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Effectiveness, Sustainability and Voluntariness​: Swedish return and readmission
policies in light of the TIDÖ agreement​ 

Aida  Ibričević  

REMESO, Linköping University, Sweden 

In this article, we critically examine return and readmission policies implemented in Sweden from the early 2000s to the
TIDÖ agreement, signed after the October 2022 Swedish general elections. The TIDÖ agreement is a political agreement of
Swedish right-wing parliamentary parties (Sweden Democrats, Christian Democrats, Liberals, and the Moderate Party) with
substantial provisions on migration and integration, including return. Our analysis employs the key concepts
of effectiveness and sustainability of return migration governance, and voluntariness in returnees’ decision-making.  The main
question guiding our inquiry is whether there is an observable trend of gradual restrictiveness in return and readmission
policies within the Swedish context or if we can view the TIDÖ agreement as a paradigmatic shift in political discourse,
policy making, and policy implementation? To reach our conclusions on the political dynamics producing policy
measures, we present findings of the MORE Project: Motivations, Experiences and Consequences of Returns and
Readmissions Policy: Revealing and Developing Effective Alternatives. Our argument is based on a policy review of relevant
return and readmission policies implemented in Sweden, supplemented with qualitative data analysis of 40 interviews
and 4 focus groups conducted with Swedish officials implementing return migration policies, representatives of civil society
organizations, and migrants at risk of return.  



Temporariness, return and long-term stay? The exhausting effects of return policies
for Syrian refugees in Denmark.  

Sarah-Louise Japhetson Mortensen 

CMI - Chr. Michelsen Institute  

Since 2015, the temporariness of residence and an emphasis on ‘return’ have become prominent features of Scandinavian
asylum policies (Brekke et al 2020; Sandberg et al. 2025). In Denmark, it has been made politically explicit that temporary
residence permits functions as active incentives to promote return (Vedsted-Hansen 2022; Rytter et al. 2023). Through
amendments in the Alien-, Integration- and Repatriation Act in 2019, it was emphasised that all protection statuses are
temporary, the notion of ‘integration’ in the Integration Act was replaced with ‘self-sufficiency and return’, and repatriation
support was increased and made available to a broader group of people.

Between 2021-2023, I conducted ethnographic fieldwork among Syrian refugees in Denmark as temporariness and fear of
return became an integral part of their daily life. Due to new security assessment of the Damascus area, their residence
permits were under reassessment by Danish asylum authorities with a view to revocation. At the same time, they could not be
forcibly returned to Syria, as the Danish state did not collaborate with the Syrian regime. This left Syrian refugees and their
family members in a new form of ‘deportation limbo’ (Lindberg 2019), where they were able to continue everyday activities
in Denmark until a final decision on their cases was made. Through the analytical lens of ‘processes of exhaustion’, I explore
how entanglements of temporariness, return, and long-term stay in practice works in exhausting ways. I suggest that policies
of temporariness and return not necessarily lead to a high number of returns but rather create an exhausting framework that
Syrian refugees must continuously navigate in their everyday lives. The fall of the Assad regime in Syria prompts new
questions of return and intensifies uncertainties for the future among Syrians in Denmark.

Finally, I reflect on how temporariness, return, and long-term stay seem to entangle in my recently started research among
people with limited residence due to ID doubts and people who hold temporary collective protection in Norway.



Legal Finality without Exit: (Non)Deportability and Post-rejection Governance
among Rejected Afghan Asylum Seekers in Sweden 

Abdullah Mohammadi 

Uppsala Universitet 

Legal Finality without Exit: (Non)Deportability and Post-rejection Governance among Rejected Afghan Asylum Seekers in
Sweden

This paper examines how Sweden’s post‑rejection asylum regime produces a condition of legal finality without exit for
rejected Afghan asylum seekers. Rather than treating a final rejection as the endpoint of the asylum process or a linear step
toward return, the paper asks what forms of governance take shape when deportation remains unsafe, impracticable, or
politically blocked, while lawful staying is simultaneously foreclosed. Focusing on rejected Afghan asylum seekers in Sweden,
the paper argues that post-rejection governance operates through the prolonged administration of unresolved presence rather
than through deportation alone. The Swedish case is particularly instructive. Since the restrictive turn following 2015-2016,
and especially after the Tidö Agreement, rejected asylum seekers increasingly face shrinking routes to regularisation alongside
intensified internal controls. For Afghans, enforcement halts following the Taliban’s return have formally blocked deportation
while offering no durable legal alternative, a situation further intensified by the abolition of Spårbyte (track-change). This
produces a paradoxical condition in which legal finality coexists with blocked exit and prolonged exclusion.

Empirically, the paper draws on abductive ethnographic fieldwork conducted in Stockholm, based on participant observation,
semi+structured interviews, and sustained engagement in everyday social spaces. Theoretically, it brings scholarship on
deportability and (non)deportability into dialogue with research on welfare bordering, digital bordering, and street-level
bureaucracy. This framework allows (non)deportability to be analysed not as an enforcement gap or policy failure, but as a
socially and institutionally organised condition sustained across multiple sites and actors.

The findings show that post-rejection governance in Sweden extends well beyond the Migration Agency. It is reproduced
through municipal welfare encounters, discretionary gatekeeping, document demands, and routine verification practices, as
well as through highly digitalised welfare infrastructures. Access to healthcare, housing, work, and everyday services is
mediated through identity systems such as personnummer, e-identification (BankID), and platforms like 1177. While formal
entitlements may still exist on paper, in practice access is undermined by infrastructural unreadability, discretionary exclusion,
and fear of exposure. In this context, (non)deportability is lived not simply as the possibility of removal, but as a condition
that reorganises access, dependency, and futurity through everyday institutional and digital barriers. The paper shows that the
politics of removal in a highly digitalised welfare state cannot be understood through deportation events alone. Instead, it
highlights (non)deportability as a central modality of contemporary migration governance, enacted through welfare and digital
infrastructures that manage unresolved presence in restrictive times.

