at sea while concomitantly connecting Frontex to the positive connotation of 
‘saving’. This connection turn, potentially obfuscates the difference between 
SAR and interceptions. It represents Frontex as active, capable and determined 
to save lives while offering a way for death and repression of information to 
be obscured. 

Conclusion 
This chapter has engaged in the subject positions and represented relationships 
concerning representations of border personnel. Identified here are two sub-
ject positions that are prominent, border personnel and the people crossing 
borders. Border personnel are found to be constructed in several different po-
sitions. However, they can be understood in two distinct and general ways that 
construct understandings of them and their practices. The first is that of pro-
viders of security, safety, or order for the EU, of controlling the represented 
borders in ways that is imperative for the EU. The other is that of providers of 
security or humanitarian assistance for people crossing the border. Identified 
in the material is that these two positions are not competing positions but ra-
ther positions that can coexist. It is not to say that this coexistence is unprob-
lematic or harmonious. Other representations of subject positions and relation-
ships allow for the subject positions of border personnel to coexist and dis-
place paradoxes. 

The other subject position found in this chapter is that of the people cross-
ing the border. Identified here is that, when engaging in the representation of 
border personnel, the people crossing the border become more represented as 
groups than individuals. One can understand the communication of people 
crossing the border, in these instances, as more of a projection surface that 
enables specific representations of meanings of borders and events that are to 
be controlled. These representations can in part both add to the representation 
of people crossing the border as anonymous as well as in part, opening up for 
them to be understood rather as objects to be managed. 
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One of the primary represented relationships found when engaging in rep-
resentations of border personnel is that between border personnel and the peo-
ple crossing the border. In these represented relationships it is possible to iden-
tify two strands that often emerge. The first is that of border personnel and 
people crossing the border that are represented concerning risks or threat, as 
with Picture 2.2.1. Alternatively, as border personnel acting as providers of 
humanitarian assistance, as with Picture 2.2.3, 2.2.13, 2.2.18, 2.2.20 or 2.2.23.  

However, there is a paradoxical situation with these represented relation-
ships. Picture 2.2.24-2.2.30 exemplifies these paradoxical situations with il-
lustrations of reactions to threats from people crossing the border and simul-
taneously carrying out humanitarian missions towards the very same people. 
All pictures were found in the 2016 ARA, which, as previously engaged with, 
states that ‘some persons presenting a security threat to the EU may be taking 
advantage of the situation’. A statement exemplifies this with the Paris attacks 
in 2015 that would show that ‘irregular migratory flows could be used by ter-
rorists’ (2016:7-8). From the textual exemplification of people crossing the 
border, it is possible to understand that these texts enable representations and 
understandings that constitute all people who cross the border as a potential 
source of risk and threat. This opening can be found in the visual representa-
tions as well, marking representations of relationships whereby the border per-
sonnel are interacting with people crossing the border. The people crossing 
the border can simultaneously be a source of risk and a source of intervention 
on humanitarian grounds. The paradoxical situation of border personnel re-
sponding to threats and providing humanitarian assistance is displaced by the 
ambiguous and vacillating subject position of people crossing the border. Both 
of these represented relationships enable border personnel to be understood as 
serving two central functions. They are responders to threats or risks towards 
the EU as well as humanitarian responders towards people crossing the border. 
It opens up for (in)security to always be present in the images as an issue that 
potentially requires constant actions and management.  

One represented relationship that is worth noting is the communication of 
interactions between border personnel and different artefacts. The interaction 
between border personnel and artefacts open up for how borders become pro-
duced and understood. When representing border personnel with low-tech ar-
tefacts of patrol and surveillance, such as Picture 2.2.9, 2.2.10 or 2.2.13, the 
action of the border personnel produces an understanding of a border present 
in these spaces. It is the physical presence of border personnel and artefacts, 
whereby framing the personnel as active and present enables understandings 
of a border. The representation of border personnel acting in a space enable 
the space to be understood as a border. An example of this is Picture 2.2.10 
described as being by the Greece-Albania border. Interesting to note also is 
that the framing can also open up for further ambiguities, as seen with the 
textual and visual framing in Picture 2.2.10. In this instance, the text and im-
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age offer no way of understanding how the separation between people cross-
ing the border and people present at the border would work. It calls to attention 
a border where there is constant intervention. Collapsing the ‘Albanian mi-
grants’ with potential Albanians present in the space for other reasons, a con-
tinually reinforcing situation is also enabled, the border is always potentially 
crossed by any person that is not border personnel. In more low-tech repre-
sentations, there is a representation of borders as related to risk, unease, and 
(in)security, due to challenges of controlling flows across borders. It is also 
the case that the border personnel represented in these spaces conjure up an 
understanding of a border. There is an understood interlinkage between border 
personnel, their mandate to manage borders, and their practices of border con-
trol. By representing border personnel in active positions or positions of au-
thority it enables an understanding that a border is present in the images. 

Another represented relationship is that of border personnel using more 
high-tech artefacts. Examples of these represented relationships are, for ex-
ample, Picture 2.2.21 from the FSC in Warsaw and Picture 2.2.22 of person-
nel in a TVV. These represented relationships can be seen as opening up for 
how borders as well as (in)security become understood. Borders, in these rep-
resented relationships, become produced and present through depictions of 
technology. The images found in, for example, Picture 2.2.21 and 2.2.22 open 
up for an understanding that a border is present in the image through different 
visual renditions that can be updated and managed in real-time. It is the same 
interlinkage found with images of low-tech practices of border personnel and 
borders. Here, however, the border can be understood to lose its spatial con-
nection and become present in the TVV or the FSC. 

The represented interactions between border personnel and artefacts, and 
border personnel and people crossing the border open up for communications 
of the repertoire of border control. Through the interactions of border person-
nel and artefacts, they can be understood to be deployed and enacted towards 
people crossing the border. Central to note here is that there are seldom all 
three, border personnel, artefacts, and people crossing the border present in 
the same image. A central part of the meanings of different repertoires of bor-
der control is their constructed relationship with people visually displaced 
from the images. There is an understanding outside the image of whom the 
people crossing the border are, enacted through the communication of border 
personnel and artefacts. 

When engaging in the representation of border personnel, there are two no-
ticeable changes over time. The first change relates to the (re)production of 
people crossing the border. These subject positions are included here as these 
represented relationships enable meanings and understandings of the actions 
of border personnel. Early on, the focus is to a higher degree on the responses 
of border personnel against ‘illegal’ acts. These ‘illegal’ acts become repre-
sented through people crossing the border seen in the visual and textual mate-
rial in, for example, Picture 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. Seen over time, however, is that 
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these represented mandates and actions become secondary. A humanitarian 
discourse gains a more prominent space in these representations over time. It 
is not to say that the mandate and understanding of Frontex’s actions become 
entirely transformed into humanitarian roles, rather, the two coexist in new 
ways. ‘Illegality’ is still present in the (re)production, but it becomes differen-
tiated and connected to different risks that are to be managed. The quote from 
the 2016 ARA previously discussed exemplify this process: “The unprece-
dented number of detections of illegal border-crossing has also led to a surge 
in violent incidents along the EU’s external borders. People smugglers, moti-
vated by profit, increasingly put migrants’ lives at risk and even threaten bor-
der guards to recover boats or escape apprehension” (2016:8). There is a dis-
continuity in how ‘illegality’ is (re)produced, from the people crossing the 
border to other actors such as facilitators/ smugglers/traffickers. This discon-
tinuity enables an understanding of Frontex as managing ‘illegality’ in a way 
that can be understood to cohabit with its represented humanitarian mission. 
The second change over time is that of how technology and its relationship to 
border personnel are (re)articulated. Early on in the period, the emphasis is on 
technology as an assistant, as with Picture 2.2.9, however, the human experi-
ence is given primacy. A traceable change, as with Picture 2.2.14 and Picture 
2.2.15, is where the human experience and practices become positioned as 
inadequate against ever more sophisticated practices by ‘fraudulent’ actors. 
As seen in Picture 2.2.21 and 2.2.22 from 2015, high-tech solutions such as 
the FSC-team and TVVs seem to hold an elevated status when it comes to 
representations of the activities of border personnel. There is also an explana-
tion of their deployment as increasing due to their operational and economic 
benefits.  

One can understand the represented changes of border control, from phys-
ical border personnel to technological solutions, as competing practices of 
border control where technology is given primacy after time. However, the 
depictions of more manual practices still co-exist and hold an (albeit less) cen-
tral place in images. This co-existence can be understood that, rather than 
competition, the different practices constitute an illustration of an extensive 
repertoire of practices that Frontex can have to their disposal. The border, pre-
sented as such a large and varied area, call into need the ability to have an 
extensive repertoire at their disposal to respond to a diverse and complex set 
of issues.  

Technology can also be understood as a communication of effectiveness. 
Technology enable a framing the understandings of border control as expres-
sions and practices that are effective, made to seem common-sense due to this 
effectiveness. Images of these practices scale away and produce a distance 
between the border, with people present, the experiences, and lives and the 
practices of border control. It enables an avenue for border control to appear 
value-free and impartial. Technology can enter into the discursive landscape 
and be understood to fill similar tasks previously done by manual practices. It 
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separates the represented physical interaction between border personnel and 
people crossing borders, technology instead enters to fill these representations 
of physical interaction. Through technology, fewer border personnel can con-
trol the represented mass of people, it is a border control conducted remotely. 
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2.3 Representations of Risks and Threats for 
People Crossing the Border 

 
As shown in the previous chapter, one can understand the representations of 
border personnel in two dominant ways. One understanding is of border per-
sonnel as providers of safety and humanitarian responses. This finding leads 
to the question of whom people represented as recipients of the practices of 
border personnel are. Chapter 2.1 identified that children held a central part 
in how border personnel are understood, however, images of children doesn’t 
constitute a large part of pictures found or the discussions found in the mate-
rial. As such, the empirical investigation now turns to the represented risks or 
(in)securities to people crossing the border.  

Engaging with the representation of people crossing the border as ‘at risk’ 
offers insight into how Frontex represents the issue of risk for people crossing 
the border. In turn, this opens up avenues for exploring humanitarian issues 
and their connection to risk or threats. It becomes an issue of how the experi-
ences of risk or threat, experienced by people crossing the border, are repre-
sented to communicate and make intelligible, acceptable, and possible the 
practices of border control. Understanding the representation of people cross-
ing the border concerning risk, unease, and (in)security offer avenues to en-
gage in how the represented mandate and responsibilities of Frontex are to be 
comprehended. 

This chapter examines the representations of people crossing the border 
and their connection concerning issues of risk, unease, and (in)security. As 
seen in the previous themes, subject positions gain meaning through their rep-
resented relationships. How are these represented relationships produced 
when it comes to people crossing the border represented as experiencing risks? 
What are these subject positions created in relation to? Furthermore, how are 
the meanings of these subjects (re)articulated over time in ways that relate to 
risk, unease, and (in)security? 
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2010 
Picture 2.3.1 is one of the 
first situations of risks for 
people crossing the border il-
lustrated in the material. The 
texts describe overcrowded, 
ill-equipped and unseawor-
thy boats used during pas-
sages. The horizon in the im-
age show only more water.  

There are several relevant 
statements in connection to 
the image, the first being the 
deployment of the term ‘ille-
gal migrants’. The caption on 
the image describes the situa-
tion as ”An overcrowded boat with illegal migrants […]” and that ”The Cen-
tral Mediterranean route refers to illegal migration […]” (2010:18). Further-
more, the report discusses in positive terms the function of deterrents as the 
text notes that the bilateral agreement with Libya and Italy has ”[…] had a 
clear and measurable deterrent effect […]” (2010:18). The text frames the 
people in the picture (that are not border personnel) as either ‘illegal’ or people 
who have engaged in ‘illegal’ behaviour through their act of crossing the sea 
border. The statement about the Central Mediterranean route, referring to ‘il-
legal migration’ indicates a framing where people crossing the border via sea 
are all engaging in ‘illegal migration’.  

The same situation as 
Picture 2.3.1, albeit a differ-
ent photograph, is Picture 
2.3.2 found in the report Be-
yond the Frontiers. Frontex: 
The First Five Years. 

The key visual difference 
is that Picture 2.3.2, is both 
zoomed in and the colours 
altered to a sepia-like colour 
range.  

The caption of this image 
describes the subjects on the 
boat as ‘survivors’. The cap-
tion further discusses the practice of border personnel to turn back ‘irregular 
migrants’ attempting to leave for the Canary Islands. Importantly, the caption 
does not refer to the image as the image is taken outside of Malta. However, 

Picture 2.3.1 
(2010 ARA) 

 

Picture 2.3.2 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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the same page refers to statistics on ‘illegal immigrants’, noting that 31,700 
‘irregular migrants’ arrived at the Canary Islands in 2006. The caption uses 
both the term ‘illegal immigrant’ and ‘irregular immigrant’. The use of the 
term ‘illegal migrant’ is replaced by ‘irregular migrants’ in later texts, while 
the term ‘illegal border crossing’ is more frequently used. Here, as with Pic-
ture 2.3.2, the subject position is open and ambiguous. In turn, this makes the 
subject position of the approaching border personnel as one with a dual mean-
ing of being both saviours while also policing borders from ‘illegal behav-
iour’. 

Picture 2.3.3 is in the 
same report as Picture 2.3.2. 
The image shows two 
women, one woman in a 
headscarf holding her hands 
to her face, and a second 
woman resting her face on 
her hands. The image is un-
contextualised, there is no 
information about who they 
are, where they are, and why 
the people are there. The rep-
resentations in the text sur-
rounding the image are the pri-
mary sources for creating 
meaning of the context. 

The image, is in the section ‘Joint Operation HERA: The Birth of Sea Op-
erations’. It is positioned next to a quote by an unnamed Frontex Sea Opera-
tions stating that “It is very painful to pick up dead people, to know that other 
people are missing. Of course we feel. Of course we have feelings, of course 
it is frightening when you see people in boats like this” (2010:32). The quote 
gives access to a more humane representation of Frontex personnel. It can also 
give insight into the tragic scenes experienced with SAR and border control at 
sea. The emphasis, however, changes from the urgency and emotions of SAR 
operations and lives lost at sea, to the need to accurately identify ‘migrants’. 
Nonetheless, this process of identification remains unclear. The text continues 
by noting that: 

Identification of these individuals was part of paramount importance. Without 
knowing who a person was and where he or she had come from, it was impos-
sible to identify genuine asylum seekers who may have been fleeing war of 
political persecution. As one Frontex sea operations officer put it: ‘The most 
difficult task is the huge number of people we face. There are people who need 
our help and we need to identify them. It is a huge challenge’. (2010:33) 

 

Picture 2.3.3 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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The text alludes to a threat posed in that people crossing the border can die. 
It leaves open the source of the threat, is it the weather, is it smugglers, or is 
it a lack of appropriate responses from border personnel? While displacing the 
source of the threat, the text also displaces people who experiences risks or 
threats, as they are not mentioned or defined in the text. After positioning the 
subjects in the picture as victims, the text turns to argue for the need to pin-
point the ‘proper’ asylum seekers and separate them from ‘fake’ asylum seek-
ers. This representation connects the practice of SAR with further intervention 
and investigation. The needs of the ‘asylum seeker’ here can be understood to 
make these investigations seem both necessary and desirable in the name of 
protection. With the picture of the two women, the represented focus is instead 
on the sense of victimhood and how to identify the ‘proper’ people in need as 
opposed to the people whose needs are ‘fake’. This shift calls attention to the 
role of differentiation, identification, and separation between people crossing 
the border, on account of their security and wellbeing.  

In the same report Picture 
2.3.4 shows two wooden boats, 
called cayucos, laying on a long 
beach, with a town and more 
boats in the background. The 
picture is also incorporated in 
with statistics on arrivals to the 
Canary Islands during 2007-
2009. The boats described as 
‘unseaworthy’ and that ”[…] 
thousands of people have per-
ished in boats like these cayu-
cos” (2010:35). A quote on the 
bottom right of the page from a Frontex sea operations Officer reads: 

I was on a mission last week. It was Force 8 to Force 9. Thunderstorm with hail. 
[…] Out of 12 people who were reported missing, eight of them had been 
washed dead onto the shore. Among these was a seven-year-old girl. I helped 
the coast guard put her into a body-bag. This girl had been promised heaven in 
the European Union, but she had been cheated of her life. She paid to be dead. 
The facilitators, people traffickers, left her to die. It’s very painful, very dis-
tressing. (2010:35) 

 
The boats are deemed unseaworthy and as vehicles where people die. The 

facilitators or people traffickers are not only greedy, they are also insidious 
and unscrupulous for using such unseaworthy vessels. Unseaworthy boats, 
bad weather, and facilitators/smugglers/traffickers are the represented sources 
of risk or threat to people crossing the border in these contexts. Juxtaposed to 
these three issues, are border personnel working to save these people.  

Picture 2.3.4 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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Picture 2.3.3, discussed previously, is in the same section as the image and 
quote above. Through the openness of Picture 2.3.3 it can be attached to a 
relationship of signs between the other pictures and quote and create a poten-
tial linkage. One can understand that together, these different visual and tex-
tual representations are part of the same situation. They contribute to a repre-
sentation of how these situations are understood in a larger context. 

Another theme that runs 
through the material 
throughout the entire period 
is the issue of Trafficking in 
Human Beings (THB) and 
the risk that this poses to 
people crossing the border. 
As early as 2010, in the re-
port Beyond the Frontiers. 
Frontex: The First Five 
Years, Picture 2.3.5 shows 
a group of males on an 
overcrowded boat meeting 
a small border patrol boat 
out at sea without visible 
land. The border personnel 
throw a water bottle towards 
the people on the boat. The surrounding text firmly fixates the image with a 
description of the location of the image.  

The section is named ”Wider cooperation: a helping hand”. The text con-
tinues by stating “In the fight against irregular immigration, and its more sin-
ister manifestations such as trafficking in human beings […]” (2010:70). Early 
on, ‘irregular migration’ (understood as ‘illegal activities’), the concept of 
THB, and other risks or threats are collapsed together, examples of which can 
be seen in Picture 2.3.1-2.3.5 in this chapter. This collapse enables a subject 
position of the people crossing the border as complicit in ‘illegal activities’ 
while at the same time being in a vacillating movement of also being at risk. 
They become represented not as just ‘illegal’, or just as being at ‘risk’, instead 
they are linked both to being at risk while at the same time engaged in an 
improper action through ‘illegality’, fracturing the subject position of ‘victim’. 

Picture 2.3.5 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five 

Years) 
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2011 
Returning to the recurring depiction of overcrowded boats is an image found 
in the 2011 FRAN Q2. Picture 2.3.6 shows an overcrowded boat sitting next 
to a military vessel, with a single border personnel dressed in white protective 
gear standing on the side of the boat nearest to the camera. The text describes 
the boat as 22 meters long, carrying 760 people from North and Central Africa. 
When contrasting the boat with the military vessel, the boat is dwarfed, mak-
ing it seem almost impossible for the boat to hold 760 people. The caption 
identifies the people on the boat as long-term residents in Libya forcibly ex-
pelled from the country (2011:18).  

Textually, people on the boat are positioned, due to them involuntarily 
leaving Libya and crossing the border into Europe, as potential victims. This 
scene is one of the few examples given of the motives of border crossing in 
the material. It is worth noting that this contextualisation concerns people who 
involuntarily crossed the border. The textual framing represents these people 
in a position of victimhood, as they were forced to leave, put at risk due to the 
overcrowded boat and dangerous journey. It is interesting to note that in the 
visual structure of the picture there is no difference between the subjects on 
this boat and other representations of subjects on boats that are positioned as 
voluntarily crossing the border. As the pictures are open, they can be opened 
up to represent any situation, it is the text, in these instances, that constructs 
and fixates meanings.  

Visually, the picture does not communicate a scene that would differ from 
people voluntarily crossing the border. However, the scene produces an un-
derstanding wherein some of the people at the border are there involuntarily. 
Previously in the material, this subject position has primarily been discussed 

Picture 2.3.6 
(2011 FRAN Q2) 
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concerning children or people at risk of THB. Here a new avenue is opened 
through the scene where entire boats of people at the border can be there in-
voluntarily. This image can be understood to exemplify the way that people 
crossing the border can inhabit precarious positions of being objects handled 
or as persons and subjects. A statement on people forced out of Libya frames 
Picture 2.3.6 as a representation of those involuntarily entering the EU, pro-
ducing a sympathetic understanding of people on the boat. It opens up for the 
people of the boat to, in part, become produced as subjects of security. How-
ever, their potential inclusion into that subject positions is conditioned on a 
position of ‘lack’ and ‘involuntary expulsion’. Several questions arise through 
the scene that is displaced or left unanswered. What were the experiences of 
expulsion and what happened to people after this? The people in the boat can 
be understood in a dual subject position as both people crossing the border 
while also potentially being victims of expulsion. One can understand the 
mass of people, along with their anonymised description as artefacts that are 
part of the boat. The boat and represented bodies become objects that are made 
intelligible in a constitutive relationship. The presence of bodies frames the 
boat as a vessel of expulsion. Similarly, the bodies are understood as expelled 
from Libya through their connection to the boat. They become artefacts like 
any other object on a boat while also simultaneously being bodies that invoke 
different knowledge and produces possibilities for framing the scene. 

Turning to the theme 
of ‘saved’ people, the 
image on the right (Pic-
ture 2.3.7), found in the 
2011 General Report de-
picts several people sit-
ting on the floor of a 
boat, all wearing thermal 
blankets. The water in 
the background, black 
with lights reflecting in 
the water and the reflec-
tions from the thermal 
blankets indicate that it 
is night. All people are sit-
ting down on the floor, 
with seemingly little or no interaction. However, on the steps is a man sitting 
who is wearing dark clothes without a thermal blanket, it would seem that this 
person is potentially part of the border personnel.  

The picture itself is not contextualised or framed by a caption, rendering it 
open for interpretation, the artefacts in the image, like thermal blankets, and 
water in the background indicate that the people were detected at sea. The 
presence of the camera indicates that this was part of an operation or organised 

Picture 2.3.7 
(2011 General Report) 
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intervention that border personnel had prepared for. The image is in section 
”2.3 Developments at the Agency level”. The text begins by stating that the 
focus for Frontex in 2011 was to target ‘irregular immigration’ and increase 
border control that included fighting cross-border crime, especially concern-
ing groups vulnerable to and victims of THB (2011:14). It continues by dis-
cussing the implementation of the Rapid Border Intervention Teams (RABIT). 
Through the expansion of operational days of maritime JO’s by 100 per cent 
and the support of Member States, they were able to strengthen SAR opera-
tions and identification of people crossing the border (2011:16). The text con-
tinues by noting that one of the results was also “[…] including collection of 
information on criminal trafficking and smuggling networks” (2011:16). Fo-
cus is on the increased operational ability for Frontex, in both SAR operations 
and the fight against cross-border criminal activities. The presentation of these 
activities frames the image as part of these practices. 

The textual framing of Frontex’s operations become twinned with the im-
age of thermal blankets. From this twinning, one can understand the people 
sitting in the boat as rescued subjects or subjects previously at risk who have 
been removed from dangerous situations thanks to the work of Frontex. At the 
same time, the discursive framing of border crossings at sea connects to the 
concept of ‘illegality’. This connection is either in the form of ‘illegal mi-
grants’ or to ‘illegal border crossings’. Frontex’s focus on ‘irregular migra-
tion’ becomes positioned in a way that is connected to the concept of ‘illegal-
ity’. This system of significations allows an inherent ambiguity in defining 
people crossing the border as both victims and people engaging in ‘illegal’ 
behaviour. Here artefacts, such as the thermal blankets, visually open for a 
situation of intervention. One can also understand the thermal blankets as an 
acknowledgement of the humanity of the people receiving them. It is possible 
to assume that the border personnel have given thermal blankets to the people 
on the boat. The artefacts themselves hold a story of caring and a life cared 
for. 

As such, while the image holds little information or contextualisation, the 
picture can be interpreted to be a representation of people rescued. Little is 
said of their experience, they could be argued to inhabit the same precarious 
situations described before. One can understand the artefacts in themselves as 
so powerful that they are central to the production of subjects. This process 
shows how people can exist in a precarious position between subject and ob-
ject, yet primarily be defined as subjects and people rather than objectified as 
bodies. As noted with Picture 2.3.5, THB is a recurring theme found in the 
material, in 2011, the report Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human 
Beings specifically detailed the issue of THB. 
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Picture 2.3.8 reiterates 

the issue of THB and 
connects it to pictures of 
overcrowded boats. In 
this image it appears that 
only men are on an over-
crowded boat (that looks 
more like a barge) with a 
harbour seen in the back-
ground. The caption 
reads, ”Massive flows of 
migrants from North Af-
rica can increase the risk 
of trafficking in the EU” 
(2011:13). This caption re-
iterates the trope that ‘ir-
regular migration’ and THB can go hand in hand and that people in the picture 
can all be (or become) victims of THB.  

Picture 2.3.9 is in the 
same report, in chapter 
‘5. Male victims of traf-
ficking’. People are 
standing at the shore (and 
look like the same people 
as in Picture 2.3.8), with 
the caption noting that 
males are increasingly 
under risk of THB every 
year. Both the chapter 
and caption indicate that 
the figures in the image 
are men. However, it 
would seem that a woman 
in a white jacket is present 
in the image, holding the hand of the man with a brown jacket.  

It is not possible to discern specific faces of the men in the image with most 
of the men facing away from the camera. There is one woman, in a blue 
sweater, walking away from the group, indicating that she is not part of the 

Picture 2.3.8 
(Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human Beings) 

 

Picture 2.3.9 
(Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human Beings) 
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group but instead that she is helping. The picture does not represent anything 
dangerous or any risk. It is open and there are no artefacts that would indicate 
travel, there is no boat linked to the people. In this case, one can identify the 
formulation of risk as being present primarily in the textual framing around 
the image. The man nearest the camera is wearing a white west with the Mé-
decins Sans Frontières (MSF) logo on the back. The presence of MSF person-
nel functions in the same way as the Red Cross personnel discussed in Chapter 
2.1, of personnel as providers of care, comfort and security. The presence of 
artefacts such as the MSF-symbol opens up for several possible interpretations 
to enter the frame. One is of cooperation between MSF and Frontex. Alterna-
tively, as a juxtapositioning to the threat, functioning as a guarantor of protec-
tion and safety. At the same time, however, the symbol of the MSF is not only 
a source of safety. The figure of the symbol in the image is also the only thing 
that implies that a risk is present while representing safety, it simultaneously 
produces a dramaturgy in the situation. One can identify several understand-
ings of the situation that is outside the scene yet continually entering.  

There is also an issue in how people in the image become visually repre-
sented. The group of people, indicated as being connected to ‘male victims of 
trafficking’, is anonymised and collectivised. They become a large group of 
bodies who are to be managed, the issue of THB in this instance makes it seem 
acceptable and necessary to collect and handle these people. It is possible to 
identify productive elements of these bodies, their presence enables a logic of 
management, of intervention, and specific practices. At the same time, the 
person with the MSF-symbol becomes individualised, in contrast to the anon-
ymous group in the background. 

Turning to images of traf-
fickers, facilitators/smug-
glers/traffickers of irregular 
migration, Picture 2.3.10 is 
the only image found to rep-
resent these subject positions 
explicitly. This picture 
stands in stark contrast to the 
position of threat that they 
hold in the material, in 2008, 
where over 3000 traffickers 
were discovered as discussed 
by the report Situational 
Overview on Trafficking in 
Human (2011:18). Picture 
2.3.10 is also found in the 2011 report Situational Overview on Trafficking in 
Human Beings, and it offers the only picture of a facilitator apprehended in 
the material. It depicts a man in a black jacket with the hoodie draw up and 
hands in cuffs. His face is partially obscured, being escorted off a ship by a 

Picture 2.3.10 
(Situational Overview on Trafficking in Human  

Beings) 
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man in regular clothes and followed by a man in military camouflage, and a 
man in orange fatigues. 

The picture frames both the smuggler while exhibiting and positioning 
Frontex and border personnel as the primary actors against facilitators of ‘ir-
regular migration’. Early on in the period, we are offered a visual identifica-
tion of the threat against people crossing the border. However, these visuals 
are not seen elsewhere in the material. Images of facilitators/smugglers/traf-
fickers become visually displaced in the material. At the same time, these sub-
jects are always possibly present in the material describing the process of ir-
regular migration, in the place of origin, during movement, and at the destina-
tion. One way of understanding this visual displacement is that it opens up 
possibilities of interpretation. The threat against people can be ever-present in 
the process of crossing the border. The lack of visual demarcation between 
people crossing the border and facilitators/smugglers/traffickers expresses a 
logic where (for example) a boat always possibly contains victims and threats. 
The lack of demarcations in the picture opens it up to be able to represent 
different people and situations. The possible presence of facilitators/smug-
glers/traffickers in combination with the ‘illegality’ aspect of border crossings 
at sea produce a possible sense of uncertainty of who is on the boats and if 
they are genuine ‘victims’ or not. This presence also produces a normalisation 
of processes of investigation, differentiation and separation between people in 
the boats. It normalises the process of making bodies as objects from which 
one can retrieve information following a logic based on the safety and well-
being of people crossing the border. 

Textually, the role of facilitators/smugglers/traffickers is prominent, how-
ever, they are often visually displaced. This contrast opens up for an avenue 
for a representation of facilitators/smugglers/traffickers as prevalent, yet sel-
dom inside the visual frame. Instead, they become constructed as being out-
side the frame, opening up for an avenue where it can become necessary to 
diagnose all people encountered. From there they can be differentiated, de-
fined as either facilitators/smugglers/traffickers or not, and separated. Every-
one needs to be identified and processed, not only to deem who is correct and 
incorrect asylum seekers but also to isolate the ones defined as threats towards 
people in the boat.  
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2012 
Reiterating the theme of 
‘saved’ people is Picture 
2.3.11 (previously discussed in 
Chapter 2.1 as Picture 2.1.4). 
As noted previously, when dis-
cussing the same picture, the 
issue of THB is described as an 
issue of great importance 
while also one that is hard to 
detect. This positioning opens 
up for the ‘need’ to further en-
hance border controls through 
more invasive procedures ap-
plied to all people crossing the 
border. It produces the discur-
sive formation of victimhood 
and potential victimhood and saviourship through dispersed sites that allows 
for activities towards all subjects. While Frontex, throughout the period, often 
returns to the difficulties of identifying possible victims of THB, it seldom 
describes what those difficulties are. Furthermore, it is important to question 
why it is important to identify individual people as victims of THB. If identi-
fied as a victim of THB, will the treatment of the child differ? 

One palpable silence is that of potential risks that children face in their 
home countries. Further displacing parents, there is a lack of information as 
for the motives of crossing the border that they might have had. It enables a 
narrative of the small child of coming from a boat departing from North Af-
rica, becoming ‘rescued’ by the border personnel. This narrative, as previously 
discussed, excludes the reasons and history that has placed this child in the 
situation depicted in the image. As so much emphasis is on the experienced 
risks, this displacement produces a distinct discontinuity in the context. 
 As opposed to the image of children and their univocal subject position, the 
subject positions of men are more fractured. Men can inhabit a position of 
victimhood, yet their presence is also deployed and represented as risks to-
wards other women or the EU in general. Most of the images deployed are of 
men and children represented as in particularly concerning situations in rela-
tion to the issue of THB. However, already in 2011, the primary group of vic-
tims of THB were identified as adult women (2011:13). This inconsistency in 
the material is hard to understand, it could be that the primary understanding 
of victims of THB is that they are women. By deploying pictures of men, the 
issue becomes perceived as more multifaceted, and it becomes possible to in-
scribe the subject position of ‘victim of trafficking’ onto all people. 

Picture 2.3.11 
(2012 ARA) 
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Identifying the theme of 
overcrowded boats again. The 
2012 FRAN Q2 hold an image 
of a sailing boat with the sails 
down, carrying about 65 people 
on the boat (2012:24). The cap-
tion of the image describes peo-
ple as having been ‘rescued by 
Croatian authorities’. The peo-
ple on the boat are described as 
having been unwilling to be 
boarded as they were aiming for 
Italy. Only after several hours 
of negotiations were Croatian 
authorities allowed to tow the 
boat into the harbour (2012:25).  

The text identifies the people in the boat as Asian and African. Further 
down in the text, people from Somalia are discussed, noting that while some 
flee conflict, the predominant reason for migration was socio-economic 
(2012:25).There is no explanation of how border personnel reached these con-
clusions, if it has been through interviews, interrogations, or if Frontex has 
concluded this through other measures. This uncertainty can be understood to 
further add to a representation of people crossing the border as vacillating due 
to the unease and ambiguity concerning their motives for crossing the border. 
It also opens up for the normalisation of interventions against people who 
might be victims or at risk, the reasoning for intervention here is located in the 
boat being adrift. What is seen here is that difference between interventions 
leaning towards SAR versus interventions against border crossings seem to 
differ very little. Furthermore, why people on the boat wished to go farther to 
Italy is not discussed. Displaced in the text, then, are the motivations of the 
people on the sailing boat for making it to Italy that could have a bearing on 
their unwillingness for the Croatian border personnel to intervene. 

In framing the boat as drifting, it enables a position of passiveness and vic-
timhood for the people on the boat. It also frames a conflict between the con-
scious choices of crossing the border, with the uncontrollable action of being 
adrift. It enables a position not entirely of passiveness and victimhood but an 
ambiguous one that also contains agency. One can argue that the positions of 
passiveness and victimhood open up for the normalisation of rescuing them. 
It enables a process of making it common-sense for the Croatian authorities to 
intervene, even though the caption also states that people are “[…] hoping to 
land in Italy”. Setting the scene in a context of rescue, it enables a displace-
ment of intentions and wishes of the people in the boat 

Picture 2.3.12 
(2012 FRAN Q2) 
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2013 
Situated between the theme of overcrowded boats, and the theme of ‘saved’ 
people an image in the 2013 FRAN Q2 found in between the section ”4.2.2. 
Central Mediterranean 
route” and ”4.2.3. Apulia 
and Calabria”. Picture 
2.3.13 shows two boats 
moored to each other. 
On the left-hand side is a 
crowded boat, with two 
border personnel from 
the Italian coast guard 
lifting and helping peo-
ple from the over-
crowded boat and into 
the larger boat.  
The caption states that 
”Italian coast guards 
help immigrants out of 
the boat […]” the ‘immi-
grants’ had departed from Libya and were from the Horn of Africa (2013:21).  

With the textual framing of the picture, one can understand the situation as 
a SAR-action with personnel helping people. The previous page offers an un-
derstanding of people from the Horn of Africa in a paragraph stating that ”[…] 
most Eritreans and Somalis indicated that they had left their country due to 
security concerns rather than economic reasons. Apparently, they were threat-
ened by regional authorities or by members of different clans” (2011:20). One 
can understand this scene in two ways. The first is that the scene reinforces 
the possibility of people in boats being helped rather than intercepted. How-
ever, words such as ‘indicated’ and ‘apparently’ enable an ambiguity concern-
ing the reasons for people entering the EU’. While not openly disputing the 
statements of people from Eritrea and Somalia, it opens up the paragraph with 
a sense of uncertainty. This uncertainty can, in turn, be understood to 
strengthen the relevance of identification and information collection discussed 
in the 2011 General Report.  
 The three images (Picture 2.3.14, comprised of two photographs, and Pic-
ture 2.3.15, all from section “4. Situational picture in Q3 2013”) are positioned 
as representing people rescued by Frontex.  

 

Picture 2.3.13 
(2013 FRAN Q2) 
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The two first images, Picture 2.3.14, are part of the same figure. The image 
on the left depicts four people standing by a white van with the men described 
as ‘receiving assistance from the Red Cross’ in the caption. The red blankets 
worn by two of them coupled with the red and white van reinforces the under-
standing of a scene of SAR. Chapter 2.1 in this dissertation extensively dis-
cussed the represented connection between Frontex and operations and how 
artefacts indicate care, help, and rescue. By connecting Frontex to the Red 
Cross or MSF, Frontex can further position themselves as providers of care, 
help, and rescue. At the same time, they can draw legitimacy and confirmation 
from the presence of Red Cross artefacts or personnel. The image on the right 
depicts a group of people (ten identified by the caption) in a boat, described 
as a ‘small toy boat’ by the caption, with a rope tossed towards the boat. The 
caption describes a situation of people rescued near Morocco. What is note-
worthy with the picture is that in the background, one can see land, meaning 
that Frontex operations can occur near the Moroccan mainland. The following 
page extensively describes the situation. It notes that they were ‘spotted and 
intercepted’ one nautical mile outside of Morocco and found in good health. 
Furthermore, border personnel identified the people as five from Cameroon, 
two from Gabon, one from Niger, one from Mali, and one from the African 
Central Republic. They had been waving their only life jacket on top of an oar 
to catch the attention of nearby boats. (2013:25) 

While extensive cooperation between Morocco and Frontex has been in 
place since Frontex’s creation, this image and the represented practice still 
exemplifies the expanding framing of the external borders. In this scenario, 
Frontex operations can be conducted not only in the EU’s domestic waters, 
nor on international waters, but in Moroccan territorial waters. The position-
ing of SAR as an integral part of Frontex’s operations are part of a system of 
signification that enables operations in other sovereign countries waters to 
seem benevolent and rational rather than contentious. By stating that the pas-
sengers had attempted to attract attention from other boats, the operation in 
Moroccan waters is also understood as a result of their desire to be rescued. It 
becomes dislodged as part of advanced operations to intercept people crossing 
between BCPs. While the text states that people in the small boat had acted to 

Picture 2.3.14 
(2013 FRAN Q3) 
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draw the attention of the personnel and be rescued, it does not describe the 
risks or threats that they possibly had been rescued from or experienced.  
 The scenes in Picture 2.3.14 represents the peoples as being ‘saved’ in SAR 
operations, yet, the following text still produces uncertainty about their posi-
tion. The text states that there is a reluctance by people to cooperate with au-
thorities in being interviewed, which is understood by Frontex as instructions 
from facilitators/smugglers/traffickers. Furthermore, it states that people 
know that Cameroonian, Sudanese, Chadian and Malian nationals have a bet-
ter chance of gaining access, resulting in people claiming to have one of those 
nationalities (2013:24-25).  

Turning to Picture 2.3.15, the 
image depicts a rubber boat on 
the water, with the caption not-
ing that the boat contains two 
Moroccan men rescued after 
drifting at sea for a week. There 
is also a third person in the boat, 
seemingly wearing a helmet, 
life-jacket and reflective gear, 
indicating that the person is part 
of the border personnel. The 
caption describes the scene as 
‘two Moroccan males rescued af-
ter drifting at sea for a week’. The text on the same page explains that the two 
people were spotted by SASEMAR (Spain’s Sea Search and Rescue Agency) 
60 nautical miles (in international waters) from Gran Canarias, rescued and 
taken to the island via helicopter. The wordings deployed concerning Picture 
2.3.14 and 2.3.15 frames operations as SAR-operations, meaning that its pri-
mary aim was to save people. 

The text furthers the visual separation between the people in the boat, iden-
tifying the two other people as two Moroccan men. However, what is interest-
ing is that the text does not textually identify the third person. The subject 
position of the third person, a border personnel, is constituted through a com-
bination of the artefacts worn by that person and by the text claiming rescue 
of two people. Thus, while two people in the boat are, through the text, situ-
ated, the border personnel become situated without being mentioned. Relevant 
to note is that the text, stating that two males have drifted for a week before 
rescue, adds a sense of urgency to the interception. It frames a possibility of 
passiveness that stands in contrast to understandings of what, through the ar-
tefacts in the boat, could be understood as ‘self-facilitated migration’. The 
scene could be understood as a planned action while the statement of them 
‘drifting’ could be seen as suggesting a loss of capacity and passiveness.  

By positioning the operations as such, the moral aspects connected to sav-
ing people makes it seem desirable and imperative to act. That these actions 

Picture 2.3.15 
(2013 FRAN Q3) 
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take place both in international as well as territorial waters, become produced 
as common-sense. At the same time, this also opens up for the normalisation 
of operations that are not SAR-operations. Instead, they are operations of in-
terception also to be conducted in the same waters by the logic produced 
through SAR, making both seem unproblematic. One can also identify a con-
nection to the ambiguous representation of people ‘saved’, with them being 
uncooperative or lying to authorities. Their status as victims and ‘saved’ be-
comes open and potentially subject to (re)articulations.  
 An image in the 2013 General Report deploys similar visual artefacts as 
Picture 2.3.7 previously dis-
cussed, and also falls under 
the theme of ‘saved’ people. 
Picture 2.3.16 is found in 
“Annex C. Situation at the ex-
ternal borders in 2013”. It is 
also the only image in that an-
nexe.  
The image depicts several 
people draped in thermal blan-
kets sitting between two life-
boats in the stern of a boat 
moving. However, only two 
people are discernible, both of whom seem to be women. The caption identi-
fies people as survivors aboard a Guardia Costiera (Italian Coast Guard) boat, 
with the blankets used to counter hypothermia. The Italian coast guard indi-
cates that the image is from the Central Mediterranean route. While the text 
does not explicitly address the image, one salient passage aids to articulate an 
understanding of the picture. It states that “This period of intense migrant 
flows from North Africa saw several major incidents of boats capsizing, re-
sulting in massive loss of life, including many women and children” 
(2013:54).  

The inclusion of ‘women and children’ heightens the sense of tragedy and 
urgency in the situation. It also frames an understanding of people in the boat 
as either having survived a ‘major incident’ or being ‘saved’ from experienc-
ing a ‘major incident’. Through the text, and the markers of the picture, there 
is less ambiguity and challenge to the image and the scene comes to contain a 
humanitarian response. The 2013 General Report (where the picture is found) 
move away from the previously used definitions of ‘illegal migration’ or ‘il-
legal border crossings’, instead, the report uses the term ‘irregular sea-border 
crossings’ (2013:16). 

Both Picture 2.3.7 and Picture 2.3.16 share the artefacts of thermal blan-
kets. With Picture 2.3.16 the thermal blankets on people sitting in the stern of 
a ship, indicate a scene of exceptionality in that people are there for a specific 

Picture 2.3.16 
(2013 General Report) 
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reason. This sense is reinforced by the caption of the image, stating that “Sur-
vivors covered with first aid blankets […]”. The text reinforces a scene of 
survivors or victims of a specific event. It opens up for representation of peo-
ple in the picture as being passive receivers of help and assistance. It can also 
be understood, like the previous picture with thermal blankets, to represent an 
acknowledgement of humanity.  

The same image as Picture 2.3.5 is 
found once more as the cover for a 
trainers’ manual from 2013 named 
Fundamental Rights Training for 
Border Guards. As noted in Chapter 
2.1, the manual positions fundamen-
tal rights as central in the work of 
Frontex. The picture is without any 
further caption. However, as previ-
ously seen, it can enter into a system 
of significations that reconnects to the 
deployment of the image. The contex-
tual positioning of the image as an il-
lustration of ‘fundamental rights’ reinforces this. 

Through the textual framing, with the name of the section printed inside 
the image, the scene (re)produces discursive formations of assistance and help. 
It enables an understanding of a scene that serves to visualise the practices of 
assistance and help by border personnel. As previously seen, this is also rein-
forced by the visual demarcation between people in the two boats. Border per-
sonnel are standing up and throwing a water bottle towards the other boat. The 
people in the receiving boat are predominantly sitting down with their arms 
stretched towards the single bottle. Similar to the other image with thermal 
blankets previously discussed, these artefacts signal human interaction. At the 
same time, it is worth noting that in some ways, the water bottle defies logic. 
One can understand the bottle in the image as a representation of help and 
assistance, the artefact tells a possible tale of thirsty people crossing the bor-
der, receiving help. However, questions arise: why do they need help, have 
they also drifted for an extended period, or have they left without the necessary 
resources? At the same time, the boat is overcrowded, what help does a single 
bottle thrown towards them provide in this situation? The artefact becomes 
hyperbolic in its representation of ‘help’ but simultaneously insufficient to the 
people on the boat.  

Picture 2.3.17 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Border 

Guards) 
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Continuing the theme of ‘saving’, is 
Picture 2.3.18, discussed in Chapter 2.2. 
The scene frames an understanding of 
risks or threats encountered by people 
crossing between BCPs. The image is un-
contextualised, the accompanying texts 
centres on trainings. However, the train-
ing material notes the protection of the 
right to life and non-refoulment. The im-
age itself, in a dramatic setting, exempli-
fies the risks experienced by people 
crossing at sea. This dramatic scene can 
be understood to reinforce logics of res-
cue and help, a process similarly dis-
cussed concerning the front page of the 
same report (Picture 2.3.17). 

As noted when previously discussing 
the scene, the image can be seen to pro-
duce a contrast between the activeness of border personnel and passiveness of 
people crossing the border. One can understand through these positions that 
the passiveness of people in need enables framing them as people experienc-
ing risk in a less challenging way. 

2014 
The front cover of the 2014 ARA 
shows an overt deployment of the 
visual representation of the relation-
ship between women and border per-
sonnel. Picture 2.3.19 frames a set-
ting where a woman is helped from a 
rubber boat to another ship by two 
men. A third man is standing next to 
them and seems to be interacting 
with the other people on the rubber 
boat. As the woman is being helped 
actively by the two border personnel, 
they are juxtaposed by the men still on 
the rubber boat, standing passively. 
Scenes like this formulate subject positions in relation to each other that rein-
force each other. 

Picture 2.3.18 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Bor-

der Guards) 
 

Picture 2.3.19 
(2014 ARA) 
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The 2014 FRAN Q1 depicts, 
on page 17, an image seemingly 
taken from an air vessel. Pic-
ture 2.3.20 show an iron fishing 
boat with 339 people departing 
from Egypt. The text describes 
a situation where the passen-
gers found themselves in dis-
tress and contacted authorities 
themselves. The text also de-
scribes a highly standardised 
and sophisticated system of 
transferring people onto differ-
ent boats. The text also 
acknowledges that out of the 
339 passengers, 154 where Syr-
ians. In this picture, the visual 
impact of the boat is powerful. 
Whereas previous pictures have 
shown overcrowded rubber 
boats in relation to border per-
sonnel, pictures of boats like 
these indicate a far greater ca-
pacity on the part of ‘facilitators’ 
of migration. It creates an uncertainty that enables a sense of unease through 
the capacity of ‘facilitators’ as a possible threat towards the EU. Secondly, 
these representations of boats and ‘facilitation’ can also be contrasted to the 
small boats often shown in images, opening up for questioning why some peo-
ple ‘choose’ smaller unstable boats. 

Picture 2.3.20 
(2014 FRAN Q1) 
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2015 
A similar visual structure to Pic-
ture 2.3.19 is Picture 2.3.21 in the 
2015 General Report. This image 
also connects to the theme of 
‘saved’ people. Once again, there 
are three border personnel and a 
rubber boat, this time with women 
and children. One of the border 
personnel are driving, another 
waiting to give a woman a hand, 
and the third handling and guiding 
a woman to the rails of a larger boat.  

These two pictures of border personnel interacting explicitly exhibit simi-
larities with pictures of border personnel interacting with children (discussed 
both in Chapter 2.1 and in this chapter as well). The visual focus lies on help-
ing, and almost physically lifting and handling the women in the same way 
that children are being lifted and handled. Representations like these reinforce 
understandings of the relationship between the position of the border person-
nel and people crossing the border. It is a relationship based on one helping 
and one receiving help. 

Picture 2.3.22, from the 
2015 report 12 Seconds to 
Decide. In Search of Ex-
cellence: Frontex and the 
Principle of Best Practice, 
depicts two large lorries 
driving on a dirt road 
seemingly filled with 
goods and men, women, 
and children. In the fore-
ground of the picture is a 
small child waving and one 
man in the rear lorry waiv-
ing back. Set in the section 
“Learning how to Learn: 
Enhancing Analytical Ca-
pacity”, the text speaks of the value of interviewing people crossing the bor-
der. Interviewing Antonio Saccone (head of Operational Analysis), it is stated 
that “By far the most useful source of intelligent […] is the migrants them-
selves […] statistics on migrants, their nationalities and identities, are rela-
tively easy to collect, but we know very little from these statistics about how 

Picture 2.3.21 
(2015 General Report) 

 

Picture 2.3.22 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Fron-

tex and the Principle of Best Practice) 
 



134 

these people reached the border’”(2015:34). Little in the picture indicates ei-
ther migration or border crossing, what is interesting with this picture is its 
deployment. The statement allows for a possible meaning to creep into the 
picture. The picture can be understood as showing the start of a journey that 
can only be understood through intercepting and interrogating the people rep-
resented in the picture. The text also continues by noting how interviews with 
people crossing the border allowed for border personnel lead to the arrest of 
‘several smugglers’. One instance of these smugglers was a case of border 
personnel finding people left in the middle of the river Evros. 

One can read the quote in connection to the image as enabling representa-
tions of people crossing the border as anonymised bodies. These anonymised 
bodies offer a way for border personnel to access information and gain deeper 
understandings of the practices of border crossings. The scene also enables the 
representation of bodies as productive. Bodies offer a basis to produce new 
rationales of intervention and repression to draw out and consume the infor-
mation provided. The focus in the text is on gaining valuable information and 
the possible arrest of ‘smugglers’. While the knowledge of people crossing the 
border is shown as valuable, the material displaces that the information ob-
tained is with the ambition of stopping further people from crossing the bor-
der. Additionally, this displacement marks a central paradox; the deployment 
of certain bodies produces new logics of intervention while becoming used 
and discarded afterwards. Overcoming the paradox, and making the practice 
seem part of a common-sense-understanding, is contingent on the displace-
ment of the human experiences of both the border crossings and the circum-
stances that force people to leave. It allows for the issue and process to be seen 
as a value-neutral exercise and as an operation that is void of human experi-
ences, drives and desires. In some aspects, the representation of people far 
away as being relevant for Frontex, while not externalising the border, extends 
the sphere of interests. It opens up for making it seem rational to engage in 
people who are far away from the border not just, as previously seen, as po-
tential people crossing the border. They are also positioned as potentially cen-
tral for the act of stopping border crossings.  

The process described above is contingent on the previous discursive fram-
ings of the relationship between border personnel, people crossing the border 
and facilitators/smugglers/traffickers. People crossing the border become un-
derstood as being at risk from people facilitating their border crossing. This 
understanding enables an understanding of facilitators/smugglers/traffickers 
as the main threat to people crossing the border. From this, it can become 
common-sense that when Frontex acts to hinder people crossing it is done with 
the wellbeing of people crossing the border as their primary focus. In turn, this 
common sense normalises the process of using bodies at the border to obtain 
information, and from these bodies to produce new practices of border control. 

Returning to figures of ‘saved’ people, or depictions of situations where 
people are ‘saved’ produced an understanding of situations of risks and threats 
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towards people crossing the border. It is also possible to identify a relationship 
between people at risk and border personnel. Juxtaposed to the people repre-
sented as crossing the border and at risk, are the border personnel, represented 
as providing care, attention, and saving the people represented as being a risk. 

However, as can be seen, the representations of subjects at risk are multi-
faceted and at times contradictory. Men become framed as being at risk, due 
to the dangers of sea crossings and concerning the issue of THB. At the same 
time, as seen in 2015, men can be also be constructed as a threat to the women 
and children crossing at sea. They can occupy both a conflictual subject posi-
tion of victimhood and threat.  

Picture 2.3.23 and 2.3.24 are from 
the 2015 report 12 Seconds to Decide. 
In Search of Excellence: Frontex and 
the Principle of Best Practice reuses 
an image from the 2013 report Fun-
damental Rights Training for Border 
Guards. In a chapter called “On any 
Day in Europe: At the Sea Border” it 
is stated that the scene is from Myti-
lini, Lesvos in June 2013 (2015:111). 
The setting of the image (Picture 
2.3.24) is framed two pages before in 
Picture 2.3.23, with a single whole 
page that is equally visually and tex-
tually relevant. It states that 37,036 
lives were ‘saved’ at sea during the 
year 2013. This statement also (re)articulates the first deployment of the pic-
ture in 2013, framing an understanding of the people as being part of the 
37,036 people ‘saved’ during that operational year.  
 In connection to 
Picture 2.3.24, there 
is also a segment 
spanning the entire 
commentary, follow-
ing a ‘Captain Nicho-
las’ of the Greek 
Coast Guard and the 
rescue operations on 
board his ship. The 
captain begins by de-
scribing the highly or-
ganised and cunning 
nature of smugglers, 

Picture 2.3.23 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Ex-

cellence: Frontex and the Principle of 
Best Practice) 

 

Picture 2.3.24 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex 

and the Principle of Best Practice) 
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and that the apprehension of these people is their highest priority (2015:111). 
Interesting here is to note that the SAR is explicitly not the highest priority of 
the Coast Guard operations at sea. On the page following the image stating the 
numbers of ‘saved ‘people in 2013, ‘Captain Nicholas’ discusses the modus 
operandi of smugglers and people crossing the sea border. It notes that, under 
the convention SOLAS (Safety of Life at Sea), vessels are obliged to take an-
yone they rescue to safety. Depending on which side of the territorial line the 
interception occurs, people taken to Greece or Turkey. After that point, it 
states that ‘migrants’ crossing in rubber dinghies are instructed to use a knife 
to punch a hole in their boat to sink it when spotted by the coast guard. This 
practice is supposedly done to force a SAR-operation and to be logged as such 
people. According to the text, this is ”[…] seen as a further guarantee that they 
will be taken to a port in Greece”. (2015:113).  

The situation itself is void of representations of any acts describing criminal 
or unlawful acts, instead the text produces these acts in relation to the picture. 
The practice of sinking the boat is described as highly volatile and irresponsi-
ble, as stated: ”To a seaman, deliberately scuppering a craft that is typically 
crammed full of women and children is, ‘the worst crime, they are worse than 
the smugglers’” (2015:113). The segment continues with a statement that “Ex-
perience has taught Captain Nicholas how to tell the difference between the 
types of migrant: the family groups or the economic migrants, typically young 
men between 18 and 20, from what he calls ‘the real bad guys, the criminals 
“(2015:113). The image itself is captioned by at statement reading “Migrants 
are often instructed to puncture their own boats in order to force a rescue: a 
desperate tactic that endangers lives” (2015:114). The differing contextualisa-
tion of the two pictures is interesting to compare. The first instance is dramatic 
and appears not to require any contextualisation to fixate an understanding. 
As seen in the 2015 deployment, the openness of the scene allows for a (re)ar-
ticulation in that the scene has been showed to be able to produce several dif-
ferent understandings over time. From a situation of safeguarding human 
rights, transformed into a situation of abuse by some. This (re)articulation also 
exemplifies the interdependence between texts and images, the open picture 
enables a transformation through the textual framing.  

The 2015 setting discusses central issues that articulate the represented set-
ting. Firstly, it is the assumption that people on boats are well-informed of the 
practices and rules of Frontex. They appear to be primarily informed by the 
‘smugglers’ and that this knowledge guides the modus operandi of crossings 
at sea. Is the statement of the practice of sinking the dinghy to force a SAR 
operation? The persons doing this are understood as worse than the ‘smug-
glers’ as their action endangers ‘women and children’. This statement pro-
duces a suspicion and unease in the picture, as someone there could be the 
person that sunk the boat and put all lives at risk. Lastly, is the statement from 
‘Captain Nicholas’ on the types of ‘migrants’ that he encounters. He encoun-
ters ‘family groups’, ‘economic migrants’, and the ‘real bad guys’. None of 
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these subject positions is directly connected to being at risk or as deserving 
refugee status. The representation of the situation thus becomes understood as 
a situation where a boat, potentially filled with ‘family groups’, ‘economic 
migrants’, and possibly ‘real bad guys’ has deliberately been sunk. One or 
several people can be responsible for this act and must be found and identified.  

These potential positions (re)articulate the picture to create uncertainty 
about the people on the boat. Not only are people with asylum claims dis-
placed in the text above, but there are also understandings enabled through 
these different positions. Potentially making them inhabit all conflicting posi-
tions prior to identification adds to this ambiguity. There is a jumbling of these 
subject positions, being victims and concomitantly sources of risk, unease, and 
(in)security. They become contrasted against border personnel as well as be-
tween the groups of people crossing. The uncertainty found above is also pro-
duced through representations of relationships between different subject posi-
tions. In this context, it is between the men crossing the border and the women 
and children doing the same. 

The previous subject positions of victimhood and passiveness previously 
produced continue into the scene. Through the (re)articulation of the text, the 
visualised bodies in the image become fractured and paradoxical. Several in-
herent conflicts arise through the reformulation. It produces a represented re-
lationship between, on the one hand, passiveness and victimhood, and on the 
other hand, insidious actions (sinking a boat), ‘economic migrants’, and ‘the 
criminals’. As with the young men standing in the back on the border person-
nel’s boat, they are both passive and victims, at the same time, they can also 
be the person that has sunk the boat. Alternatively, as they are young men, 
they can be ‘economic migrants’ with less ‘rights’ to cross the border or even 
be the ‘criminal’ that Captain Nicholas speak of. It becomes a representation 
that is fractured and contradictory and ruptures the previous understandings 
of the subject positions of ‘victim’ and ‘passive’. As the people in the boat can 
come to represent all positions at once an uncertainty can enter the scene  

 

Conclusion 
Identified in the material are several different representations of subject posi-
tions for people crossing the border. These are the people voluntarily crossing 
the border for economic reasons, people forced to leave, and people whose 
motives are unknown, but represented as helped and saved. While people 
crossing are sometimes represented as being ‘at risk’ they also vacillate be-
tween other positions framed as posing a danger to the very same subjects. As 
seen in the material, there is a constant ambiguity attributed to people in the 
pictures, where they are simultaneously victims, at-risk, survivors, and poten-
tial sources of risk, unease, and threat, when unidentified. They could be 
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‘smugglers’, ‘traffickers’, ‘sinkers’, ‘family groups’, ‘economic migrants’ or 
‘real bad guys’ and ‘criminals’. What is interesting to note is that, in the ma-
terial, these discontinuities are not overcome, they are always present in peo-
ple crossing borders. Before identifying and defining the people, people on 
the boats are in a jumbled state of being both at risk and a source of risk, which 
further produces uncertainty. It produces the people represented in the scenes 
as sources of unease. It also enables understandings of the represented re-
sponses by border personnel as being both practices of SAR as well as poten-
tial security interventions. The subject positions inhabited by people crossing 
the border are continuously fractured and jumbled, being both the subject of 
SARs as well as potential sources of threats and risks. 

On the one hand, they are sometimes understood as in part subjects of se-
curity as practices of border control are represented to respond to the risks 
experienced by the people crossing the border. Concomitantly, however, they 
can be understood as the postcolonial subjects of the outside since they in part 
become defined by a potential lack. This lack revolves around different issues. 
It is the lack of proper reasons for applying for asylum, lack of proper motives 
for crossing the border, or a lack of the potential to be wholly included, due to 
their ambiguity and unease. Uncertainty is a central function in these repre-
sented subject positions. The subject positions are uncertain, continuously 
vacillating between being ‘at risk’ and potentially being the ‘source of risk’. 
They enable (in)security to be present in representations and for intervention 
to be central on account of the people crossing the border.  

There is a difference in the subject positions previously discussed. This dif-
ference is that the people represented as crossing the border can all be under-
stood to inhabit a space where they can either be seen as people or objectified 
into bodies. It opens up for an understanding of the ones not saved, drowned 
due to weather or an inability to respond, as objects not handled in time. In 
contrast to these objects, people are saved, cared for, and included become, in 
part, subjects of security. However, there is a continuous vacillation between 
subject and object in many of the subject positions. They are not subjects of 
security fully, not included but rather a projection surface from which mean-
ings of borders, practices, and people present in these spaces can be under-
stood.  

The visually represented relationships found concerning risks for people 
crossing the border are primarily with border personnel exemplified by, 
among others, Picture 2.3.5, 2.3.9, 2.3.13, 2.3.18, 2.3.24. These visual repre-
sentations of interaction between border personnel and people crossing the 
border often follow a similar logic, of active border personnel and passive 
people crossing the border. The previous understandings of border personnel, 
as mandated to act at the border, open up for the represented situations to be 
understood as scenes of (in)security. Another relationship represented visually 
is that of people crossing the border and different artefacts, such as blankets, 
or life vests, communicated as given to them by different border personnel. 
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These artefacts become extensions of border personnel, communicating that 
the people crossing the border have been saved and cared for. One can argue 
that these artefacts further enable understandings of a sense of risk and unease 
at the border.  

Several represented relationships are primarily constructed textually be-
tween different people crossing the border, which are not border personnel. 
The centrality of identified and differentiation between people crossing the 
border is stated early on, as with Picture 2.3.3. There is also the threat of fa-
cilitators/smugglers/traffickers as with Picture 2.3.10, 2.3.14, and 2.3.22. 
There is also the threat of people engaging in ‘dangerous’ behaviour, as in-
structed by from facilitators/smugglers/traffickers, for gaining advantages 
when seeking asylum. An example of this is Picture 2.3.24 where ‘Captain 
Nicholas’ speaks of ‘bad guys’ that are ‘worse than smugglers’. These repre-
sented relationships produced through text all can open up for ambiguity and 
deviance to enter into the images. This entering enables the production of risk 
and unease that becomes potentially existent in all subjects represented as 
crossing the border. However, the threat is not clear. Instead, it becomes di-
luted by the lack of definition, meaning that it is seldom explicitly represented 
towards specific subject positions. As such, the represented relationship be-
tween the subject positions revolves around forms of victimhood, risk, and 
unease. Yet the risks represented as experienced, are highly unstable, open to 
ambiguities and uncertainties.  

There is also a represented relationship that is opened up for that is seldom 
seen in the images. That is of the represented relationship between notions of 
‘illegal -’ or ‘irregular migrants’ as opposed to ‘bona fide’ travellers’. ‘The 
‘bona fide’ traveller produces a notion of a proper way of crossing the border 
at BCPs that become contrasted to the ‘illegal’ or ‘irregular’ aspects of people 
crossing the border between BCPs or in other ways that differ from the notion 
of ‘proper’. The people crossing the border in ways understood as ‘illegal’ or 
‘irregular’, become produced in a relationship with a notion of a ‘proper way’ 
that is outside the image. It produces understandings of deviance in the people 
crossing the border, displacing any notion of a proper ‘irregular border cross-
ing’. They can be found to be eligible for asylum with their act of crossing the 
border still firmly framed as deviant. 

The representation of these positions, that are always uncertain, also con-
structs the understanding of the border spaces as fractured and ambiguous. 
The people represented as being at risk during border crossings produce mean-
ings of the border and understandings of Frontex’s practices in these spaces. 
Drawing both on the morality of saving people, and conventions such as SO-
LAS, it produces openings for the border to both be expanded and reformu-
lated. As in the case of the people in Picture 2.3.14, intercepted one nautical 
mile from Morocco, it enables intervention to take place in other countries’ 
sovereign territory. As noted above, the territorial line defines where the ‘res-
cued’ people are to be taken. When intercepting people on the ‘other side’ of 
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the territorial line, the represented practice offers a way of externalising SAR 
and interventions. The represented moral position of SAR and urgency of sav-
ing lives normalises the practices externalising SARs and interventions. There 
are two issues that deserve attention here. The people represented as crossing 
the border become twinned in a relationship between those saved and cared 
for and those represented as ‘illegal’ or ‘threatening’. Following from this 
twinning, one can understand that the externalisation of intervention based on 
the common-sense practice of identifying people also become normalised in 
the same process. Thus, the depiction of people crossing the border are in ways 
that enable a (re)articulation of borders. The borders limits are (re)articulated 
and expanded into geographical areas previously not understood as spaces for 
the external border. The expanded concept of the geographical limit of borders 
also (re)articulates understandings of where border-crossings take place. 

As with the people ‘rescued’ one nautical mile outside of the Moroccan 
mainland (Picture 2.3.14) there is a simultaneous representation of the same 
people as intercepted ‘migrants’. The picture and the wording enable ways of 
understanding people as ‘migrants’ intercepted while crossing the border to 
the EU. While they have not crossed the external border, the scenes represent 
their actions as crossing the external border. The border is not a physical ges-
tation in these situations, instead, one can understand that the border as en-
acted in the spaces of interception. The practice of intervention also demands 
a separation of people, to identify between people crossing the border, people 
working on boats (such as fishing) or people on a leisurely tour. The separation 
is based on the logics of differentiation and diagnosis of the people crossing 
the border. With the argument of identification it is made to seem as common 
sense to separate people that are present in the same space. 

Somewhat surprising is that the visual and textual representations exhibit a 
continuity over time. While there are ambiguities and contradictions, rather 
than being discontinuities, they seem to work to reinforce the ambiguity and 
uncertainty of people crossing the border. In this way, one can understand the 
continuum as central to the process of (re)articulation. An example of this is 
that as early as 2010, with the Central Mediterranean route defined as referring 
to ‘illegal migration’. This definition establishes a specific understanding of 
people intercepted at sea. This definition is (re)articulated over time, the 2013 
General Report discusses ‘irregular sea-border crossings’ (2013:16). The 
2016 ARA describes how 154 000 people were detected during ‘illegal border 
crossings’ on the same route (2016:6). The material offers a traceable line. 
Beginning with the definition of people as engaging in ‘illegal migration’, 
transforming to ‘irregular sea-border crossings’, to ‘Captain Nicholas’ de-
scription of people identified at sea, where they are still represented as en-
gaged in ‘illegal’ or ‘deviant’ behaviour. While representing people crossing 
the border as experiencing several risks there is a concomitant representation 
of the same people engaging in ‘illegal’ acts. There is always the potential to 
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connect the positions of risk and victimhood with ‘illegal’ behaviour, ruptur-
ing and fragmenting the subject position of victimhood. One can argue that 
this is evidence of how competing and conflicting subject positions vacillate. 
In turn, this further makes the subject positions of people crossing the border 
seem more unstable.  
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2.4 Representations of Risks and Threats 
towards the EU 

In Chapter 2.2, it was possible to identify two themes concerning the mandate 
and urgency of border control. The first was one of humanitarianism, leading 
to the theme engaged with in Chapter 2.3. There, the fractured, paradoxical, 
and ambiguous descriptions of people represented as being under threat or at 
risk were discussed. The subject positions found were unstable and always 
under formulation or reformulation. The second theme found in 2.2 represen-
tations of border personnel was that of managing and responding to different 
representations of risks, unease, and (in)securities towards the EU. This in-
sight leads to the theme engaged with in this chapter, Representations of Risks 
and Threats towards the EU.  

Already from its founding document, one of Frontex’s central tasks has 
been “carrying out risk analyses […] with a view to improving the integrated 
management of the EU’s external borders” (EC 2007/2004). The depictions 
of threat, risk, and (in)security towards the EU is approached as a way of un-
derstanding representations of borders, practices, and people present in these 
spaces. Engaging in the issue of represented risks, unease, and (in)securities, 
offers a way to approach understandings of how Frontex represents their man-
date, centrality, and necessity concerning the protection of the whole of the 
EU.  

This chapter examines what kind of representations of subjects concerning 
risk and threat can be found. As found in the previous chapters, meanings and 
understandings of the subject positions identified are contingent on a relational 
positioning. It is also the case that these relational positions differ, meaning 
that it is essential to identify the specificity of different relationships. As with 
previous themes, this chapter also engages in the continuities and discontinu-
ities identified over time in the material. 

2010 
There are few images explicitly communicating a direct threat towards the EU 
or the personnel at borders in the material studied. Picture 2.4.1 represents one 
of the few pictures of these situations of direct threat. The picture is located in 
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the 2010 report Beyond 
the Frontiers. Frontex: 
The First Five Years, as 
noted when discussing 
Picture 2.1.1 in Chapter 
2.1. The report can be un-
derstood as a communi-
cation of the relevance of 
Frontex as well as their 
experiences from the first 
five years. It is a dramatic 
image, with a Guardia 
Civil boat rammed by a 
sizeable high-speed boat. In the forefront, there is a life raft seemingly de-
ployed by personnel in relation to the collision. The caption reads ”NOTHING 
TO LOSE: a Guardia Civil patrol boat rammed by traffickers”. The framing 
of the scene is one of border personnel experiencing issues of threats from 
traffickers. While dramatic, it stands out even more as this is the only image 
of its kind in the material. Such overt imagery that communicates a threat to-
wards the EU is not found again in the material.  

A visual marker found during the entire period studied in this dissertation 
is the deployment of masked or blurred faces of people in images. As they are 
not identifiable, the masking or blurring can add a sense of risk and unease. 
Picture 2.4.2 is in the 2010 
Western Balkans Annual 
Risk Analysis (2010 WB-
ARA). Issues mentioned 
in the 2010 WB-ARA are 
similar to the 2010 ARA, 
the Western Balkans re-
gion reported decreasing 
trends in migratory flows. 
However, the text also 
notes that crossings be-
tween BCPs at the Alba-
nian-Greek border contin-
ued in high numbers, accounting for 90 % of ‘irregular border crossings’ in 
the region (2010:8).  

In the image, four people are seemingly exiting a car rapidly. In the fore-
ground of the image are bushes, indicating an image taken by a person or sur-
veillance camera in hiding. The caption states that ‘irregular migrants’ are us-
ing ‘unlicensed taxis to cross irregularly’. The picture is also in a section deal-
ing with Albanian border crossings via the FYR Macedonia-Greece border. 
While not explicitly stating that the people in the image are Albanians, the 

Picture 2.4.1 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: The first Five Years) 

 

Picture 2.4.2 
(2010 WB-ARA) 
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setting offers an avenue to understand the people as Albanians. This under-
standing reconnects to the broader issues discussed in the 2010 WB-ARA, 
where Albanians crossing the borders are put forth as one of the central chal-
lenges for the region.  

2011 
Images of masked people indicate an ambiguity and unease, an incomplete 
scene that can potentially represent a risk or unease towards the EU. The de-
ployment of surveillance images communicates interventions while at the 
same time reinforcing the logic of potential risk and unease through masked 
people. It makes the people in the images present while also unidentifiable to 
the viewer. Through this, the people in images can be understood as potential 
risks and sources of unease as it is not possible to identify them as having a 
clear position. The deployment of thermovision images opens up for interpre-
tations scenes of a militaristic setting.  

One of the first in-
stances of this is found in 
the 2011 ARA on page 13, 
seen here as Picture 2.4.3. 
The image shows a string 
of people crossing the 
Greek-Turkish border. The 
image, while grainy, depict 
23 people on what seems to 
be a ridge. The caption in-
forms that the image is 
showing ‘irregular mi-
grants’ crossing the Greek-
Turkish border (2011:13). 
Like the case of masked and 
blurred faces, there is a re-
moval of personal traits from the images.  

In surveillance images, this process can be argued to be even more evident 
as the people are only recognisable as distant white lines. The images enable 
a framing of the subjects as ‘irregular migrants’, void of any other physical or 
emotional traits, producing objects that are merely ‘irregular’ and crossing the 
border. They are presented in a scene previously set in a discursive framing 
representing this behaviour as ‘illicit’ and ‘illegal’. Left in the image are ob-
jects understood as engaging in ‘illegal’ conduct. This risk is then enhanced 
by the structure of the image as a thermovision picture, watched on from afar. 
One can understand these as the productive aspect of bodies, where they open 

Picture 2.4.3 
(2011 ARA) 
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up the field for new formulations of risk and unease and call for new logics of 
intervention to be included.  

A similar image (Picture 
2.4.4) is in the 2011 WB-
ARA. The picture is grainy 
and open, it seems to depict 
a field, marked primarily by 
the blue and black tint. In 
the middle of the image are 
white dots or figures. Look-
ing at it, the image does not 
directly show any depic-
tions of human figures 
which leaves the image 
open to interpretation. 
However, the caption 
above the picture states that 
it is a thermovision photo-
graph of five ‘irregular mi-
grants’ crossing from Serbia to Croatia. 

Both pictures are open to interpretation, in that they do not explicitly depict 
people or any visual markers within the picture that would imply border cross-
ings or ‘irregularity’. Instead, the caption of the images achieves this. There 
are two components of the image that suggest a sense of handling risk. The 
first is the deployment of thermovision devices, possibly implying that people 
are either hiding in the vegetation or that they are out walking at night. One 
can also understand the scene as a representation of SAR operations where 
finding and identifying individuals has been the primary goals. However, 
nothing in the captions or texts surrounding the images allude to the scenes 
being of a SAR nature. The second is the visual framing deployed in both 
instances, with information surrounding the image. It implies a scene of sur-
veillance, which in turn opens up for interpretations of ‘illicit’ acts of some-
thing that is to be managed.  
 
 

Picture 2.4.4 
(2011 WB-ARA) 
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2012 
A picture that communicates both the defensive aesthetic and risk is in the 
2012 report Eastern Borders: Annual Overview 2012 (2012 EB). The first 
scene, in greyscale, seems to depict three cars, surrounded by vegetation, with 
people standing around the cars. On some of the people, it is possible to iden-
tify protective gear such as bulletproof vests. Below the first image, is an im-
age of five people standing in a straight line in a hallway.  

The two images are in a box on the page and the text in the box states the 
segment is about the Belarus-Lithuania border. It further states that:  

 
The uncovered facilitation network was composed of nationals of Lithuania, 
Belarus and the Russian Federation. The Belarusian were professional drivers, 
and Russian guides were ex-soldiers with specialised skills. The network re-
cruited Afghan nationals already living in the Russian Federation. […] After 
the crossing, on the Lithuanian side another group of facilitators took them to 
Poland in minivans. (2012:27) 

Picture 2.4.5 
(2012 EB-RAN) 

 



147 

 
Both pictures are open. As the first picture does not imply any specific 

scene it could equally be an image from an exercise. Likewise, the scene be-
low in the image only depicts five men standing in line in a hallway. While 
producing questions on who they are and why they are standing in line in a 
hallway, the scene does not imply anything exceptional or specific.  

Like the images above, the images and texts exemplify an interdependence. 
Through the text, the feeling of unease and a militaristic scene is reinforced 
by noting that there were ex-soldiers present with undefined ‘specialised 
skills’. Furthermore, the text frame the two images in a way that enable an 
interpretation that the men standing in the hallway could be the Afghan na-
tionals discussed in the text. Combining the first picture and text, one can un-
derstand them as set in a relationship. This relationship potentially frames the 
scene as a military situation (with its possible dangers) instead of a mission of 
just border patrolling. However, there is also a production of a sense of ambi-
guity through the text discussing the recruitment of people and them actively 
pursuing a way of entering Poland. It opens up for question of whether people 
were acting of their own free will or if they had been recruited and crossing 
the border involuntarily. 

The statement also connects to different facilitation groups. Firstly, the fa-
cilitation group is composed of people from different nationalities and spe-
cialised skills. From Lithuania, another group of undefined facilitators is in-
troduced. These images, and especially the first image, connect to the context 
of militaristic/defensive scenes through both its visual markers and the textual 
markers such as ‘ex-soldiers’. The threats are not explicitly stated, they are 
instead alluded to through the deployment of descriptions such as ‘ex-sol-
diers’. It is also done by connecting to understandings of the facilitations of 
border crossing as ‘illicit’ acts. Much of the knowledge of risk and unease can 
be seen as implicitly produced through the deployment of the thermovision 
image. The crosshair in the centre and undefined people with items such as 
bulletproof vests standing in groups introduces risk and unease to the image. 
Risk, unease, and (in)security, as related to defence, can be seen to be made 
implicitly present in the scene through different possible suggestions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



148 

Turning from representations of physi-
cal intervention in surveillance and ther-
movision images. Picture 2.4.6 show how 
surveillance images can depict detection 
rather than intervention. Two pictures 
(Picture 2.4.6) that similarly deploy the 
visual markers of images from surveil-
lance cameras are in the 2012 FRAN Q3. 
Picture 2.4.6 show two people in the water 
that seems to be wading, both are wearing 
orange lifejackets. They are looking to-
ward the photograph, seemingly aware of 
the presence of a camera. Like other im-
ages before, the framing of the pictures is 
through the visual markers that come to 
identify them as being seen through a sur-
veillance camera.  

What is salient in the image is that both 
of their eyes are masked. This masking is 
through a black strip added in post-produc-
tion. The text on the page informs that an 
aerial asset in the JO Poseidon* took the pic-
ture. The text on the same page as the image 
states: 

At one time, in the area of Orestiada the water level dropped by more than 1m 
in areas where the water level would typically have been be too deep to wade. 
Hence many migrants claimed during interviews that they had waded across the 
River Evros to Greece. The photographs in Figure 10 were taken by JO Posei-
don Land aerial asset during its flight mission at a time when several migrants 
crossed the river on foot but still used life vests probably supplied and reused 
by a facilitator. (2012:23) 

 
The interdependence between text and image represents the unidentified 

people crossing the border in two ways. Firstly, they have information and 
opportunity to cross when circumstances are favourable. Others facilitating 
the border crossings also support them. The people become readable, individ-
ualized and conscious. Secondly, they are made anonymized, and distant, nor-
malizing the representation of them as potential risks. While the pictures are 
open, they are firmly described and located by the text describing them, which 
provides a closure of interpretation. 
                                                   
* JO Poseidon was a joint operation focused on increased surveillance and control capabilities 
along Greece’s borders. This included several different operations (both sea and land) and focal 
points (such as border control, Search and Rescue’s, and seizures of drugs or weapons). 

Picture 2.4.6 
(2012 FRAN Q3) 
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What gives the two pictures its salience is the combination of individualis-
ing and anonymising. The people in the picture are seemingly lonely, standing 
by themselves in the water. They are singled out. At the same time, post-pro-
cessing hides the eyes and parts of the face. Blurring the individuality of the 
people in the picture, it produces subjects simultaneously singular and part of 
an unidentifiable mass of subjects. What is also interesting is the wording for 
surveillance cameras used in the text described as ‘aerial assets’ in ‘flight mis-
sion’. They are not part of a surveillance apparatus. Instead, they are an asset, 
implicitly connected to the control of borders, not taking photographs, they 
are on a ‘mission’. The surveillance tools along the border are represented 
primarily as a neutral repertoire of border control which makes their presence 
seem as common sense, inevitable, and unchallenged. This vacillation be-
tween individualising people and anonymising them is central in the framing 
of risk and unease the border. It allows for representations of people crossing 
the border as being singled out and exemplifying the conscious crossing of 
borders and a grey mass of people who could potentially come to cross the 
border.  

2013 
A further deployment of surveillance images and images connected to a po-
tential risk to the EU is in the 2013 FRAN Q2. The first, on the left, in either 
black and white or thermovision, show two boats moored together, with waves 
surrounding them (Picture 2.4.7). On the top side is the same sort of visual 
markers previously found, indicating that an image taken from a surveillance 
camera. Other than that, the picture is open and undefinable, it could equally 
be two ships working at sea, or ships belonging to border personnel. 

There is a dual representation of potential risks in the scene. The surveil-
lance image reconnects to systems of significations where an image such as 
the one above can become understood as a representation of border crossings. 
By using such an image, the scene gains a potential of risk and unease. On the 
right side, is a map, with two dots, one red and one green, positioned between 
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Greece and Italy. The positioning of the dots places the images in a geograph-
ical context where they are present in an area previously described as a space 
of border crossings. 

 
The caption of the two images states that they present a transient shipment 

of 83 people from Syria, Egypt, Palestine, and Iraq and that this was the first 
picture taken of this operation. The text frames the scene as one of ‘migration’ 
on a different scale with a more advanced ship present. Additionally, while it 
is not possible to identify or see people in the first picture, an understanding 
of their presence is produced through the text. The meaning of the represented 
scene is made textually, where there is nothing visible that can counter Fron-
tex’s claim of what these images represent. Like previously stated, the image 
on the left is open: nothing in the image indicates a risk or an unease. By 
textually describing the scene as one of a ‘transhipment’, a sense of advance 
practices and scale enters the situation. Up until 2013, the images have focused 
on the deployment of surveillance and thermovision images and how they im-
ply potential risks and unease.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.4.7 
(2013 FRAN Q2) 
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We now turn to more explicit depic-
tions of potential risks and unease 
through specific artefacts. One such ex-
ample is Picture 2.4.8, with a scene 
where border personnel is wearing pro-
tective clothing while handling a small 
child. As the image has been exten-
sively discussed (see Chapter 2.1 Pic-
ture 2.1.7), the image will not be de-
scribed in detail here. However, it is 
possible to identify relevant issues in 
the picture, such as the small child 
lifted by border personnel wearing pro-
tective clothing. 

The open image becomes fractured 
and given a sense of unease by the pres-
ence of artefacts of protection, exposing 
it to new questions and interpretations. 
Why is the person wearing the equipment? Against what is the equipment pro-
tecting? What are the risks in the picture calling for protective clothing (such 
as the suit and the white gloves to be used)? Why is the child lifted by a person 
in protective equipment? Is the child a possible risk, or is it that the child may 
have contracted something threating during the travel by some of the other 
passengers? In previous discussions of images of children one can trace rep-
resentations of removal of the children, both physically and metaphorically, 
from the other adults of the group. They become distanced from the rest of the 
people crossing the border and from the action of crossing the border. Here, 
one can understand the scene as a representation of children as potentially a 
source of risk. 

The image is further juxtaposed and fractured through the clear and deci-
sive caption ”Reception and assistance” that stands in contrast to the unease 
in the image constructed through the artefacts of protective gear. An unease 
becomes woven into the image that left uncommented. While this image dif-
fers from pictures previously discussed in the chapter, there is an interlinkage 
through the represented presence of risk, unease, and the implicit logic of de-
fence. Here the defence takes the shape of protective gear against a possible 
unidentified and uncommented risk.  

 

Picture 2.4.8 
(Fundamental Rights Training for Bor-

der Guards) 
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2014 
Returning to the issue of masked faces, another example is in the 2014 WB-
ARA. The left image in Picture 2.4.9 shows a blue van where the focus is on 
the left side of the van and with the license plate centred. The image on the 
right shows several men sitting in what appears to be the back of a van.  

The caption connected to the images states that twenty-two West Africans 
were detected in a Montenegrin van driven by a Serbian citizen. The caption 
does not explicitly say (like so often the case) that the event described and the 
images displayed are from the same event. They do not necessarily corre-
spond, through their placement, it produces a potential connection. The people 
in the van are rendered distant from the audience through the obscuring of 
their faces. The claim of twenty-two people from West Africa identified in a 
single van reinforces this distance. Twenty-two people is a remarkably high 
number of persons to be able to fit in a small van. This piece of information 
in the text highlights the sense of an unidentifiable and indistinguishable mass 
of people.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.4.9 
(2014 WB-ARA) 
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The issue of the use of protective equipment is also in the 2014 General 
Report. Both images have been previously discussed extensively in Chapter 
2.1 (as Picture 2.1.10 and Picture 2.1.11). The two pictures share similarities 
with Picture 2.4.10 depicting border 
personnel folding blankets with a 
child. Or Picture 2.4.11 showing a bor-
der personnel holding up his finders in 
front of a small child. Both scenes are 
seemingly showing a relaxed interac-
tion between border personnel and 
children. Both pictures communicate 
calm situations of interactions akin to 
those of parents and children. How-
ever, the deployment of facial masks 
and protective clothing worn by the 
personnel fractures both scenes. In the 
first picture, the two border personnel 
are both wearing protective masks, and 
in the second picture, the man is wear-
ing both a protective mask and gloves. 
These artefacts allow for already open 
images to also be filled with unease and 
ambiguity. They remind the viewer that 
there are elements of risk facing the border personnel and that personnel need 
to be protected.  

Like Picture 2.4.8, it also opens up for questions, what is the danger pro-
tected against through the masks? Is it the children and people crossing the 
border that are potential health risks? Alternatively, are there other risks in the 
operation that require protective clothing? If so, why are the other people in 

Picture 2.4.10 
(2014 General Report) 

Picture 2.4.11 
(2014 General Report) 
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the picture not equipped with these artefacts as well? Neither Picture 2.4.10 
nor 2.4.11 frames a specific risk, yet through the artefacts of protection, an 
implicit ambiguity or unease can be identified in the images. 

Turning to a different issue, there are textual discussions in the material of 
actions such as ‘apprehension’ or ‘arrests’, but people are seldom visually rep-
resented in these situations. Similarly to Picture 2.4.5, Picture 2.4.12 seems 
to explicitly represent people who are ‘apprehended’ or ‘arrested’. 

In Picture 2.4.12, found 
in the 2014 EB-RAN, four 
people are standing in line 
in the snow, with some 
back-packs on the ground. 
Their hands are on their 
backs as if handcuffed. In 
the foreground is a fifth per-
son, standing in camouflage 
clothing and a vest with Cy-
rillic lettering. 

The picture is open and 
there are no visual markers 
of a border or a border 
crossed. Instead, the repre-
sentation seems to be of four 
people being apprehended or 
arrested. The caption on the image states that Georgian citizens were arrested 
after attempting ‘illegal border-crossing’ from Ukraine to Slovakia. The im-
age is also copyrighted to the ‘Border Service of Ukraine’, indicating that they 
are on the Ukrainian side. The text on the same and the following page opens 
up for meanings to transfer to the represented people in the picture. It is ena-
bled through the statement “There seems to be an increased risk of links be-
tween irregular migration and Georgian organised crime in the EU” (2014:41). 
The text continues by discussing the amnesty in Georgia in 2013, where 
17,000 prisoners were released, indicating that there is a connection between 
these people and the border crossings in the area. The text also notes that 
”However, a clear link with irregular migration and its facilitation cannot be 
established” (2014:42). The ambiguity is rampant in this part of the material: 
there is a statement of a possible scenario, while at the same time, also with-
drawn. This process of overstatement/understatement results in the production 
of an understanding of people in the picture as possible risks. While partially 
withdrawn, the statement suggests that the possibility of risk or threat posed 
by individuals to the EU is still present.  

Interesting to note is that one can also understand the above statement and 
ambiguity as an example of the externalisation of the EU’s border and their 

Picture 2.4.12 
(2014 EB-ARA) 
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framing. The presence of the people represented in the image is made under-
standable through its caption, locating them geographically outside of the EU. 
Since their apprehension was on the Ukrainian side, they have not crossed the 
EU’s external border. As such, it could be assumed to remain a Ukrainian 
issue. It is still presented and communicated as an issue for the EU, marked 
by its inclusion in the report. The scene exemplifies how the externalisation 
of borders also produces new areas where the management of people crossing 
the border is common sense and in line with the mandate of Frontex. 
 

2015 
Returning to the deployment of thermovision/surveillance images is Picture 
2.4.13, found in the 2015 WB-ARA. The Executive summary on page five 
notes an increase in the number of border crossings between BCPs, with more 
than two-thirds of all detections being at the Hungarian-Serbian border. The 
report renders the Serbian area of central importance to the route towards Hun-
gary from which the migration journey is presumed to continue onwards to 
other countries in the EU. It also notes that while the number of locals in the 
region crossing the border has risen, they are still below the levels before the 
2009 visa liberalisation. This description enables understandings of people 
crossing the border in the region as being from outside the WB-countries. On 
page 29 of the 2015 WB-ARA, the discussion is around the three sub-routes of 
border crossings towards the EU. The discussion designates Sub-route 2 as 
flows from Greece-FYR Macedonia-Serbia-Hungary (2015:29). This desig-
nation connects to the statements made in the Executive summary of the same 
report, showing that both the Serbian area and borders of FYR Macedonia are 
crucial. 
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 Picture 2.4.13 shows two im-
ages from the 2015 WB-ARA that 
bear similarity with Picture 2.4.3 
and Picture 2.4.4 discussed previ-
ously. The top half of the first im-
age show trees in the foreground 
and background with a field in the 
middle. In the field, there are black 
dots circled with a red ring. Simi-
larly, in the bottom half of the im-
age, there are trees in the fore-
ground and background, with a 
field, and black dots circled, only 
this time further along in the im-
age, indicating movement. Like 
the other scenes previously dis-
cussed, the pictures here are open, 
and it is not possible to distinguish 
what is represented just by looking 
at them. The caption states that a 
group of ‘migrants’ were detected 
while ‘illegally crossing’ the Mac-
edonian-Serbian border, the state-
ment delineates the situation. 

The intertextual aspects be-
tween visuals and text in this exam-
ple produce an understanding of the 
black dots in images as people detected while crossing a border. The text in-
terprets the scene for the reader. Through the framing of the scene as one of 
‘illegal’ acts, the scenes are understood to represent a transgression. We, as 
readers bear witness to this transgression. The wording of ‘while illegally 
crossing the border’, reinforces the logic of intervention. The ‘illegality’ of 
the actions is what conditions the response of border personnel. The scene also 
exemplifies how representational practices of bordering are central in con-
structing these logics of intervention. 

The image itself does not entail artefacts of a border. There are no depic-
tions of a transgression or ‘illegality’ in the image. The visual representation 
is not enough to formulate a need for intervention. Rather, a textual description 
is required for the image to represent an ‘illegal’ border crossing by the people 
in the image. ‘Illegality’ and the ‘border’ become the two central factors to 
justify an intervention. Interesting about the scenario in Picture 2.4.13 is that 
it claims to represent a border crossing between two countries that are not 

Picture 2.4.13 
(2015 WB-ARA) 
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members of the EU/Schengen. As the scene is presented as an event that is of 
interest to Frontex and the EU, it can be understood to indicate an externali-
sation of borders. The people in the pictures become positioned as crossing a 
border that is of importance to the EU, drawing them nearer the sphere of 
interest by the two institutions (Frontex and the EU). However, they have not 
entered the EU. There is nothing in the text or picture positioning the people 
as on their way to an EU border. 

The text connected to the images describes that the Western Balkan route 
tends to be a route of migration to Western Europe (2015:26). This scaled-
back statement breaks with the previous statements in the Executive Sum-
mary, describing the Hungarian-Serbian route as central in the flow of people 
in the region. The setting here is between the FYR Macedonia-Serbian border, 
and, as noted previously, this route is described as included in Sub-route 2, 
which in turn leads to the Hungarian-Serbian border. The image and text here 
open up for ambivalence and ambiguity. The understanding of the image 
comes from the textual fixations. However, there are several competing asser-
tions clashing when connecting with the image. The open-ended statement 
exemplifies an openness of pictures, where the people could be on their way 
to Western Europe. This ambiguity and unease in the material open up ave-
nues that connect with other issues in a system of significations that allow for 
the externalisation of borders to be considered necessary. The border between 
FYR Macedonia-Serbia is represented as linked in relation to the challenges 
at the Hungarian-Serbian border. The people become representatives of un-
ease, where their plans and motives are assumed to possibly relate to the EU, 
further calling into relevance both the need for surveillance and intervention. 
Yet it is not explicitly stated that these scenarios are a source of risk for the 
EU. It draws on the ambiguity and unease of the situations where there is a 
potential risk. The issue becomes one of managing an unknown risk or unease 
not yet identified but could be present.  
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From 2015, pictures of people in large groups are more prevalent than be-

fore. Picture 2.4.14, like Picture 2.4.13, is in the 2015 WB-ARA. Two pictures 
are in the same Figure. They appear similar, indicating that they are either 
from the same situation or representations of the same event. The first picture, 
taken at either dusk of dawn, shows a group of people standing by the side of 
a road. Next to them, near the woods, are lit bonfires. The second picture de-
picts a mass of people standing by the road next to the woods in daylight.  

Both pictures represent a group waiting, however, it is unclear what the 
group is waiting for. The caption of the two images describe the people in the 
pictures as Kosovar ‘migrants’ by the Hungarian-Serbian Border and that 
there is a high number of women and children (2015:35). On the page before 
the images, the text offers different possible explanations for the increased 
outflow of Kosovar citizens. The test notes a connection between the increase 
and the process in Hungary of placing family units applying for asylum in 
open centres where they can decide to take back their applications. Alterna-
tively, one explanation is brought forward that a rumour ‘spread by facilita-
tors’ that pregnant women receive asylum immediately in Europe can account 
for the increase as well (2015:34-35). The representations of women and chil-
dren in the picture become framed as a consequence of rumours of Hungarian 
practices around family units or the EU’s rumoured practice of giving asylum 
to pregnant women. 

Here, it is possible to identify two distinct representations of meanings. The 
first is that it is a depiction of a large group of people and bodies with no 
distinguishable features. One can also argue that the process here exemplifies 
an interdependence between text and image. It is a textual communication of 
bodies deployed as a tool (coupled with pictures of a mass of people), making 
them seem anonymised. The second relates to the productive aspects of the 
body, framing insights into new practices of how to gain asylum. These bodies 
become productive in the divulgence of understandings of some bodies, 
through their presence, used as tools for gaining asylum. The bodies here come 

Picture 2.4.14 
(2015 WB-ARA) 
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to be productive elements that articulates both perceptions and produce poten-
tially new forms of border control to counter these representational practices. 
 The 2015 ARA is the first risk analysis to engage in risks posed by people 
crossing the borders to the EU. The report states, “As human mobility in Eu-
rope rises, health security attracts increasing attention as a means to safeguard-
ing the health of the population. […] health challenges have been as well rec-
ognised as foreign policy matters […] The analysis of health risks requires an 
overview of the health hazards arising in the countries of origin and transit, at 
the border and within the countries of destination” (2015:50). The use of 
words such as ‘health risks’, ‘migrant health’, and detailing the possible risk 
migration might cause to public health in the EU is, however, ambivalent.  

Picture 2.4.15 found in the 2015 
General Report further adds to this 
ambivalence about public health risks 
to the EU. The image depicts an open 
door on a train, with men standing in-
side the train and five police officers 
standing in the foreground. The image 
contains similar artefacts as previ-
ously discussed (Picture 2.4.8 2.4,10, 
and 2.4.11) such as facial masks and 
other protective equipment. However, 
unlike the 2015 ARA, the 2015 Gen-
eral Report does not explicitly men-
tion ‘health risks’, and nor does this 
scene. This opens up for ambivalence 
and unease in the system of migration 
to enter. As the Frontex paragraph fol-
lows ”Due to the common lack of 
proper preparation and information, the 
health risks posed by migrants are often overestimated by the receiving coun-
tries” (2015:50). The quote problematises the national focus on public health. 
It is a concern in the text that this focus overestimates the health risks poten-
tially posed by people crossing borders. In the next paragraph, Frontex dis-
cusses the low levels of vaccination coverage in countries engaged in con-
flicts, such as Syria and states that “[…] there are still deep concerns on the 
immunization status of Syrians, including those asking for asylum in Euro-
pean countries” (2015:50).  

It is possible to read the image in the 2015 General Report against the de-
velopment of the issue of health as a growing concern of risk, unease, and 
(in)security. It offers a way of understanding a growing representation of a 
‘new’ (in)security that merges the increasing flows of people previously dis-
cussed, with a new risk (health) posed by these developments. It enables a 

Picture 2.4.15 
(2015 General Report) 
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production of a possible risk, unease, or (in)security towards the EU concern-
ing the people crossing the border. 

Another theme is that of the ‘fraudulent’ practices at BCPs (i.e. fraudulent 
documents). This issue is a theme that has been extensively discussed previ-
ously in the material but seldom depicted in images until 2015 and the report 
12 Seconds to Decide. In Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of 
Best Practice. Picture 2.4.16-19 are all found in this report and presented as 
being from the Lisbon Airport in September 2013 during JO Lusitania*. What 
is striking with both sets of images is their generalisable structure.  

The first image, Picture 2.4.16, depicts a single person standing in front of 
three kiosks, each holding two entrances, all manned, at the BCP. The text on 
page 63 sets the scene, being 5:45 in the morning with a flight coming in from 
Guinea-Bissau. One statement reads “So far during Lusitania, the border 
guards have intercepted between three and five fraudsters every day. The first 
case is uncovered in less than ten minutes: a young man with a Senegalese 
passport […] (2015:63)”. The text continues by describing a scene in the same 
situation where a young man with a Senegalese passport is intercepted 
(2015:63, 65). Furthermore, the text describes the issues leading to suspicion, 
a Senegalese passport issued in Gambia with the man claiming to have been 
born in Guinea-Bissau. He holds a Portuguese residency permit without 
speaking any Portuguese. The ticket is one-way which, according to the text, 
should most likely have been a return ticket had he been living in Portugal 
(2015:65). The text goes on to describe that ”A magnifying glass, produced 

                                                   
* JO Lusitania was a two-week operation in the air border’s sector, focused on document fraud. 

Picture 2.4.16 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of Best 

Practice) 
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from one of the officer’s pockets, seals the young man’s fate: the residency 
permit is a fake” (2015:65). 

The image is open in its information, the man in Picture 2.4.16 could be in 
a subject position of a ‘bona fide’ traveller. However, the open image, in com-
bination with the closely connected text, also opens up for the possibility that 
the man in the picture is not a ‘bona fide’ traveller. He could also be the same 
person that the text is speaking about, the ‘fraudster’.  

 Picture 2.4.17 shows a 
scene where border personnel 
seems to be scanning a pass-
port in an electronic device. 
As with Picture 2.4.17, Pic-
ture 2.4.17 does not communi-
cate any risk or unease. In-
stead, it would appear to repre-
sent standard practices of bor-
der control. As with the 
previous image, the text relat-
ing to the image is dramatic. A 
caption frames the setting as 
”A Portuguese document expert 
applies ultraviolet light to a sus-
pected false passport. The vari-
ety of tricks used by forgers is ‘staggering'” (2015:65).  

Here we can also see the interdependence between image and text. The 
picture could be a representation of any manual border control as it does not 
imply whether the passport would belong to a ‘bona fide’ traveller or a ‘fraud-
ster’. However, the text firmly locates the setting as one of a suspected ‘for-
gery’. Continuing the passage quoted above with the previous image, it dis-
cusses how the people are found to be holding false documents.  

Picture 2.4.18 is an excerpt of text from the same report, explaining how 
the documents were found to be fake.  

It is interesting to note the merger of visual and textual markers in the ex-
cerpt, how the word ‘fake’ is set in a larger font than the other text and also 

Picture 2.4.17 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: 

Frontex and the Principle of Best Practice) 
 

Picture 2.4.18 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle 

of Best Practice) 
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boldened. It draws the eye to that specific word. The section also continues by 
claiming that “Counterfeit visas, forged passports, doctored photographs, im-
posters using stolen documents: the permutations of deception are almost lim-
itless” (2015:65).  

Picture 2.4.19 depicts people arriving on a flight with a large group of peo-
ple standing in line waiting for the border check. Page 66 begins by situating 
Lisbon airport as “[…] one of the EU’s front lines in dealing with irregular 
migration flows” (2015:66). The text on page 67 continues by describing a 
case of an identified ‘forgery’. A passport is detected as tampered with, con-
cluded with a quote stating that ”The problem is that we have no idea who this 
guy really is” (2015:67). 

In these pictures and represented scenes, it is possible to identify different 
forms of (in)securities or ambiguities towards the EU. The first is that of 
‘fraudulent behaviour’. The pictures exist with the text. There is no visual in-
dication that the scenes described in the paragraph are in the photographs. 
However, an openness to interpretation by the pictures allows for the possibil-
ity of them as connected. Secondly, there is the issue of identification. Draw-
ing on the text, the primary concern of the ‘fraudulent behaviour’ is that it 
obfuscates the identities of people. Thirdly, there is the issue of capacity that 
becomes visible as a subject of concern with the text noting that the airport is 
in the front-line of ‘irregular migration’. Identification has previously been 
shown to be a central issue when discussing practices of SAR or people at 
risk. Identification is also seen to be a central issue at BCPs. One can under-
stand it as an issue of information in the spaces of BCPs. When potentially 
having a ‘tampered’ passport, or in other ways engaging in ‘fraudulent’ be-
haviour, the identity of the person is obfuscated. This obfuscation leads to a 
potential risk against the EU. The issue becomes one of managing this unease. 

Picture 2.4.19 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle 

of Best Practice) 
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Potential risk or unease emerges when a person is unable to be identified. This 
risk and unease can then transfer onto all the people present at BCPs.  

Another way of understanding this represented risk or unease is that the 
people present with ‘tampered’ or ‘fraudulent’ documents become bodies that 
are not readable. Through ‘tampered’ or ‘fraudulent’ papers, the person cross-
ing the border cannot be made readable and differentiated according to the 
logic of safety and deviance in a biopolitical sense. Instead, they become dif-
ferentiated and made deviant through the lack of potential information. Risk 
and unease here are enabled not through extracted knowledge of bodies, but 
of the absence thereof, in turn opening up understandings of the need for fur-
ther border controls and acts to make the bodies readable.  

2016 
Returning to the issue of health as a risk towards the EU are Picture 2.4.20 
and Picture 2.4.21, both found in the 2016 ARA. Chapter 2.2, when discussing 
Picture 2.2.24-30, also discussed the 2016 ARA. In this section, the focus is 
on the representations of the issues of ‘health risks’. As noted with Picture 
2.4.15, the 2015 ARA was the first to discuss ‘health risks’ under a specific 
section distinctly. The 2016 ARA, in turn, states in its introductory summary 
that there is no evidence suggesting a connection between migration and risks 
to public health (2015:8). It is possible to identify two pictures in the 2016 
ARA containing artefacts of protective equipment worn by border personnel.  

Picture 2.4.20, has been engaged with previously in Chapter 2.2 when dis-
cussing Picture 2.2.25. Interesting to note in the image are the two people who 
appear to be border personnel approaching the other boat. There is a differen-
tiation of the two border personnel through the deployment of artefacts. The 

Picture 2.4.20 
(2016 ARA) 
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person steering the ship is wearing a wet suit and a white facial mask. The 
person in the bow is wearing full protective clothing in yellow, a facial mask, 
and gloves. The person in the bow is throwing life-jackets towards the other 
boat, and the boat carrying the border personnel are smaller than the other 
boat. One can assume that the people in the other boat will not board the boat 
of the border personnel. Interaction between the two vessels is limited to the 
bow and the stern of the two boats. This setting marks an interesting juxtapo-
sitioning of the border personnel: the one driving the boat will not interact 
with the people on the other boat, and is wearing less protective clothing. The 
border personnel in the bow, which is closer to the people in the other vessel, 
is interacting physically with them and is wearing more protective gear. 

Picture 2.4.21 is also in the 2016 ARA, in the section ‘6.5 Health Risks’. It 
begins by stating that 

The main focus of Frontex is on strengthening border-control cooperation to 
facilitate bona fide migration management, combat cross-border crime and pre-
vent threats to the Member States. This includes the prevention of threats to 
public health […]. (2016:48) 

 
The quote exemplifies how health and public health over time come to be 

one of Frontex’s central focal points. Furthermore, when discussing ‘health 
risks’, this is one of the few times that the material explicitly defines a threat. 
In previous situations, it has more been a discussion of ‘risk’, or ambiguous 
situations than can be understood as potential issues. Now there is an explicit 
framing of a threat. However, the paragraph continues by discussing both the 
risk of low levels of vaccinations and the overestimation of the risk of ‘migrant 
health’ by receiving countries (2015:48). Focus on the paragraph is instead on 
the physical health and wellbeing of ‘migrants’. The report discourages large 

Picture 2.4.21 
(2016 ARA) 
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screening programs of ‘refugee and migrant populations’ due to the lack of 
evidence of a connection between them and the spread of disease (2015:49).  
Picture 2.4.21 shows border personnel in yellow protective clothing standing 
by the railing of a boat, with an additional two people in the image. One of the 
men in the picture without protective equipment is standing on a small table, 
with a man in yellow protective gear seemingly examining the man. The other 
person without protective gear seems to be waiting in line. There is no caption 
and thus, no context of what is happening. It does not state where the image 
was taken or by whom. What can be identified is, as stated above, are two 
people examined by border personnel in protective gear. 

Like the health risks discussed in the Frontex material overall, the meaning 
constructed here is a fractured and contradicting scene, of producing and sim-
ultaneously downplaying the threat. As with other parts of the report, it con-
tinues to discuss the potential health risks for the workforce at borders and 
reception centres. The text names exposure to biological agents, physical and 
psychological trauma as prospective threats for personnel. Once more, it is 
possible to identify how the material balances between reducing and produc-
ing ideas of risks related to health, especially the health of both EU public and 
personnel.  

There is also an interesting linkage between Picture 2.4.20 and Picture 
2.4.21. As noted with Picture 2.4.20, the only one wearing protective gear is 
the border personnel closest to the people in the other boat and interacting with 
them. In Picture 2.4.21, there are seven border personnel surrounding two 
people. All the border personnel are wearing yellow protective clothing. The 
scene in Picture 2.4.21 is one of a small space, where the border personnel 
can interact and come into contact with the two others. Linking with Picture 
2.4.20, it would seem that when the border personnel can come into contact 
with the people crossing the border, they are wearing more protective gear. It 
reinforces the sense of risk from the people crossing the border. 

Another image found in the 2016 
ARA is Picture 2.4.22, which shares 
visual traits with the two images in 
Picture 2.4.15. The image relates to 
representations of large crowds of 
people. In the picture, there are 
groups of people, some seated, some 
standing. Nearest to the camera, a 
group is sitting  

with a baby carrier visible to the 
right. In the background is a red bus 
as well as several lanes leading to a 
structure resembling a Border Cross-
ing Point. The caption of the image 
identifies the scene as the Slovenian-

Picture 2.4.22 
(2016 ARA) 
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Croatian border and the people as Syrian refugees. The text on the same page 
of the image discusses ‘secondary movements’, describing them as unprece-
dented, and the challenges created for the EU Member States. Furthermore, 
the text connects these secondary movements with statements such as “In 
2015, subsequent to the massive arrivals of people crossing the border ille-
gally, secondary movements of people within the EU reached unprecedented 
level. […] The main effect of the reintroduction of controls at internal borders 
has been the restraining of the chaos at borders” (2016:32).  

The text and picture come together here in interdependence to construct 
meaning of the specific people in the scene. There is a representation of the 
people as being part of a massive movement of people who have had entered 
‘illegally’ and produced ‘chaos’. Here, the previously dominant issues of help-
ing people, or personal motivations by the people crossing the border are dis-
placed. On can also understand the combination of image and text as examples 
of people represented as bodies. As seen with the growth of pictures with large 
groups of people in them, combined with statements such as ‘massive arrivals’ 
and ‘chaos’, the people in the images come to lose their individuality. This 
loss also obscures the experiences that make a human. Instead of subjects in 
need, or victims, the people in images become anonymized objects that are 
present at the border. 

Conclusion 
The subject positions identified in this theme are among the most ambivalent 
and ambiguous found in the entire material examined in this dissertation. 
However, identified in this theme are several issues that emerge concerning 
subject positions not identified in previous chapters. There is the issue of po-
tential ‘fraudulent behaviour’ of people crossing the border, found in Picture 
2.4.16-2.4.19. Moreover, there is the represented issue of capacity located in 
the same set of pictures. It is possible to identify capacity as an issue of risk 
and threat in Picture 2.4.7. Posing a ‘health risk’ is also found to be repre-
sented in different subject positions rather than in a specific one. Examples of 
this are in the descriptions in the 2015 ARA. It is found in Picture 2.4.15, 
2.4.20, and 2.4.21 as well. Found, however, is that ‘health risks’ as a concept 
is contentious and ambivalent, the issue is often both diminished as well as 
represented as a serious risk. Through the (mostly textual) communication of 
subject positions concerning ‘health risks’ it enables openings to be produced 
and enter the images. These openings allow a representation of the people 
crossing the border to hold a multitude of subject positions. The primary find-
ing concerning subject positions is that they revolve around unease of what is 
not known and also textually constructed. It challenges the position of people 
crossing as represented in a single subject position. They are instead, here, 
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always in a potential vacillation, all people crossing the border can be repre-
sented as being a source of risk and unease. 

Ambiguity and unease enter into the images and open up for different 
(in)securities to be produced. It is not only the risks of ‘health’, ‘fraudulence’, 
or capacity but it is the unease of all people crossing and the potential connec-
tion. (In)security here can be seen to be opened for through ambiguity and 
unease and equally becoming issues of management. Identified in this theme 
are representations of relationships between people crossing the border, rep-
resented as different risks (such as engaging in ‘fraudulent behaviour’, issues 
of capacity, or ‘health risks’) and border personnel. As with the subject posi-
tions identified, there is a connection in the represented relationships to ambi-
guity and unease. 

Health risks are also visually produced as a represented relationship, exem-
plified by Picture 2.4.8, 2.4.10, 2.4.11 representing an interaction between 
border personnel and people assumed to be crossing the border. There is not a 
connection between the pictures and explicit descriptions of ‘health risks’. 
However, the deployment of facial masks and other protective gear fractures 
the images. It opens up for understandings of the scenes as being on the front-
line with border personnel dressed in protective clothing against an undefined 
risk. This risk can be understood as transferred to the other people present in 
the image, opening up for a potential ambiguity, risk, and deviance to be in-
scribed in the people crossing the border.  
 In line with the ambiguous positions identified in this chapter, the subject 
of security is equally ambiguous. In some images, a risk towards border per-
sonnel can be identified, as with ‘health risks’ and the protective clothing of 
the border personnel. At other times (as with the issues of ‘fraudulent’ behav-
iour, or aspects of capacity, and ‘health risks’) it becomes constructed against 
something external to the image. One way of understanding this is that risks 
become constituted against an undefined subject of security which is consti-
tuted by the EU and its citizens. It is against this backdrop of the subject of 
security that meanings regarding border personnel, their relevance and man-
date can be both represented and made to seem as common sense. It is through 
this that actions can be understood when it comes to engaging in represented 
risks and threats towards the EU. In the process of not defining the threat di-
rectly, instead producing ambiguity and unease in the scenes, risk and (in)se-
curity is allowed to creep into the situations. These risks, unease, and (in)se-
curities, motivate intervention and action based on a potentially threatening 
issue. 
 There is also a represented relationship that is opened up for through for 
example Picture 2.4.3, 2.4.4, 2.4.6, 2.4.7 and other images of people from 
surveillance cameras. The visual composition of the pictures are ones of bor-
der personnel not physically represented yet made to be present all the same. 
One can understand this process as enacted through understandings that are 
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outside the images, of whom are operating the surveillance artefacts. It is pos-
sible to identify tensions between proximity and distance. An example of this 
is the tension of proximity and distance between people represented in pictures 
and border personnel not in the pictures yet understood to be in the vicinity. 
These images open up for understandings of risk and deviance that can pro-
duce understandings of (in)security. The deployment of surveillance images 
implies in themselves a deviance from the norm, that there are people that 
need to be identified and intercepted in ways conditioned on advanced tech-
nological solutions. The people represented in the images become constructed 
as deviant while simultaneously mainly being confined to an understanding of 
their bodies. With pictures from thermovision surveillance cameras, their de-
tection is due to their bodily functions, of for example exuding heat.  

The represented relationship between people and technological artefacts 
enable the production of understandings of borders as well. As discussed in 
this chapter, there are seldom visual markers of borders in the traditional 
sense. One can instead identify borders as produced through other processes. 
The visual markers of surveillance cameras and the inclusion of bodies in the 
images open up for a space of interest for border control to be communicated. 
The meanings produced can be understood as contingent on two understand-
ings made outside the image. The first is understandings of surveillance cam-
eras, what they do, their placement, and their function. Technological artefacts 
have previously been described and constructed in ways that make them seem 
as central to border control. This representation allows an avenue from which 
the gaze of the camera is a statement that the spaces included are a border to 
be monitored. It also opens up for the gaze to be understood as an extension 
of border personnel. The second understanding is that of the bodies or people 
included in the images. They are represented and understood as being present 
at a border or being on their way towards a border. This understanding rests 
on previous representations of the subject positions of people crossing the bor-
der that they are just doing that. Their status is always connected to either a 
present, past, or future of crossing of the border. 

From these processes, an avenue is opened to make claims about the spaces 
of borders, of the issues, people present, and the needs concerning the border. 
The technological artefacts are present there as a result of a space that is of 
interest and needs to be monitored. The bodies represented in the images be-
come understood as present in an area where they should not be present. It 
transforms into a space of contention and deviance that can communicate un-
ease through a relationship between technological artefacts, and the bodies 
understood to be present at the border. 

Seen in both subject positions and represented relationships is that the in-
terdependence between text and image is central in the potential openings pro-
duced. While the visual material seldom depicts outright threats towards the 
EU, the combination of statements through the documents open the visual ma-
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terial to possibilities of risk. The texts mediate the images and produce open-
ings of ‘illegality’, ‘terrorism’, and ‘health risks’. These mediations open up 
for a normalisation of the repertoire of border control that might be seen as 
exceptional in other contexts. Displacing explicit threats in favour of ambigu-
ously communicated risks, open up for an (in)security that is not delimited as 
risk and unease is potentially ever-present.  
 It is possible to identify two distinct changes over time concerning repre-
sentations and (re)articulations of subject positions regarding risks and threats 
towards the EU. The first is the development of ‘risk’ as a concept, and the 
second is the growth of ‘health’ as a risk to be managed. The understanding 
and deployment of risk can be found to have a distinct discontinuity in the 
material. In earlier years, the risk was primarily deployed as a term connected 
to analysis and methods. However, by 2015, the word is used to describe risks 
towards the EU in ways that make it a concept to be managed. The manage-
ment of risk has also grown in importance and scope. One can understand this 
evolution as a result of increased technological developments. Technological 
developments allow for more in-depth control and increased use of surveil-
lance with issues relating to risk. The evolution can also be a result of an in-
creased authority and mandate to carry out these tasks coupled with an in-
crease in capacity on the part of Frontex as well as a political need to stress 
and communicate specific risks. The development of risk as a concept enables 
new conditions for the (re)production of subjects and relationships. Ambiguity 
and deviance, made understandable through risk, opens for new ways of un-
derstanding (in)security and borders. From a tool for analysis, the risk be-
comes an issue potentially inscribed in the bodies and subjects at the border 
as something to be managed. By defining possible risks that are organisational 
challenges and potential threats border control is normalised and made to seem 
rational, necessary, and inevitable. However, as noted, the subjects and bodies 
in the images are seldom explicitly named as carriers or representatives of risk, 
it becomes inscribed through the potential risks.  

It is possible to trace the inclusion of ‘health risks’ as a concept from 2015 
and onwards. Previously it was discussed with Picture 2.4.10 and 2.4.11 how 
protective gear can open and fracture the image, enabling a potential risk ex-
perienced by the personnel that can be related to health. From 2015, represen-
tations of protective gear, as Picture 2.4.15, 2.4.20 or 2.4.21 can be understood 
to gain an added meaning through the rise of ‘health risks’ as an issue. The 
increased use of protective clothing in the pictures allude to a sense of ambi-
guity and unease related to both public health and health risks for border per-
sonnel. The underlying discourse is one of unease and concern about being 
exposed to something unknown. This unknown is constructed as coming from 
outside EU borders from subjects in need of management in different ways. 
 The inclusion of an ambiguous issue such as ‘health risks’ opens up for 
changes in conditions of (re)production of subjects. It becomes an issue not 
located in a single subject, but, as previously discussed, potentially found in 
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all subjects. It allows for subject positions, represented relationships, and their 
connection to risk, unease, and (in)security, to become expanded. Both 
changes, risk as a concept and the growth of ‘health risks’, can also be under-
stood as conditioned on the technological developments. The growth of dif-
ferent technological solutions offers ways of deepening control and surveil-
lance. In turn, one can understand the developments as avenues that allow the 
inclusion of new forms of (in)securities, seen here with risk and ‘health risks’.  
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2.5. Representations of BCPs 

The previous themes have primarily engaged with depictions of people and 
practices crossing between BCPs. Chapter 2.1 and 2.2 demonstrated rela-
tively stable understandings of subjects and issues in these themes. Chapter 
2.3 and 2.4 however, showed ambiguous and fractured representations of sub-
jects and issues. The themes previously discussed were primarily found to be 
absent from depictions of BCPs, instead, the focus was on the events between 
BCPs. By not being shown in the specific spaces designated for border cross-
ings, the represented subjects and practices were instantly opened to be under-
stood as out of place and fundamentally incorrect. Contrasted against these 
communications, is the idea of spaces designated explicitly for border cross-
ings, spaces understood as the proper way to enter or exit the EU. 

This discursive framing of spaces that are either correct or incorrect draws 
attention to the issue of how ‘correct spaces’ become constructed and repre-
sented. At the same time, the EU border is represented as both expanding and 
contracting. What is the designated role of the physical manifestation of the 
border through BCPs? Moreover, how can the representations of these spaces 
and the subjects and practices there be understood? What is the relevance of 
physical manifestations of a fixated border when the border has both expanded 
and contracted? What role do images of a physical manifestation of borders 
have when the EU’s border extends well beyond the external borders? These 
questions point to the relevance of analysing how the border become physi-
cally represented as specific spaces, and what subject positions and practices 
become represented in these spaces.  

In line with the method, the first issue is of what subject positions can be 
identified in visual and textual illustrations when engaging with the repre-
sented spaces of BCPs. How can these subject positions at the BCPs be un-
derstood as connected to issues of risk, unease, and (in)security? Secondly, 
after identifying the subject positions in the spaces of BCPs, the issue is of 
what represented relationships between the subjects can be identified and how 
they convey issues of risk, unease, and (in)security. The BCP is a defined 
space constructed and communicated through different technological and 
physical artefacts. It raises questions of what represented relationships that go 
beyond the represented subjects, such as different artefacts, can be identified. 
Lastly, it examines how the (re)production of subjects and relationships (be-
tween both subjects and different artefacts) have changed over time. Like 
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other chapters, this chapter follows a chronological timeline to trace develop-
ments of the practices of border control at BCPs and the representation of 
these over time. 

2010 
Images of BCPs are preva-
lent throughout the period 
studied. One of the first 
images found is in the 
2010 report Beyond the 
Frontiers. Frontex: The 
First Five Years. Picture 
2.5.1 shows a woman in a 
headscarf standing in line 
with her passport, seem-
ingly being checked by 
two hands. Behind her is 
another person with their 
passport out.  

The text connected to the 
image speaks of the issue of 
‘overstayers’, noting that, “If it were possible to identify an illegal worker on 
exit from the EU it would be a simple matter to apply an entry ban to prevent 
the next entry by that person” (2010:19). The text also notes that investigating, 
apprehending and sending people back from the EU would be a costlier oper-
ation than identifying people who were exiting. The text on the page finally 
states that, in November 2005, there was a large flow of people leaving the 
EU. Furthermore, it is stated that many would re-enter into the EU because 
”[…] the opportunity to take advantage of the circumstances was too good” 
(2010:19). The operation discussed in direct connection to the image, a de-
scription of the operation can be found on page 22 and 23. The operation was 
on the eastern land border and checked people exiting the EU to ensure that 
they had not overstayed. There was also “[…] a secondary aim of detecting 
forged travel documents and other illegal activities. […] But from the point of 
view of internal security affected by illegal labourers and overstayers, the exit 
check has the same importance as the entry check” (2010:22-23).  

The image itself draws on the text describing practices of border crossings, 
control, and of the border itself. The subject in the image become a person that 
would potentially overstay their visa, or work ‘illegally’ in the EU. It also 
allows for a more multifaceted representation of the issue, evoking under-
standings of people at the border connected to the issue of ‘illegal labourers’, 

Picture 2.5.1 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE 

YEARS) 
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and ‘overstayers’, as not just young men working. The image and text in com-
bination (an operation towards people exiting) offer a framing of the border 
and how it is understood. The border spaces discussed can be understood to 
hold a dual function. One is controlling, checking, differentiating, and sepa-
rating people when entering. The other is applying the same practices to peo-
ple leaving. This dual function with double operations of entry and exit check-
ing normalises a system that subjects bodies to multiple checks. Later on, in 
Beyond the Frontiers. Frontex: The First Five Years, the text discusses the 
function of borders, “[…] that borders function as they should: smoothing the 
path for law-abiding bona fide travellers, but at the same time identifying these 
in need of protection and preventing the illegal activities of criminals, such as 
human traffickers” (2010:69). The understanding of ‘bona fide’ travellers 
opens up for the control and examination of travellers to not only prove them-
selves being ‘bona fide’ when entering but also when exiting as well. 

 

Picture 2.5.2 is an image from the JO Hammer*. The colours are toned 
down, and there is a long queue on the left side for the manual passport check, 
extending beyond the frame of the image, rendering a view of the queue as 
endless. The text surrounding the image speaks of both Trafficking in Human 
Beings (THB) and the JO Hammer. On the left side of the image, on the first 
page of the report, a quote from Duco van Heel, of the Risk Analysis Unit, 
discusses the experience of women subject to THB (2010:50). The second 
theme, JO Hammer, is described as ”[…] a major achievement and a huge 

                                                   
* JO Hammer was an operation that in total covered 115 airports during 2008. The operation 
marked a shift, from covering few airports for a longer period to covering several airports sim-
ultaneously for a shorter period.  

Picture 2.5.2 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS) 

 



175 

blow to organised criminals attempting to exploit air routes for irregular im-
migration. However, the progress in the Air Border Sector did not stop there” 
(2010:50). The following page, containing the second part of the image, de-
tails the ‘success’ of JO Hammer, ”[…] 762 irregular migrants were detected 
at airports, resulting in 695 refusals of entry. In addition, 71 forged documents 
were identified” (2010:51). Out of the 695 refusals, just over 10 per cent were 
forged documents. The text does not indicate as to what the other refusals were 
based on or how these were identified. By linking the 71 forged documents to 
the 762 refusals, it potentially inflates a relatively low number. However, the 
image, coupled with the texts, constructs BCPs as a space for successful bor-
der patrolling, reinforcing the positive understanding of BCPs.  

Picture 2.5.3, is found on the same 
page as Picture 2.5.2. It comprises of a 
quote from Antonio Saccone, Head of Op-
erational Analysis and Evaluation Sector. 
Here the identified 762 ‘irregular mi-
grants’ are assumed to be possible victims 
of ‘illegal’ activities that extend beyond 
the border crossing. The quote states, 
“They will take your real passport, they 
will give you a false passport, they will 
blackmail your family if you don’t pay. 
[…] It is the start of an unequal relation-
ship that leaves people at the mercy of 
criminals” (2010:51).  

It enhances the relevance of BCPs by 
highlighting the fact that BCPs both iden-
tify those who are not sanctioned to enter, 
and that they do so in their best interest. 
The text in the image authorises Frontex 
to act against practices of facilitation of 
migration that would be detrimental or 
pose a significant risk to people crossing 
the border. BCPs becomes positioned as a 
space that is relevant, positive and better 
than the border spaces between physical 
BCPs. Here the ‘irregular migrants’ can 
be found and saved from either falling vic-
tim to THB or to be ‘at the mercy of crim-
inals’. In this situation, border control is 
made vital and central through the pro-
duced discursive formations of the poten-
tial victims identified. The issue and prob-
lem are firmly located with traffickers and facilitators of ‘irregular migration’, 

Picture 2.5.3 
(Beyond the Frontiers, FRONTEX: 

THE FIRST FIVE YEARS) 
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something that becomes reinforced throughout the report. The quote, coupled 
with the image and caption show BCPs as a space of cooperation for Frontex. 
Furthermore, it communicates that through cooperation and manual checks, 
the practices can identify persons at risk in a way that is beneficial to all. The 
persons at risk are assumed to be ‘irregular migrants’ and not all persons. ‘Ir-
regularity’ becomes a source of risk and unease in these representations. The 
quote by Antonio Saccone speaks for the persons refused entry and articulates 
an idea that these refusals are in their best interest. While presenting these 
identifications as beneficial to all, it is something done against a person’s will 
in these cases. At the same time, there is an ambiguity of the purpose of BCPs 
in identifying ‘irregular migrants’. It enables a positioning of the 762 ‘irregu-
lar migrations’ identified as either potential victims of THB or at risk of being 
used by facilitators. 

On page 45 in the same report, in the section discussing the JO Hammer, 
Frontex states that “The aim of FRONTEX Air Border Sector is to help Mem-
ber States grapple with the challenge of detecting illegal entries to the EU at 
airports while maintaining the smooth, efficient flow of enormous numbers of 
legitimate passengers” (2010:45). Here the ‘irregular migrants’ are positioned 
as conducting an ‘illegal’ action through their entry. In extension, they can 
pose a challenge and a possible disturbance to the flow of ‘legitimate passen-
gers’, in turn, positioning the 762 persons identified as ‘irregular migrants’ as 
illegitimate passengers. This position conflicts with the status of victimhood 
or risk that is opened up for through the images above.  

The text describes the operation as being about the ‘irregular migrants’ and 
the risks that they can experience. At the same time, the understanding of the 
operation is dependent on the artefacts in the space. They are both central for 
the practice and how to communicate and present the practice. Interesting to 
note is the textual and visual displacement of what happened to the persons 
after their refusals. If the aim was to save and help the persons ‘at risk’, how 
were they removed from the source of risk? The statements by Saccone, posi-
tioning the risks for the people as primarily located within the EU, open up for 
normalisation of both refusals and of return operations. The risks of the home 
country or other experiences become displaced through these statements.  

The statements by Saccone opens up to a normalisation of refusal and re-
turn operations, it is constructed partly through the representation of risk as 
something primarily located within the EU. While the represented focus oper-
ation is an intervention into specific people and their investigation, there is a 
silence concerning these people as well. 
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2011 
In 2011, two images depicted two seemingly contrasting visual narratives of 
BCPs and the processes surrounding them.  

 

The image in the 2011 ARA, Picture 2.5.4, is the same as Picture 2.5.2, 
only this time, the image is in full colour and is less cropped. The caption 
informs the reader that the line is part of the 99 million international arrivals 
to the EU (2011:12). The queue is indicative of the capacity challenges facing 
EU border personnel at BCPs. While being an issue of capacity, the persons 
waiting in line are standing in an orderly manner, and nobody seems to be 
departing from the queue. Although there are many people, the image shows 
the crowd as manageable in this scenario. The right side of the image is almost 
empty, contrasting a long line of endless persons, with 11 persons on the right 
side, standing leisurely waiting to pass. The right side of the image contains 
an Automated Border Control (ABC) device, whereby the holder of the pass-
port can scan the passport themselves and go through the ABC.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.5.4 
(2011 ARA) 
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An image (Picture 

2.5.5) in the 2011 General 
Report depicts a situation 
where there is no one 
waiting in long lines. In-
stead, all persons are on 
the other side of the border 
crossing, indicating a situ-
ation where the process is 
smooth and easy. The pro-
cess is framed in the im-
age by a sign above the 
ABC devices that indicate 
that the ABC devices are 
for EU passports and peo-
ple 18 or older. The in-
tended function of ABC 
devices is clarified by 
Frontex in the paragraph 
by the image, stating that 
“One of Frontex’s focus 
areas is on Automated 
Border Control (ABC) 
systems using biometric 
technologies to allow trav-
ellers holding electronic passports to pass smoothly through electronic gates” 
(2011:31). The represented practice here can be understood to be that it is 
possible to gain access to a smooth process of crossing the border. However, 
this access is conditioned on people subjecting themselves to the processes 
connected to biometric passports, allowing for more in-depth control of people 
crossing the border. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Picture 2.5.5 
(2011 General Report) 
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2012 
Compared to images of ABC devices, images of manual passport checks de-
pict a slower and more traditional process, whereby the person waiting are 
static.  

Still the frames can communicate or-
der and control, such as Picture 2.5.6 in 
the 2012 General Report. The image 
shows a clean and sterile area with sub-
jects having their passports checked. 
These images are all very similar in their 
structure to previous representations of 
manual passport control where subjects 
are static. The images of these scenarios 
communicate subjects as controlled and 
manageable. They are adapting to the 
rules and regulations of traditional man-
ual checks at the BCP. The differing 
function of ABC devices and manual 
checks become contrasted through the 
difference between static and moving 
people. In images of ABCs, people are 
often moving, while in images of manual 
checks, people are often static. 

2013 
During 2013, the European Commission proposed a ‘smart borders package’ 
(IP/13/162). This package included a Registered Traveller Programme (RTP) 
to allow for third-country individuals to enter through ABC devices by being 
subject to pre-screening and vetting. There was also an Entry/Exit System 
(EES) introduced to record entries into and exit from the Schengen Area. The 
EES would automate the calculation of stay for third-country individuals, re-
moving the manual calculation used previously. 2013 also saw the presenta-
tion of a revision of Eurodac (EU 603/2013). The revision clarified the criteria 
and mechanisms for determining which Member State would be responsible 
for examining applications for international protection by third-country indi-
viduals. Both initiatives are increases in the practices of technological man-
agement of border control that further enhances the relevance of ABC devices 
and other technological solutions.  
 
 
 

Picture 2.5.6 
(2012 General Report) 
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Picture 2.5.7 in the 2013 General Report, shows two men scanning their 
passports and what seems to be border personnel assisting the man on the right 
with the scanning. The assistance provided by personnel at the border is also 
salient to note. The assistance offers a way of communicating correctness and 
a subject position of ‘bona fide’ travellers. The subjects in the image come to 
be understood as included, represented as not being checked or examined but 
instead helped through the border. The assistance can be seen to relate to the 
split aim of Frontex, to, on the one hand, detect and intervene against people 
deemed as ‘irregular’, or not belonging, while at the same time easing and 
simplifying the process of crossing borders for people deemed as ‘bona fide’ 
and belonging. At the same time, the rise of ABCs and the data that they hold 
relates to a more invasive border check. The image still communicates assis-
tance and help rather than invasive control. 

2014 
In the 2014 General Report, an image found bear similarities to Picture 2.5.7. 
In the image (Picture 2.5.8), people are crossing the border in a calm and 
nearly empty space. The doors of the ABC devices are all open, indicating a 
trust towards the persons entering through these gates. There is no manual 
control, it instead conducted through the machines, and elements and artefacts 
that could communicate ambivalence and (in)security are not present in the 
image.  
 

 
 
 

Picture 2.5.7 
(2013 General Report) 
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Picture 2.5.8 frames the chapter on the ‘smart Borders Package’, whereby 
Frontex describes the project as having the aim of “[…] harnessing new tech-
nologies for the purpose of accelerating and simplifying, but also reinforcing 
border checks for those crossing the EU external borders” (2014:10). The 
statement reinforces the technological development of border management 
and putting further emphasis on technological progress and practice as a prom-
ise of solving the constraints of travel for ‘bona fide’ travellers. At the same 
time, it ensures control over borders. The image represents a potential promise 
of control over the persons crossing the border while at the same time offering 
efficiency for these processes. The image itself is simultaneously distinct, am-
bivalent and open. There is a man and a woman understood as ‘common’ Eu-
ropean citizens (as they can cross swiftly and unproblematically through the 
ABC device). Other than that, the situation depicts persons without explana-
tions of their history, intentions or their social context.  

What is striking is that images almost solely depict white people at the ABC 
devices while other people are visually displaced. It indicates a discursive 
framing where specific traits in the subjects become normalised as a condition 
of belonging and as part of belonging to the EU. It is never explicitly stated. 
However, when the visual representation and its openness become entangled 
in these systems of significations discussed above, understandings are enabled 
of whom the persons using the ABC devices are. The statement, coupled with 
the image of the two persons entering through the ABC device both quickly 
(in movement) and with ease enable a representation of the two persons as 
‘bona fide’ travellers.  

The open visualisation of the border check represents ease of passing for 
the ‘bona fide’, yet this ease of passing is contingent on the technological and 
biometric developments of border checks. It can be communicated as non-

Picture 2.5.8 
(2014 General Report) 

 



182 

invasive and open while being invasive and closed due to different technolog-
ical solutions. 

Picture 2.5.9 is on the following 
page after Picture 2.5.8. The image 
shows an ABC and behind it is a ki-
osk with a sign reading “passport 
control” and a woman with a camera 
standing upright. There are red 
markers on the sides of the e-gates. 
While not described if the picture is 
by an entry or exit point of the ABC, 
passport readers on one side of the 
image indicate that the picture is at 
the entry point. The text surrounding 
the image is under the heading ”For-
eign fighters” The text notes that:  

 
 
 

 
 
In 2014, Member states became increasingly concerned by the return of their 
own citizens who took part in conflicts […] Some of them have returned to 
Europe radicalised where they might carry out terrorist attacks. To deal with 
the rising threat, the Commission presented informal recommendations on 
checks of travel documents, including the use of the relevant databases at the 
border crossing points. It also recommended an improvement of the technical 
infrastructure at the border crossing points, including the increased use of pass-
port readers, e-gates, and, where relevant, mobile terminals. (2014:11) 

 
The quote presents an issue of internal security, linked with EU citizens 

becoming ‘radicalised’ and potentially carrying out terrorist attacks. The of-
fered solution to this risk is increased biometric surveillance at BCPs. Reading 
the image against the formulated problem and solution, the red markers of the 
ABC indicate a denial of entry. The ABCs are not just an efficient solution for 
border crossings but also of ensuring the security of the EU and its citizens 
from potential terrorist attacks. The biometric operations discussed offer a 
way of efficient differentiation between people who are welcome and those 
excluded from entering. 

 
 
 
 

Picture 2.5.9 
(2014 General Report) 
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Contrasting the high-tech solutions 
presented in Picture 2.5.8 and Picture 
2.5.9 is Picture 2.5.10, found in the 
same General Report. Picture 2.5.10 
shows three people with blurred 
faces, and two border personnel be-
longing to the police. People with 
blurred faces are seemingly having 
their travel documents examined by 
the border personnel. The text sur-
rounding the image discussed JO 
Alexis, which took place at 33 air-
ports. 

The image is not contextualised 
and is open, which begs questions 
such as, are people in the image 
helped or assisted by the border per-
sonnel? At the same time, checking 
documents is done inside designated 
areas (such as the border kiosk), opening up the image to interpreted as a rep-
resentation of potential ‘fraudulent’ actions.  

 
Picture 2.5.11 is found in the 2014 ARA. The image shows several people 

standing in four lines. The group is more heterogeneous than the ABC cross-
ings, and they are waiting for manual passport control. The static nature of the 
image is evident here as well, and the clean and controlled environment. The 
persons standing still, waiting in an orderly fashion can be understood as a 

Picture 2.5.10 
(2014 General Report) 

 

Picture 2.5.11 
(2014 ARA) 
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representation of control at BCPs and as a contrast to images of people cross-
ing between BCPs. By making the persons stand still and wait, the flow of 
persons is made controllable and deemed manageable. Still, in 2014, the man-
ual passport checks can be seen as, if not the ideal practice, still a rational, 
effective, and safe way of managing flows of persons at BCPs. 

2015 
Images depicting manual passport checks have changed over time. Picture 
2.5.12, previ-
ously seen in 
Picture 2.5.2 
and Picture 
2.5.4 is reused 
in the 2015 re-
port 12 Seconds 
to Decide. In 
Search of Excel-
lence: Frontex 
and the Princi-
ple of Best 
Practice. In this 
context, the two 
lines are deline-
ated as a secu-
rity issue and not 
the ease of travel 
as previously shown. In an interview with Edgar Beugles, head of Research 
and Development, he states that:  

At present we are trying to push a haystack through a sieve to find a needle” 
(2015:96). The paragraph continues with, “Technology, he argues, offers ways 
of removing the passengers of no interest from the queue, in other words, it can 
make the ‘haystack’ smaller – which in turn improves the performance and de-
tection rates of the border guards. (2015:96) 

 
The quotes reinforce the visual representation of capacity issues. The issue 

described as ‘finding a needle in a haystack’, that some people are of ‘no in-
terest’, and that they need to be ‘removed’. Who are ‘of interest’ in these sit-
uations, to whom, and how are they defined and identified? 

Throughout the period studied in this dissertation, there is a juxtaposition-
ing of the process of passing through BCPs and crossing between BCPs. For 
the first time in 2015, however, the material openly defines some people as 

Picture 2.5.12 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the 

Principle of Best Practice) 
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not welcome, excluded, and even ‘of no interest’ to the EU. This statement 
marks a substantial shift from the previous discourse. One can understand this 
as a stratification of some people as improper or wrong as being of ‘no inter-
est’. This stratification enables for configurations of subordination and ex-
poses different power relations present in these spaces. Being of ‘no interest’ 
goes beyond being improper. 
 The same image, deployed three times (in 2010, 2011 and 2015) is (re)ar-
ticulated throughout the period. In the 2010 deployment of the image, it rep-
resents a space with its interest towards the wellbeing and safety of ‘irregular 
migrants’. In the 2015 deployment of the same image, it is possible to identify 
a shift. The same scene represents the spaces and artefacts to remove people 
of ‘no interest’. This changed representation of the space is contrasted textu-
ally and by descriptions of the information held by biometric passports that 
form the basis for ABC devices. It offers a smooth transition for ‘bona fide’ 
travellers. Through their artefacts (in this case, information in biometric pass-
ports), and allowing for Frontex to exclude the ones of ‘no interest’, the ‘bona 
fide’ gain quick and smooth access through the border crossing. Combining 
both people and artefacts, different systems of signs discursively construct the 
border as a space of differentiation, identification, and separation. This fram-
ing is based on a normalised and neutral understanding of who belongs and 
who does not. 

A logic of differentiation is opened up through visual and textual commu-
nications. Technology offers a way of identifying the ‘undesirables’ is an ex-
pression of differentiation. One can understand the differentiation between 
normal and deviant as rooted in the bodies at the airport. It marks them equally 
as sites of knowledge and productivity. Through the introduction of more ad-
vanced biometrical systems, border personnel increase the possibility of ob-
taining more information from the bodies present in these spaces. When these 
techniques for managing and crossing the border are accessible, yet restricted 
to some people, a new form or expected norms becomes available — of ac-
cessing all information in bodies. At the same time, as seen in the image, this 
is only available to a few subjects. It opens up an avenue to understand the 
other people present at the border as potentially deviant and as risks if their 
bodies are not readable to the same extent. 
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Another exam-

ple of how the 
represented func-
tion and effi-
ciency of manu-
ally managed 
BCPs have 
changed is Picture 
2.5.13.The image 
depicts the Tere-
spol border-cross-
ing by the Polish-
Belarussian bor-
der. The text con-
textualises the im-
age before as one 
of the busiest border crossings on the EU’s eastern frontier and designated as 
one of Frontex’s permanent focal points with a constant presence of specialist 
guest officers (2015:21). The image itself depicts a narrow physical space. 
There is a long queue of people extending beyond the space and the frame. 
There are five border personnel, with one checking passports and documents 
and the other four standing and watching. The text describes an increase in 
Chechens attempting to enter to travel to Germany.  

This description is coupled with a statement that ”It is no coincidence that 
three of the six Frontex guest officers operating here – the others are Austrian, 
Spanish and Latvian – are German. What happens at this border has direct 
consequences for Berlin” (2015:25). Contrasting the image of the Terespol 
BCP with images of ABC devices, we see an inefficient practice of long 
queues and plenty of personnel present at the border again. The scene becomes 
one of both an issue of capacity and one of ‘finding a needle in a haystack’ 
previously discussed in the report. At the same time, it communicates that this 
border is important and has direct consequences for the security and manage-
ment of ‘irregular migrants’ in Berlin as well. The static people can here be 
understood less to represent control and manageability of a crowd and more 
as a representation of the challenges faced at BCPs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture 2.5.13 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excellence: Frontex and the 

Principle of Best Practice) 
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Likewise, two other images, Picture 2.5.14 and Picture 2.5.15 in the report 
12 Seconds to Decide. In Search of Excellence: Frontex and the Principle of 
Best Practice, deploy a similar contextualisation as Picture 2.5.13. Both im-
ages, from Lisbon Airport during the JO Lusitania, are described in depth in 
Chapter 2.4 of this dissertation. Picture 2.5.14 has previously been discussed 
and described when discussing Picture 2.4.16 while Picture 2.5.15 was previ-
ously examined with when discussing Picture 2.4.19. It is not clear if these 
images are from the same flight from Guinea-Bissau. The text on page 67 de-
scribes a ‘fraudster’ identified on a flight from Senegal (2015:67). Quoting an 
officer who states that “The problem is that we have no idea who this guy 
really is” (2015:67). The text also speaks of the positive implications of tech-
nology, where automation has led to significant changes in border manage-
ment. From first line-checks, with passports scanned to a databank, to ABC 
devices, these changes offer the possibility of reducing processing to seven 
seconds (2015:66). A quote from an officer named Nuno Ladeiro states that 
”[…] we are still very far from a point where machines can replace people in 
this job, as some people think. It is important to strike the right balance be-
tween machines and eyes-on” (2015:67). It is possible to approach the quote 
from different aspects. One is that it could claim that manual checks will al-
ways be a part of border checks. It could also be that technological solutions 
have not become advanced enough and that all countries have not adopted 
advanced biometrical passports. 

In an interview, the former executive director of Frontex, Ilka Laitinen, 
discusses the future of border management ”[…] he explains how the lack of 
control in the past created a situation where nobody knows how many irregular 
‘overstayers’ are resident in the EU – an uncertainty that has alarmed the pub-
lic and hampered the response of policy-makers. […]” (2015:120). In this 
quote, one can identify a slippage in the stated issue. While previously dis-
cussing forgeries, the quote positions the problem as one of capacity, that too 
many persons are entering the Schengen Area. The quote continues with 
Laitinen discussing the ‘smart borders initiative: ”In time, he believes, the 

Picture 2.5.14 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Ex-

cellence: Frontex and the Principle of 
Best Practice) 

    

Picture 2.5.15 
(12 Seconds to Decide, in Search of Excel-

lence: Frontex and the Principle of Best 
Practice) 
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EU’s ‘smart borders’ initiative will help to establish the true number, which 
will, in turn, enable lawmakers to start formulating a clearer EU immigration 
policy” (2015:120). The quotes construct old practices of low-tech manual 
control as a potential contributing factor to the problems of inaction and neg-
ative public discourse. The technological solutions promised by the smart bor-
ders initiative, on the other hand, will offer both a solution to this problem and 
guide the way forward. These statements not only show the offered solution 
of technology but also function as a representation of Frontex themselves. It 
shows that Frontex’s mandate to guard and manage the external borders will 
contain the number of persons entering and have further policy implications.  

Picture 2.5.16 is framed by a discussion of the JO Alexis with the opera-
tional aim to  

[…] enhance capabilities of EU airport border guards to detect abuses when 
performing first line checks […] (2015:26) and JO Pegasus with the operational 
aim “[…] to support border checks at selected airports with specific skills in 
interviewing irregular migrants, with a focus on those whose profiles matched 
specific pre-identified threats. (2015:26) 

 
The image 

(Picture 2.5.16) is 
of a woman with a 
suitcase and three 
children walking 
toward a BCP with 
a manual check at 
what could pre-
sumably be an air-
port. At the start of 
the period, this im-
age represented 
the norm of prac-
tices. However, by 
2015, a discontinuity in the (re)articulation of the very same norms. This shift 
can be identified primarily in the textual description detailing issues of ‘de-
tecting abuses’, ‘irregular migrants’, and ‘pre-identified threats’. The for-
mation with the image open and uncertain, marking a clash between the image 
and the text. The image is less normalised and more open and uncertain. The 
(re)articulation, in relation to the image, produces openness and uncertainty. 

Picture 2.5.16 
(2015 General Report) 
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2016 
One of the images of a person crossing an ABC device that also holds conno-
tations or implications of risk and uncertainty is Picture 2.5.17, found in the 
2016 ARA. A man in a suit is walking towards several ABC devices at the 
Madrid Barajas airport. The image itself differs little in its structure from the 
previous images, with a man in a suit walking towards the ABC devices. The 
text connected to the image, however, represents a breakage in how Frontex 
has discussed ABC devices in the other images. ABC devices are not for ease 
of travel, they are ”[…] used for checking passengers […]” (2016:23). Sec-
ondly, the chapter on the same page of the image is titled “Border checks: 
Refusals” and the following chapter is “Border checks: Fraudulent docu-
ments” (2016:23-24).  

 
Through the captions the image’s context is opened up for unease, who is 

the person walking towards the ABCs? Is it an EU citizen using the ABC de-
vices to enter quickly, or is this a possible fraudulent person that will be ex-
posed by the ABC device? While previous images have focused on ease of 
travel for ‘bona fide’ passengers, this image is framed to deploy ABC devices 
as ‘checks’ and to secure the EU against fraudulent behaviour. There is an 
ambivalence in the image and the text that is not present in previous depictions 
of ABC devices. This ambivalence enables uncertainty to enter in to the situ-
ation. 

While the preferred practice is to lead persons to BCPs rather than crossings 
between BCPs, there is a difference between BCPs using traditional practices 
in contrast to the use of ABC devices. In the beginning, the norm of border 

Picture 2.5.16 
(2016 ARA) 
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control was standard BCPs and manual checks. However, one can identify a 
change over time in the representations of BCPs. During the period, there are 
several relevant developments, such as the inclusion of VIS (Visa Information 
System), SIS (Schengen Information System) and SIS II, revisions of Eurodac 
and the introduction of the Smart Borders Package coupled with the increasing 
practice of biometrical information and capacity. The traditional practices be-
come understood as insufficient in relation to the technological gains made 
during the period. A new playing field of biocontrol through biometrical data 
has entered and expanded during the period studied.  

Previously, it seemed to be enough to slow down the flow of people and 
make them manageable, and manual practices at BCPs could achieve this. By 
2016, technological developments have made it possible to gain access to the 
person’s biometrical data and other data quickly. This possibility juxtaposes 
the traditional practices of personal border/passport checks, making techno-
logical developments and the new forms of surveillance and control seem neu-
tral and rational. By association, the traditional practice becomes understood 
as inadequate. By producing a demarcation between proper travellers (who 
have access to biometrical passports and the ABC devices), it produces an 
uncertainty against people who do not have this access. The very same uncer-
tainty is produced in the images of people coming in on a flight. The repre-
sented challenge is here to identify the ‘fraudster’ in the group. The woman 
and children at a BCP are yet another example of this. The text speaks of 
‘abuse’ and ‘irregular migration’, contrasted by the intervention of border per-
sonnel.  

The potential anonymity of people at the border, combined with an open-
ness for interpretation of the images allows for representations of uncertainty 
and challenges to enter the images. In turn, countering this uncertainty chal-
lenge is the potential promise of the biometrical project to offer a way of coun-
tering these challenges. This logic is found in, for example, the quote used in 
images from Lisbon Airport in 2015: ”The problem is that we have no idea 
who this guy really is” (2015:67). The entrance of biometrical data offers new 
ways of understanding how a person is identified. These new practices are 
contrasted to the traditional personal border check, making a possibly tam-
pered passport seem that much more deviant.  

Conclusion 
One subject position identified in the depictions of BCPs that was not found 
previously in the other themes is that of the ‘bona fide’ travellers. These sub-
ject positions are the people crossing the border in ways that are ‘correct’. For 
the ‘bona fide’ traveller, border solutions function to facilitate smooth pas-
sages. These positions are not found explicitly located in specific representa-
tions of people, instead they are opened up through associations. For example, 
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they are seen in Picture 2.5.7 or 2.5.8 where their interaction and entrance 
through ABCs offer ways of understanding them as being accepted and ‘cor-
rect’. The position of ‘bona fide’ can also be understood to hold a different 
function in binary opposition. Represented as the norm of correct and proper, 
the representation of uncertainty and deviance in other people is in contrast to 
the ‘bona fide’ passenger. 

The illustrations of ‘fraudulent’, ‘irregulars’, or other subject positions of 
people crossing the border understood as uncertain are less prominent than in 
Chapters 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. Instead, the findings are more in line with Chapter 
2.4 with less defined and more open representations. The diffuse and opaque 
representations of subjects present at the BCPs can be understood to, through 
their undefined status, open up for understandings where all people present in 
the space can potentially be part of the uncertainty. Rather than threats, the 
basis for subject positions of people crossing the border are of risk, uncer-
tainty, and unease, opening up for potential (in)securities. The technological 
situation of the BCPs can be argued to open up space for, instead of outright 
intervention, risk management through technology. Practices of biopolitical 
control, making all bodies readable, become understood as a common-sense 
practice of border control. It relies on uncertainty in these spaces as under-
stood to be a not yet identified body.  

It is important to note that BCPs function as spaces primarily designed for 
a set of functions related to ‘bona fide’ and ‘legitimate’ travellers. These func-
tions include a focus on maintaining speed and efficiency for ‘bona fide’ trav-
ellers. The other function that is drawn out from this focus is the detection of 
‘irregular migrant’s. The two functions cause a constant tension between fa-
cilitating an efficient process for people understood as desirable and ‘bona 
fide’ and detection of the undesirable ‘irregular migrants’. Frontex themselves 
describe this as, “[…] the twin objectives of facilitating access and improving 
security” (General Report 2013:65). (In)security and borders can be argued to 
become a twinned representation when engaging in the theme of BCPs.  

The discourse of ‘speed and ease’ for some, combined with increased se-
curity and exclusion of others, allows for the processes of ABCs and more 
invasive practices devices to seem rational and as common sense. The devices 
exist in a discursive landscape with few represented negative impacts of the 
practices. These ‘rational’ practices of border control authorise Frontex to 
speak on the matter (and to be the primary voice) for these practices and to 
show that these practices are value-neutral. It enables these processes to ex-
pand and become engrained as a necessity of the border. Much of the visual 
structure in the images in this chapter focuses on the physical structure of the 
border (BCP/ABC, passport kiosks, or other artefacts) which frames the space. 
However, the spaces of BCPs are rendered neutral and normalised through the 
persons in images, producing meanings and understandings of these spaces. 
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They are made to seem necessary and relevant through situations of interac-
tions between border personnel/border technology, the architecture of the 
space and people who are present in these spaces. 

The naturalisation of control in these spaces authorises management of 
bodies based in a logic of uncertainty and (in)security, also closes other po-
tential avenues of how these bodies are to be managed. One can understand 
that the automation, collection of data, and funnelling of people is represented 
as common-sense practices. To criticize these developments could be seen as 
at odds with the representations of efficiency and logic of border management 
framed as a necessity. 

The first represented relationship between subject positions to be discussed 
here is between the ‘bona fide’ travellers and the people crossing the border 
that becomes represented as potentially ‘fraudulent’, ‘irregular’, or in other 
ways uncertain. As previously noted, seldom are subjects positions connected 
to specific people in the images. This dislocation creates a twinning of the 
two, their similarities call into need an invasive technological investigation of 
all people crossing the border. The relationship between these two positions 
opens up for risk, unease, and (in)security, in that there is uncertainty as to 
whom is whom. This relationship, in turn, makes it seem logical that both 
groups must be checked, differentiated, and separated. It is through their sim-
ilarities that the need for a biopolitical differentiation can be made to seem 
logical and necessary.  

The represented relationship between ‘bona fide’ and ‘irregular’ can be 
identified to produce two different openings for how people crossing the bor-
der are understood. Firstly, it can be that people represented as legitimate trav-
ellers contribute to the delegitimization of ‘irregular migrants’. This delegiti-
mization is facilitated when people represented as ‘bona fide’ travellers are 
shown to be able to cross the border with ease. It enables uncertainty as to why 
all people cannot conform to the same procedure, opening up for uncertainty 
in the practices of people crossing the border between BCPs. The second is 
that through representations of BCPs, there is an understanding of a correct 
way border crossings. Border crossings should be through the designated 
spaces of BCPs. There is an understanding of the spaces of BCPs and the prac-
tices of crossing them as correct and proper. On the other hand, this system of 
signification allows for understandings of practices of crossing between BCPs 
as incorrect as well as deviant. 

These practices can be said to open up for a binary opposition between 
crossing at BCPs and crossing between BCPs. However, it is also the case that 
these two significations, in a system of relationships, creep out and extend to 
other relationships that can become affected. One case of this is the people 
represented as engaging in ‘fraudulent behaviour’. These representations are 
opened to become connected to understandings of ‘irregular migrants’ cross-
ing between the designated spaces of BCP’s. The ‘fraudulent’ and the ‘irreg-
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ular’, and their interrelationship produces an unstable subject position of peo-
ple that can be ‘fraudulent/irregular’ and consistently become produced as po-
tentially engaging in acts that can be ‘improper’ or ‘illegal’. One example of 
another layer added to this uncertainty and deviance is through an example in 
the 2015 ARA. There it is stated that ”The main focus of Frontex is on strength-
ening border-control cooperation to facilitate bona fide migration manage-
ment, combat cross-border crime and prevent threats to the Member States” 
(2015:49). The notion of a ‘bona fide migrant’ (re)articulates the ‘deviance’ 
of ‘fraudulent’ and ‘illegal’ practices of people crossing the border. 

The represented relationship between people crossing the border and bor-
der personnel is not as prominent when engaging with this theme. There are, 
of course, examples of this relational representation, such as Picture 2.5.6, 
2.5.10, or 2.5.13. Yet these are not the primary visual communication when it 
comes to the issue of relationships. More prominent instead are represented 
relationships between people crossing the border and different artefacts found 
in the spaces of BCPs. These represented relationships are traceable in, for 
example, Picture 2.5.2 (2.5.4 and 2.5.12, which is the same scene), 2.5.5, 
2.5.7, 2.5.8, or 2.5.17. These are examples of meanings produced in repre-
sented interactions between people crossing the border and different artefacts 
of border control. These artefacts, however, can also be understood as, through 
their function of control, extensions of border personnel. 

Turning to the depiction of borders, the represented relationship between 
the ‘proper/bona fide’ traveller and the ‘deviant/irregular migrant’ also open 
up for understandings of the border. As previously noted, the borders of BCPs 
primarily represents spaces for ‘bona fide’ travellers to cross. One could un-
derstand the depiction of the space as designed for ‘bona fides’ as created in 
relationships between ‘proper/deviant.’ This relationship opens up for the dis-
covery of anomalies and deviance to produce a more profound sense of un-
ease, making a strong reaction to their presence seem necessary. The border 
here becomes understood as central both for its space for ‘bona fides’, but also 
gains an added relevance and urgency through the representation of deviant or 
ambiguous subjects present in the same spaces. 

By analysing the spaces of BCPs from this aspect, it is also possible to 
identify a displacement that differs from the other themes. There are examples 
of motifs, driving forces, and physical risks experienced, can be discussed 
when crossing between BCPs. These issues are less prominent in the material 
when it comes to people at BCPs who may not be ‘bona fide’, enter to seek 
asylum, or are refugees. One way of understanding this closure and displace-
ment is that the represented deviance of people crossing the border ‘irregu-
larly’ in spaces designed for ‘bona fide’ travellers, is so strong. 

Over time, it is possible to identify a shift in the (re)articulation of borders, 
practices, and the people present in these spaces. At the beginning of the pe-
riod (2010-2016), focus in the depictions is on manual checks done through 
border personnel. Over time, however, the emphasis shifts towards solutions 
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of ABCs and other technological solutions. One example of this shift is 
through Picture 2.5.2 repeated in Picture 2.5.4, and Picture 2.5.12. In its first 
deployment, Picture 2.5.2 is, in 2010, used as an illustration of the success of 
border control. With Picture 2.5.12 in 2015, the understanding of the scene is 
very different. Instead, the image is a representation of the issue of ‘trying to 
push a haystack through a sieve to find a needle’ and furthermore that tech-
nology is a way of making ‘the haystack smaller’ (2015:96). There is a (re)ar-
ticulation of the scenario, from success to a scene of risk, unease, and (in)se-
curity.  

The transformation of what constitutes security and efficiency in border 
control is the most profound change over time in this theme. It is a represented 
shift towards more technologically advanced ways and measures to identify, 
differentiate, and separate between the ‘bona fide’ and the deviant people pre-
sent in these spaces. The representations of technological solutions such as 
ABCs and the different documentations programmes communicate a potential 
of more efficient processes for travellers. Over time these are (re)articulated 
as an ideal of border control. The ABCs offers a way of representing border 
checks in these spaces as smoother (for ‘bona fide’ travellers), more efficient 
(for detecting ‘irregular’ migrants), and less invasive. The developments dur-
ing this period, of VIS (Visa Information System), SIS (Schengen Information 
System) and SIS II, revisions of Eurodac and the introduction of the Smart 
Borders Package, offer a way to register, hold, and process more data than 
before. The technological developments divulge more information of people 
present in these spaces than before and offer ways of conducting border con-
trol in more invasive ways. They can be read against discursive formations of 
normalisation and rationalisation, making these new practices seem natural, 
displacing the invasive nature of their practices. 
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3. Conclusion 

This dissertation has examined how Frontex, through representational prac-
tices, is normalised as the EU’s central actor at the European borders. The 
research question that this dissertation set out to answer therefore reads: what 
are the representational practices of (in)securitisation by which Frontex is 
normalised as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders? 

The dissertation began by positioning the endeavour in the field of Security 
Studies, engaging with Securitisation, Visual Securitisation, and (in)securiti-
sation. However, while vital components of the dissertation’s theoretical 
framework, none of those theoretical tools provided a sufficient basis for ex-
amining the visual and textual material of Frontex. As previously discussed, 
proponents of a focus on (in)securitisation have primarily engaged with prac-
tices concerning (in)security and (in)securitisation. While acknowledging dis-
cursive aspects of (in)security, the research agenda has focused on bureau-
cratic decisions, management, rationalisations, technology, programming, 
routine collection of data that enable (in)security (Bigo and Tsoukala 2008:5; 
Huysmans 2011:372). 

To engage in the visual and textual material the concept of visual (in)secu-
ritisation was developed. This concept draws on the theoretical work of pro-
ponents of a focus (in)security while also incorporating aspects from a post-
structuralist approach to discourses analysis. This inclusion led to the deploy-
ment of the analytical focus on representational practices and their role in con-
structing meanings of (in)security. The inclusion of representational practices 
entails a broadening of the concept of practice (that proponents of a focus on 
(in)security has engaged with) to include discursive representations in the 
form of both textual and visual materials as central in the making of risk, un-
ease, and (in)security.  

Examining the representational practices that normalise Frontex, the mate-
rial produced by Frontex itself was selected since it is arguably crucial to this 
process. The source material offered a salient way of engaging with the repre-
sentational practices of (in)securitisation that normalises Frontex as EU’s cen-
tral actor at Europe’s borders. The choice of material has offered several rele-
vant insights and fulfil the needs of answering the research questions. The 
material also offered salience as it is not a material previously engaged with. 
While previous research on Frontex has been plentiful, this dissertation is the 
first to engage with the visual material of Frontex extensively. As such, it has 
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offered new insights into the agency, its practices, and its role in processes of 
(in)securitisation. 

The concluding chapter begins by answering the research questions. It is, 
however, important to emphasise that all the findings in the empirical chapters 
offer ways to understand the normalisation of Frontex through representa-
tional practices. The normalisation of Frontex as a central actor lies in the 
broad discursive field produced through these textual and visual deployments. 
These representations enable understandings of border crossings and the bor-
der as issues that are highly complex, ambiguous, and fraught with risk, un-
ease, and different challenges. Having answered the research question, the 
chapter then turns to relate the findings of the empirical investigation to the 
previous body of research in the fields of Critical Border Studies (CBS) and 
research on Frontex. In relating to the previous body of research, the chapter 
identifies some central aspects to which the study has contributed. The chapter 
also discusses the limitations of the study and bring forth some issues for fu-
ture research in the field, finally concluding with some closing remarks. 
  

3.1 Findings 
What are the representational practices of (in)securitisation by which 
Frontex is normalised as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders? 
  
The results in the chapters discussed in each conclusion all show the represen-
tational practices of (in)securitisation and the relevance of engaging with im-
ages. In turn, these discursive formations produce understandings of the bor-
der, and people present in these spaces. These understandings of the wide phe-
nomena constitute the aspects that normalises Frontex as the EU’s central ac-
tor at Europe’s borders.  

One of the most salient results in the empirical investigation has been the 
construction of different subjects represented as present at the border. Broadly, 
there are three represented subject positions, people crossing the border, bor-
der personnel, and ‘bona fide’ travellers. These subject positions differ in their 
representation, their stableness, and the meanings and normalisations that they 
enable. Seen with the depiction of people crossing the border (understood as 
‘irregular’ or ‘illegal), their subject positions become fractured, ambiguous, 
and vacillating. The understandings of these subjects rests on them simultane-
ously been portrayed as ‘at risk’ and the source of risk, being both subjects to 
be protected and as sources of elusive threats. This central ambiguity enables 
understandings of these subjects as fraught with uncertainty and unease. Con-
trasted to these subject positions are the ‘bona fide’ traveller, predominantly 
seen when discussing the spaces of BCPs. These representations are of the 
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people crossing the border who are defined as included or ‘normal’. What can 
be said of this subject position is that it is stable. However, there is an ambi-
guity based on the represented relationship with the people crossing the border 
understood as ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ that can enter into play. It is the risk of 
the people crossing the border as ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ attempting to enter as 
‘bona fide’ that produces an unease and risk in these scenes. It is also the rep-
resented relationship between these two subject positions that enable repre-
sentations of people crossing the border as ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ as deviant. 

The fractured and vacillating subject position of people crossing the border 
produces potential risk, unease, and threat that become present in all spaces of 
the border. The act of the ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ people crossing the border 
come to clash with the understood ‘freedom’ of ‘bona fide’ passengers passing 
borders with speed and ease (Bigo and McCluskey 2018). This freedom adds 
to a common-sense understanding that opens up for technological solutions of 
detection, identification, and separation to manage the border. Adding to the 
rationalisation of technological solutions is also the fractured and vacillating 
subject position of people crossing the border, understood as ‘irregular’ or ‘il-
legal’. Their status as fractured and vacillating forms the basis for the process 
of normalisation. There are several examples found in the empirical investi-
gation where the central issue is the challenge to identify the people engaged 
with. They need to be identified and separated, in the name of providing cor-
rect humanitarian assistance to those understood to need it. It also becomes an 
issue of separating ‘bona fide’, and the people crossing the border, understood 
as ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ and separating and identifying people crossing the 
border. This separation, as seen in the material over time, come to mean in-
creased technological solutions. These technological representations are ex-
amples of the ‘little security nothings’ (Huysmans 2011) of algorithms, data 
collection, surveillance images, and biometrical data that produce (in)security. 
In the case of the clash between people crossing the border and ‘bona fide’ 
travellers, these ‘little security nothings’ of technological development are 
played out at BCPs, marking a specific space that becomes technologically 
imbued. The security professionals (in this case Frontex) are given, through 
bureaucratic decisions, technological developments and expanded mandates, 
the basis for identifying not only persistent threats but also new ones in the 
name of upholding security and guaranteeing freedom to those deemed worthy 
of it. Nevertheless, traceable over time is that the space is not made more se-
cure, but rather more (in)secure. New possibilities to identify risks and unease, 
and to respond to them with new security solutions, also produce the spaces 
as (in)secure. They become examples of how different ‘little security noth-
ings’ allow for an expansion of (in)security into new areas.  

Identified in the empirical investigation (in all chapters) is a differentiation 
between the border spaces of BCPs and the border spaces between BCPs. It is 
also the case that the technological developments and their representations 
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differ between the two spaces. There is a similar development in how technol-
ogy is made increasingly central, from a focus on manual practices of border 
control to an increasing reliance on technological solutions. While there is the 
issue of differentiating between, for example, facilitators/smugglers/traffick-
ers, ‘the real bad guys’, ‘economic migrants’, or ‘asylum seekers’, technology 
in these instances does not offer a way forward. Technological solutions be-
come represented as increasingly effective and rational ways of managing a 
border. The represented solutions offer ways of deepening interventions of a 
humanitarian nature and making them seem efficient and common-sense. 
However, these interventions do not offer a way of differentiating between 
different people and increasing efficiency. Their function is a deepened twin-
ning of security/humanitarianism that ends in reinforcing practices of security. 
Twinning here can be understood through the example of a Mobius strip (Bigo 
2001; Bigo and McCluskey 2018). It is not possible to say where practices 
concerning security ends and practices of humanitarianism begins. They are 
instead continuously twinned, producing intertwined practices to the two is-
sues of security and humanitarianism.  

Further adding to the systems of significations that construct meanings of 
borders, practices, and the people present in these spaces are the represented 
subject position of border personnel. The position of border personnel is un-
derstood to answer to several different needs: both to the risks experienced by 
people crossing the border, the potential risk that they can pose, as well as the 
freedoms of the ‘bona fide’ passengers. These deployments construct the bor-
der personnel as subjects authorised to speak and act. Not only that, the issues 
discussed above produce their practices as acts of common sense. These rep-
resentations enable specific modes of control, such as practices of border con-
trol, separation, and differentiation, to appear logical, necessary, and neutral. 
The modes of control become constructed through understandings of the bor-
der as one filled with risk and unease, the answer here is to provide security. 
However, the effects of this securitisation are the (in)securitisation of the same 
space. This insight also leads to a possibility to understand the twinning of 
security/humanitarianism, security/ (in)security is twinned along the same line 
of the Mobius strip as security/humanitarianism. The normalisation of these 
modes of control allows for a normalisation of different modes of control, dis-
cipline, and subjects becoming made into objects (Milliken 1999:229). In the 
name of security and (in)security, some people can die and become objects 
within a common-sense logic. Equally insidious, the twinning of security/hu-
manitarianism not only produces the results as mentioned above. It also fur-
ther normalises Frontex as the central actor at the borders. The mandate of 
Frontex is not only to provide security but also to answer to the responsibility 
of humanitarian assistance. It is a dual objective against which Frontex be-
comes constructed as the only actor capable of attending to both.  

The findings in each of the empirical themes demonstrates that borders are 
central in the representational practices of (in)securitisation that normalise 
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Frontex as the EU’s central actor at the European borders. Borders offer sali-
ent examples of the productive and reproductive aspects of discourses of 
(in)security. Not only do borders make intelligible the space, practices, and 
the people in these spaces, they also make the practices of control relating to 
these legitimate. The represented subjects produce borders, the border in turn 
(re)produces practices relating to subjects as legitimate.  

As seen in many of the images of people crossing the border between BCPs, 
there are no artefacts of borders present in the images. Nevertheless, the spaces 
become understood as borders. The basis for this representation is the under-
standings of the people represented in the image, as people crossing the bor-
der. The understanding of borders also draws on the understanding of border 
personnel, their mandate, and their practices. They are present and operate at 
the border. These representations also open up for processes of externalisation 
of borders. This externalisation is evident in examples of depictions of opera-
tions that are either in international or the territorial waters of third country-
parties. The people represented as crossing the border are constructed as of 
particular interest to Frontex and the EU and intervention against them is seen 
as common-sense. Wherever represented, the spaces become constructed as a 
border. Similarly, borders become constructed through representations of bor-
der personnel. This understanding of borders draws on the constructed mean-
ings of border personnel as acting at the border. In extension, the representa-
tional practices of representing border personnel, visually and textually, con-
stitutes a form of bordering performances. Their represented presence con-
structs understandings of a border being present in the same scene. 

From these subject positions (i.e. subjects crossing the border ‘irregularly’ 
or ‘illegally’, people at risk, people as the source of risk, ‘bona fide’ travellers, 
and border personnel), it is also possible to draw out specific meanings of the 
performed borders. Borders become understood as spaces that can offer a 
place of intervention for security. The basis for this intervention is the under-
standing that some people are the subject of security, and that other people can 
pose a threat to these subjects of security. The border is a space that can offer 
security but can also be the space where (in)security is omnipresent. One such 
example is especially poignant when engaging with children in Chapter 2.1. 
Children, as shown, are represented against potential risks and threats in dif-
ferent settings. Intervention in these instances become represented against an 
understanding that the border allows for interventions to safeguard children. 
These interventions open up for a normalisation of the practices of Frontex at 
the border. They are to act according to the humanitarian engagement to pro-
vide security and safety to children. Children become constructed as the sub-
jects to be protected against different postcolonial subjects constructed as the 
threat from whom children are protected. As the children become represented 
as the subjects of security, Frontex is also represented as the actors that can 
provide security for them, normalising the positioning of Frontex as the cen-
tral actor for providing security.  
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Discussed above are a humanitarian logic, identified in representations of 
risk and threat experienced by people crossing the border. In these instances, 
Frontex is represented as the actor that can provide security for these subjects 
with the border as the space where security is provided. Departing from these 
depictions, are images of borders as a space where Frontex is to provide secu-
rity for the EU. Similarly, these depictions offer ways of understanding how 
the representation of the externalisation of the border as a common-sense prac-
tice of responding to risk, unease, and (in)security, function. There are several 
findings in the empirical investigation, where it is possible to identify that the 
border is not geographically part of the EU’s external borders. Still, these rep-
resentations are understood to constitute a border within the sphere of interest 
to Frontex and the EU. One can understand this as examples not only of how 
(in)security can expand into new areas but also examples of how (in)security 
normalises the externalisation of practices in the name of security. 

Furthermore, this dissertation has focused on the potential that images hold 
in the processes of (in)securitisation. The images in this dissertation have been 
identified to exemplify a visual version of ‘little security nothings’ (Huysmans 
2011) as opposed to examples of spectacles (Molin-Friis 2015, 2017), inter-
national icons, or hypericons (Hansen 2016). This finding is a central tenet in 
understanding images as part of processes of (in)securitisation. Visual ‘little 
security nothings’ function as illustrations of routine practices at the border. It 
is their potential to produce risk and unease through these fractured and con-
flictual representations of routine practices that allow for processes of (in)se-
curitisation to be conducted seemingly as neutral responses to events and is-
sues of risk and unease. 

However, it is also the case that the same images are part of the unstable 
and open-ended discourses examined. The images in this dissertation exem-
plify this discursive instability. As they are ‘little security nothings’ and mun-
dane, their interpretive potential is extensive. This potential leads to the need 
to (re)articulate meanings over time, either to stabilise discourse, or produce 
new ones. It also leads to the finding that while the images can push the dis-
cursive limits, the textual statements often serve as interpretive closures of the 
scene depicted in the image. The ambivalence of the images also produces an 
interpretive prerogative for the textual representations. The visual is depend-
ent on other processes for its signification, as noted by Hansen (2011a, 2011b). 
The same images could in other contexts be deployed to rather than normalise 
Frontex as the EU’s central actor, challenge their position. One could interpret 
this finding as indicative of a hierarchization of images and text, where the 
text holds an elevated position. However, in this dissertation, it would be more 
accurate to understand this result as an example of the potential of (in)securit-
isation through ambiguous images and that this process is unstable. It is this 
potential that equally opens up for images to be central in the processes of 
(in)securitisation as well as them being unstable open-ended meshes.  
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The issues discussed in this section come together in systems of significa-
tion that enable specific understanding of borders, practices, and the people 
present in these spaces. The space of the borders and issues of border crossings 
become constructed as ambiguous, filled with risk, unease, and potential 
threats, creating situations that are complex and difficult to handle and ap-
proach. It is this space and issue that become handed over to Frontex in their 
capacity as a ‘professional of unease’ or a ‘security professional’ (Bigo 2002, 
2011). The complexity of the system creates an opaque setting that only an 
actor with Frontex’s mandate can handle, normalising their position as the 
central actor. The role of Frontex is not only to be part of the management of 
the EU’s borders (a role that has grown) but also one of ”[…] carrying out risk 
analyses (with a view to improving the integrated management of the EU’s 
external borders) (EC 2007/2004)”. This mandate is in line with the under-
standing of these ‘security professionals’ or ‘professionals of unease’ as ”[…] 
tasked with managing existing persistent threats and identifying new ones” 
(Watson 2011:8 referencing Bigo 2002:65).  
  

3.2 Contributions to previous research  
In the review of previous research in Chapter 1.3, three themes emerged. The 
first is that of the twinning of security/humanitarianism. The twinning of se-
curity/humanitarianism are processes where (for example) Frontex is tasked 
with providing humanitarian assistance, but the result is increased security 
practices. The second is of the performative aspects of borders, that borders 
are made, not through geographical and territorial aspects, but through differ-
ent performative acts that construct borders. The last consideration has been 
the role of technology in different forms.  

Several researchers have engaged with the twinning of security and human-
itarianism and their different issues that come with this twinning and its failure 
to answer to humanitarian issues (Huysmans and Squire 2009; Reid 2010; 
Watson 2011; Perkowski 2016; Andersson 2016). While this dissertation also 
identifies the same twinning, the findings offer a different understanding of 
this growth and co-existence. The researchers engaged with this twinning pri-
marily understood it as a failure of policies as it reproduces security logics 
rather than offering ways of providing humanitarian responses.  

One of the central findings of this dissertation is that the people crossing 
the border are represented as uncertain, ambiguous, and deviant. They are the 
subjects of protection from various threats while also elusive threats to the 
security of Europe. The twinning of security and humanitarianism frames the 
representation of the subjects crossing the border. It is not possible to separate 
between the two practices, as the representations of subjects simultaneously 
produce them as potentially always both. Differing from the previous research 
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that has engaged with this twinning, this dissertation took the textual and vis-
ual representation of subjects as the departing points, not the different security 
solutions. By engaging with the represented subjects, it is possible to identify 
that the reduction to the reproduction of existing security logics (Huysmans 
and Squire 2009) or interception (Andersson 2016) is contingent on the rep-
resentation of the subjects represented as crossing the border ‘irregularly’ or 
‘illegally’. These subjects are constructed as uncertain, ambiguous, or deviant, 
meaning that humanitarian responses cannot be without practices of security 
as the subjects are potential risks. 

As argued by the proponents of Critical Border Studies (CBS), borders 
need to be understood in new ways that challenge both their visibility and their 
territorial boundedness. This argument calls attention to the performative as-
pects of borders (Parker and Vaughan-Williams 2009; Parker and Vaughan-
Williams et al. 2012; Kraler et al. 2016). As found in this dissertation, these 
insights are highly relevant in understanding the processes of normalisation of 
Frontex through discursive practices of (in)securitisation. Similarly, Bi-
alasiewicz (2012) finds the externalisation of the border to rest on under or 
unstated processes of externalisation to include geographical spaces well be-
yond the EU. Alternatively, Parker and Adler-Nissen (2102) find examples of 
a selective stretching. In contrast to these are the findings of Godenau and 
López-Sala showing examples of a dual movement of externalisation and bor-
ders moving inwards, or what Longo (2016) would call a ‘thickening’ of bor-
ders. Identified in this dissertation is that the issue of thickening borders is 
prevalent in the empirical material. These thickened borders are normalised 
and made as common sense through the different representational practices of 
Frontex as discussed in this chapter.  

Parker and Vaughan-Williams et al. (2012) draw on border practices and 
the analytical lens of performance to understand how borders are constructed 
through different practices and performances (2012:729). Adding to the re-
search on how borders are constructed, this dissertation offers ways of broad-
ening the concept of performances of borders that produce these thickened 
borders. As shown in this dissertation, the representational practices of images 
and text also function to perform borders. These visual depictions of borders 
extend beyond the focus on practices of border performances previously dis-
cussed in the literature. The performance of borders through images further 
dislodges the boundedness of the border. When engaging in the representa-
tional practice of the border, it is possible to identify a border whose perfor-
mance is through the understandings of other subjects. The performed borders 
identified in this dissertation are borders that Parker, Vaughan-Williams et al. 
(2009) described as temporary, intangible and defying territorial logics of bor-
ders (2009:583). When adding the layer of the image, one may clearly notice 
that the border performance is not confined to any particular space. The sub-
jects represented as crossing the border conditions the enactment of the bor-
der: where these subjects are, the border is. 



203 

Moreover, the previous research on Frontex has engaged in the issue of 
technology in different ways. One example of this research is how complex 
technological networks can add to the density and opacity in the system (Pol-
lak and Slominski 2009). Previous research has also examined how technol-
ogy and different solutions are used as a strategic tool to gain different goals 
and how these are communicated (Tazzioli and Walters 2016; Paul 2017; 
Csernatoni 2018). Drawing inspiration from these previous researchers, the 
findings of this dissertation offer ways of deepening our understanding of the 
role of technology at the border. Found in this dissertation is that depictions 
of technology offer ways of enabling different forms of normalisations of 
practices and making them seem common-sense. While much of the previous 
research has focused on what different technological systems or solutions do 
and open up for, this dissertation has shown that technology can be understood 
in other ways. Seen in the empirical investigation (predominantly identified 
in Chapter 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5) is that illustrations of technology enable specific 
understandings of borders, practices, and the people present in these spaces. 
However, differing from the previous research in the field, this dissertation 
shows that the avenues opened are less dependent on what technology does. 
It is instead dependent on what technology is understood potentially to do. In 
these scenes, technological solutions become represented as a potential pana-
cea for border management. 
 Dislocating the practical function of technology in favour of the repre-
sented potential of technology, this dissertation offers new ways of under-
standing technological solutions in border control. This understanding of tech-
nology is less about its practical function and more about its desired function 
that frame the representations. Previously discussed in the findings of the dis-
sertation, the twinning of security/humanitarianism was found to be condi-
tioned on the fractured and vacillating position of people represented as cross-
ing the border. The findings on the meaning of technology relate to the twin-
ning of security/humanitarianism. Drawing on the representation of technol-
ogy, it can be understood that deployed in this twinning is not the practical 
implications of technology. Instead, it is the desired potential of technology, 
represented through images and text that clashes with the prerequisites of the 
border. As has been shown in this dissertation, it is not only technology as 
forms of different solutions and practices that can produce (in)security. The 
representational practices of technology as part of processes of (in)securitisa-
tion has been shown to be an integral part in how risk, unease, and (in)security 
is produced. 
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3.3 Directions for future research 
This dissertation has shown the value of engaging in visual material in order 
to understand processes of (in)securitisation. As has been shown, images can 
hold a central role in producing risk, unease, and (in)security. The framework 
of visual (in)securitisation has great potential for the field of IR in how to 
understand discursive formations of different issues relating to the field.  

However, a central aspect of the empirical investigation has been the ap-
proach to discourses as open-ended meshes in need of (re)articulation. The 
images that enable processes of (in)securitisation could equally be deployed 
in other contexts to challenge the same normalisation. This finding is in line 
with Hansen’s understanding of images (2011, 2011b). Furthermore, as dis-
cussed in Chapter 1.3, there are examples of how people can challenge dom-
inant narratives and practices (Guild 2009; Andrijasevic 2009, 2010; Squire 
2011; Bouzas 2012; McNevin 2013; Squire and Guild 2014; Infantino 2016; 
Yildiz 2016). This dissertation has shown how discourses as open-ended 
meshes create a need for (re)articulations over time to stabilise and fixate 
meanings. However, it has not engaged with those dissenting, resisting, or 
competing statements or communications against which the dominant dis-
courses are (re)articulated against. While it has been possible to identify 
(re)articulations over time, one fruitful research agenda for future research 
would be the inclusion of these dissenting and resisting voices. Reconnecting 
with the subjects of security and those represented as the threat to the subjects 
of security, one interesting deepening of visual (in)securitisation would be to 
engage in how these people themselves read the representational practices of 
Frontex. 

This dissertation has focused on the representational practices of (in)secu-
ritisation. One issue that has been identified but not extensively engaged with 
is the issue of gender. It is possible to identify highly gendered notions relating 
both to the subjects of security as well as of the understandings of subjects 
being sources of risk or threats. The rich body of research that connects post-
colonial approaches and issues of gender (i.e. postcolonial feminist research 
agendas) could give added depth to understand how subjects and borders are 
constructed and by extension adds to the normalisation of Frontex as the EU’s 
central actor at Europe’s borders.  

While it is the case that this dissertation has engaged in the representational 
practices of (in)securitisation that allow for Frontex to become normalised as 
the EU’s central actor at the European borders, the framework can also be 
applied to other areas of research as well. An overarching result of the disser-
tation is that the representational practices normalises specific interventions. 
Relating back to the discussions by Doty (1993), Hansen (2006), and Molin-
Friis (2015, 2017), all deal with issues of intervention. Applying the frame-
work of visual (in)securitisation can help to create deeper understandings of 
how intervention is normalised and common sense through representations of 
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risk, unease, threat, or (in)security, through both visual and textual communi-
cations.  

3.4 Epilogue  
The ambitions of this dissertation were borne out of the issue discussed in the 
introduction. We are at a place in time in the EU’s history where the legal 
ways of entering the EU has been decimated for some people. At the same 
time, the neighbouring regions have experienced uprisings, revolutions, and 
civil war. How is it possible that Alan Kurdî died and countless others con-
tinue to die at the shores of Europe? How is this current border regime that 
results in these deaths, rendered normal and acceptable? Alan Kurdî died on 
the 2nd September 2015, and at the time of writing this, it is the autumn of 
2019. What is left of that image of him washed ashore? What implications do 
images have for how we understand the field of IR? 

The dead and dying bodies that Himadeep Muppidi speaks of, littering the 
field of International Relations, never rot or stink, nor do the images of the 
very same people dying. Images, in their ambiguity and potential, tell a sani-
tised version of events, enabling risk, unease, and (in)security, but in the end 
still dislocates the reader and the experiences of death. Images have the po-
tential to be used in different ways, as discussed in this dissertation. This po-
tential is of relevance for the field of International Relations. In a world in-
creasingly saturated by images, how are they used (or misused), and what are 
the structures that allow for images to construct specific meanings? If images 
are hard to control, how is control made? What are they made against? Images 
offer a backdrop from which to understand power in International Relations.  

The borders, practices, and people present in the spaces identified in this 
dissertation are represented against notions of an idealised border. This ideal-
ised border is one that upholds a European unity within the Schengen area. It 
allows for people to cross the borders in a smooth fashion, it is an idealised 
and coherent European Union marked by our cohesion. At the same time, the 
represented border does not expose us to the lived experiences of death and 
despair that have come on the back heel of these processes. It is this phenom-
enon that Alan Kurdî’s body washed up against.  

Images have the potential to indict and create change, in the international 
sphere. Nevertheless, as seen in this dissertation, they equally hold the poten-
tial to create risk, unease, and normalise processes of (in)securitisation. The 
potential of images lies with the discursive power of their deployment. Alan 
Kurdî’s death is one of the bodies of Muppidi’s investigation. In remedying 
the silence of these deaths, the field of International relations has a responsi-
bility to continue to investigate this nexus. 
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Appendix Pictures 2.1 
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PIC. 2.1.4 2012 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS P.33 
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PIC. 2.2.18 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.10-11 
PIC. 2.2.19 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.43 
PIC. 2.2.20 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.17 
PIC. 2.2.21 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.40-41 
PIC. 2.2.22 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.52-53 
PIC. 2.2.23 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.114-115 
PIC. 2.2.24 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P.4 
PIC. 2.2.25 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P. 6-7 
PIC. 2.2.26 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P. 12-13 
PIC. 2.2.27 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P. 43 
PIC. 2.2.28 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P. 47 
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Appendix Pictures 2.3 
Number Reference 
PIC. 2.3.1 2010 EXTRACT FROM THE ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2010 P.18 
PIC. 2.3.2 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.34 
PIC. 2.3.3 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS. FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS’ P.32-33 
PIC. 2.3.4 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.35 
PIC. 2.3.5 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.70 
PIC. 2.3.6 2011 FRAN QUARTERLY: ISSUE 2 P.18 
PIC. 2.3.7 2011 GENERAL REPORT P.16 
PIC. 2.3.8 2011 SITUATIONAL OVERVIEW ON TRAFFICKING IN HUMAN BEINGS P.13 
PIC. 2.3.9 2011 SITUATIONAL OVERVIEW ON TRAFFICKING IN HUMAN BEINGS P. 16 
PIC. 2.3.10 2011 SITUATIONAL OVERVIEW ON TRAFFICKING IN HUMAN BEINGS P. 18 
PIC. 2.3.11 2012 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS P.33 
PIC. 2.3.12 2012 FRAN QUARTERLY: ISSUE 1 P.25 
PIC. 2.3.13 2013 FRAN QUARTERLY: QUARTER 2 P.21 
PIC. 2.3.14 2013 FRAN QUARTERLY: QUARTER 3 P.24 
PIC. 2.3.15 2013 FRAN QUARTERLY: QUARTER 3 P.25 
PIC. 2.3.16 2013 GENERAL REPORT P.55 
PIC. 2.3.17 2013 FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS TRAINING FOR BORDER GUARDS FRONT PAGE 
PIC. 2.3.18 2013 FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS TRAINING FOR BORDER GUARDS P.53 
PIC. 2.3.19 2014 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2014 FRONT PAGE 
PIC. 2.3.20 2014 FRAN QUARTERLY: QUARTER 1 P.17 
PIC. 2.3.21 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.17 
PIC. 2.3.22 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.32-33 
PIC. 2.3.23 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.112 
PIC. 2.3.24 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE 114-115 
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Appendix Pictures 2.4 
Number Reference 
PIC. 2.4.1 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.36 
PIC. 2.4.2 2010 WESTERN BALKANS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2010 P.21 
PIC. 2.4.3 2011 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2011 P.13 
PIC. 2.4.4 2011 WESTERN BALKANS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2011 P.16 
PIC. 2.4.5 2012 EASTERN BORDERS: ANNUAL OVERVIEW 2012 P.27 
PIC. 2.4.6 2012 FRAN QUARTERLY: ISSUE 3 P.23 
PIC. 2.4.7 2013 FRAN QUARTERLY: QUARTER 2 P.23 
PIC. 2.4.8 2013 FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS TRAINING FOR BORDER GUARDS P.73 
PIC. 2.4.9 2014 WESTERN BALKANS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2014 P.29 
PIC. 2.4.10 2014 GENERAL REPORT P.19 
PIC. 2.4.11 2014 GENERAL REPORT P.30 
PIC. 2.4.12 2014 EASTERN BORDERS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2014 P.41 
PIC. 2.4.13 2015 WESTERN BALKANS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2015 P.26 
PIC. 2.4.14 2015 WESTERN BALKANS: ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2015 P.35 
PIC. 2.4.15 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.43 
PIC. 2.4.16 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.62-63 
PIC. 2.4.17 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.64-65 
PIC. 2.4.18 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.65 
PIC. 2.4.19 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE PRIN-

CIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.66-67 
PIC. 2.4.20 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P.6-7 
PIC. 2.4.21 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P.48-49 
PIC. 2.4.22 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P.32 
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Appendix Pictures 2.5 
Number Reference 
PIC. 2.5.1 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.19 
PIC. 2.5.2 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.50-51 
PIC. 2.5.3 2010 BEYOND THE FRONTIERS, FRONTEX: THE FIRST FIVE YEARS P.51 
PIC. 2.5.4 2011 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2011 P.12 
PIC. 2.5.5 2011 GENERAL REPORT P.31 
PIC. 2.5.6 2012 GENERAL REPORT P.42 
PIC. 2.5.7 2013 GENERAL REPORT P.66 
PIC. 2.5.8 2014 GENERAL REPORT P.10 
PIC. 2.5.9 2014 GENERAL REPORT P.11 
PIC. 2.5.10 2014 GENERAL REPORT P.21 
PIC. 2.5.11 2014 ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2014 P.15 
PIC. 2.5.12 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.96-97 
PIC. 2.5.13 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.22 
PIC. 2.5.14 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P.62-63 
PIC. 2.5.15 2015 12 SECONDS TO DECIDE, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: FRONTEX AND THE 

PRINCIPLE OF BEST PRACTICE P. 66-67 
PIC. 2.5.16 2015 GENERAL REPORT P.26 
PIC. 2.5.17 2016 RISK ANALYSIS FOR 2016 P.23 
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Sammanfattning på svenska 

Under 2010-talet har en av EU:s centrala frågor varit de externa gränserna. 
Revolter, revolutioner, krig och inbördeskrig i närområden har skapat migrat-
ionsströmningar på ett sätt som sällan skådats i modern tid för EU. Samtidigt 
har EU upplevt interna politiska strider som påverkat EU:s svar på dessa hän-
delser. Under 2010-talet har EU:s externa gränser blivit mer teknologiskt 
övervakade och dess migrationspolitik mer restriktiv, samtidigt har inte beho-
vet för människor att söka skydd minskat. I mitten av dessa utvecklingar kring 
gräns- och migrationspolitik står organisationen Frontex*.  

Denna avhandling studerar hur Frontex, genom representationella prakti-
ker, har normaliserats som EU:s centrala aktör vid Europas externa gränser. 
För att studera dessa processer har ett teoretiskt ramverk, visuell (o)säkerheti-
sering utvecklats. Detta ramverk drar på forskare som undersökt processer av 
(o)säkerhetisering och kombinerar det med ett poststrukturalistiskt angrepps-
sätt. Detta angreppssätt förstår att mening skapas intertextuellt, genom bilder 
och text. Det är dessa meningar som då skapar förståelser för risk, oro (unease) 
och öppnar upp för (o)säkerhet. För att förstå hur Frontex normaliseras genom 
representationella praktiker så används Frontex egna material. Detta material 
består av rapporter som Frontex producerat under åren 2010–2016, ett 
material som inte tidigare undersökts. 

I denna avhandling undersöks hur subjekt och gränser skapas, och hur prak-
tiker av gränskontroll görs normaliserade och logiska, genom bilder och text i 
Frontex material. Dessa konstruktioner öppnar upp för att gränserna och de 
subjekt som korsar dem ska förstås som källor till risk och oro, både för sig 
själva, för andra och för EU. Det är denna risk och oro som skrivs in i grän-
serna och de subjekt som korsar dem som öppnar upp för (o)säkerhet. 

De empiriska kapitlen följer en induktiv läsning av materialet där fem te-
man identifierats. Dessa är 1) representationer av barn, 2) representationer av 
gränspersonal, 3) representationer av risk och hot mot personer som korsar 
gränserna, 4) representationer av risk och hot mot EU och 5) representationer 
                                                   
* Europeiska byrån för förvaltningen av det operativa samarbetet vid Europeiska unionens med-
lemsstaters yttre gränser innan 2016, sen 2016 heter byrån Europeiska gräns- och kustbevak-
ningsbyrån. 
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vid gränsövergångar. I det första temat identifieras att barn representeras att 
vara i riskzonen för människohandel och andra risker som förknippas med att 
korsa gränsen. Andra vuxna (så som föräldrar) representeras som källan till 
risk för dessa barn, med gränspersonal som de aktörer som kan skydda barnen. 
I det andra temat, representationer av gränspersonal, identifieras det att me-
ningar om gränspersonal skapas i relation till de två nästkommande teman, 
representationer av risk gentemot personer som korsar gränser och risk gente-
mot EU. Förståelsen för gränspersonal skapas ur en primär funktion att både 
leverera säkerhet för personer som korsar gränsen och leverera säkerhet för 
EU. Det tredje temat berör frågan om hur risk och hot representeras i relation 
till personer som korsar gränsen. Dessa representationer av risk och hot är 
fokuserade på det som upplevs av personer som korsar gränsen. Där identifie-
ras ett liknande tema som i representationen av barn, att hotet och risken finns 
inom gruppen som korsar gränsen. Det är risk och hot från faciliterare/smugg-
lare/människohandlare som behöver separeras från de andra som korsar grän-
sen. Här identifieras att separation och identifiering är centralt för hur personer 
som korsar gränsen förstås. ’Äkta’ asylsökanden behöver separeras från de 
som bedöms som inte har ’riktiga’ skäl till att söka skydd. Samtidigt kan det 
identifieras att subjektspositionerna i de som korsar gränsen är komplexa, 
motsägelsefulla och att subjektspositionerna vacklar. Samtidigt som personer 
som korsar gränsen representeras som passiva i en roll av offerskap represen-
teras de också som potentiella hot som inte kunnat separeras. Frågan som se-
paration och identifikation följer också med i det fjärde temat, risk och hot 
mot EU. Där identifieras att subjektspositionerna för de som korsar gränsen är 
bland de mest ambivalenta och tvetydiga som kan identifieras i avhandlingen. 
Det är ur denna tvetydighet och ambivalens som hot och risk gentemot EU 
konstrueras. Det sista temat, gränsövergångar, följer en liknande tvetydighet 
och ambivalens, där det fysiska gränsutrymmet blir centralt för att kontrollera 
och identifiera personer som korsar gränsen. Ur dessa representationer av 
gränsövergångar är det också möjligt att identifiera en differentiering mellan 
de som korsar gränsen vid, eller mellan, gränsövergångar. I detta tema identi-
fieras också en subjektsposition som inte tidigare identifierats, de ’äkta’ (bona 
fide) resanden. Gränsövergångarna är designade och uppbyggda för att både 
underlätta och snabba på resor för dessa ’äkta’ resande samtidigt som de ska 
hindra de personer som korsar gränsen och förstås som ’irreguljära’. Samlat 
visar dessa fem teman hur Frontex normaliseras som EU:s centrala aktör vid 
Europas externa gränser och att denna process av normalisering är starkt kopp-
lat till representationella praktiker (visuellt och textuellt) som skapas risk, oro 
och (o)säkerhet.  
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Avhandlingen visar att visuella och textuella representationer är centralt för 
att skapa förståelser om processer av att korsa gränser som fyllda med risk, 
oro och i förlängningen är situationer av (o)säkerhet som ska hanteras. Vidare 
visas också att det i dessa processer går att identifiera gränsskapande repre-
sentationella praktiker. Gränserna blir platser där interventioner i olika former 
normaliseras och görs centrala. 

Genom att visa hur representationella praktiker är centralt i processer av 
(o)säkerhet bidrar avhandlingen teoretiskt forskningsfältet om (o)säkerhet, där 
avhandlingen visar att diskursiva praktiker är centralt i (o)säkerhetiserings-
processer. Vidare bidrar avhandlingen till fältet kritiska gränsstudier (Critical 
Border Studies) genom att visa hur visuella representationer kan förstås som 
performativa handlingar av gränsskapande och fördjupar fältet. Det empiriska 
material som används i avhandlingen är ett material som tidigare forskning i 
relation till Frontex inte använt. Det empiriska material ger en ingång i att 
förstå hur Frontex själva representerar och kommunicerar frågor som tidigare 
forskning engagerat i. Exempel på dessa är teknologi och sammanlänkandet 
av humanitära frågor och säkerhet. Avhandlingen belyser nya aspekter av 
Frontex och bidrar till en fördjupning av hur Frontex och Europeisk gräns- 
och migrationspolitik kan förstås. 
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How is it that the current border regime of the European Union has
come to be accepted? This thesis investigates this central question by
examining the EU agency Frontex and how it has become normalised
as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders.
   During the 2010’s migration and border control has become one of
the most central issues of the political debates in Europe. The focus of
the debates has been on the experiences of the EU’s Member States and
the disproportionate strain that it put on certain countries. Less
attention in the debates were given to the experiences of people
crossing the borders and the lives lost.
   This dissertation draws on the concept of visual (in)securitisation to
understand the processes by which borders are performed, people and
practices are represented. It also examines the processes by which the
current border regime is made to be understood as common sense and
necessary. The findings of the dissertation conclude that images are
valuable for understanding (in)security and how Frontex become
normalised as the EU’s central actor at Europe’s borders.