Keywords: (non)deportability, rejected asylum seekers, welfare and digital infrastructures, Sweden



Hospitals as Hunting Grounds: Mis/Trust and Pirate Care in Sweden 

Signe Askersjö 

University of Gothenburg 

Across Europe, healthcare is increasingly entangled with migration governance, producing new terrains of mistrust that shape
clinical encounters. In Sweden, recent political proposals—such as mandatory reporting of undocumented people,
compulsory testing, and expanded data‑sharing with police—signal a shift toward hospitals becoming “hunting grounds” for
migration control. Even though healthcare is currently exempt from mandatory reporting, the proposal itself has produced
significant fear among clinicians, while other legislative initiatives continue to alter clinical practice. These developments point
to how the exemption offers only a false sense of security. This paper examines how mistrust circulates within healthcare
institutions and how clinicians respond by developing practices of pirate care that both resist and reconfigure these emerging
medico‑political pressures.

This paper examines how mistrust circulates within healthcare institutions and how clinicians respond by developing practices
of pirate care (Graziano et al. 2025) that resist and reconfigure emerging medico-political governance and ensure care in
times of uncertainty. Drawing on interviews with physicians across hospitals and fieldwork within humanitarian care settings
in Sweden, the study shows that mistrust operates on several levels: undocumented patients fear seeking care, and clinicians
fear colleagues may comply with coercive state demands. Following scholarship that conceptualises mistrust as a productive
social force rather than a mere absence of trust (Carey 2017; Mühlfried 2018; Pasquini 2023), the paper traces how mistrust
shapes decision‑making, collegial relations, the landscape of care, and becomes a space for alternative and creative practices
of pirate care. 

The analysis argues that pirate care — informal, often illegalised practices through which frontline workers subvert restrictive
policies to protect vulnerable people — emerges not from overt political militancy but from the ethical impossibility of
allowing preventable harm. Pirate care depends on selective trust: clinicians must identify which colleagues share their
commitments and which may pose risks. Mistrust thus generates both fragmentation and new solidarities, compelling
clinicians to cultivate small communities of trust within institutions increasingly shaped by suspicion. Pirate care becomes
both a response to and an escape from institutional mistrust, exposing the violence embedded in dominant care regimes while
prefiguring alternative solidarities aligned with abolitionist approaches to care. Yet it remains precarious, contingent on
interpersonal trust and vulnerable to future criminalisation.



The Politics of Readmission: Deportation Conditionality and the Finland-Somalia
Case 

Laura Sumari 

University of Helsinki 

With the EU’s Pact on Migration and Asylum and other recent policy reforms, deportations and readmission cooperation are
becoming central instruments of European migration governance. By linking return enforcement to diplomatic and
development relations, Europe pressures African countries to tighten border security and accept returned migrants,
irrespective of whether these policies are in Africa’s best interest. Nordic states are increasingly implicated in these
developments, adopting practices that prioritise removal and the negotiation of readmission agreements. In this context,
conditioning development cooperation on accepting deportable nationals appears to be a relatively new trend in the Nordics.

This paper situates Finland’s suspension of its bilateral development cooperation programme with Somalia within these
dynamics. In late 2024 Finland suspended planned development cooperation, citing insufficient Somali cooperation on returns
and readmission of nationals. Somalia’s security situation remains precarious, and it has been reluctant to accept its deportable
citizens, some of whom have deportation orders related to criminal offences. Characterised by intensified Al-Shabaab attacks,
severe humanitarian crises, and political volatility, conditions in Somalia also raise concerns with respect to the principle of
non‑refoulement.

Drawing on Finnish government statements and policy documents, parliamentary records, NGO and UN reports, and media
analysis in Finland and Somalia, I situate Finland’s decision to block its country programme with Somalia within broader
European and Nordic policy trends and within wider geometries of power related to migration management, colonial
continuities, and aid geopolitics. Grounding my analysis in critical migration studies and postcolonial theory, this paper
contributes empirical and theoretical insight into how Nordic states operationalise return policies abroad, the ethical and legal
dilemmas that follow as well as the implications for equitable North–South relations.



Between Two Voids: How Return Migration Incentives Produce Trafficking
Vulnerability. A Viability Theory Analysis. 

Gerardus Bukkems 

Center for Community Emergence and Regeneration 

Sweden’s repatriation grant, increased from 10,000 to 350,000 SEK per adult in January 2026 as part of the Tidö
Agreement’s restrictive migration architecture, rests on a binary spatial logic: a person is either in Sweden or in the country of
origin, and a cash transfer enables movement between them. Systematic evidence shows this logic fails to produce
sustainable return (Voyer et al. 2025). This paper argues that the framing does not merely fail but structurally produces
trafficking vulnerability. This mechanism is made visible through viability theory (Aubin 1991), a mathematical framework for
identifying conditions under which a system can sustain itself within constraints.

Drawing on Bourdieu’s (1986) capital theory and De Genova’s (2002) concept of deportability, and aligning with relational
approaches in population geography (Barcus and Halfacree 2018), the paper defines a migrant’s position not as a geographic
location but as a multi-dimensional configuration: legal status, economic resources, social capital, linguistic capital, and
institutional access. The viability kernel, the configurations from which a person can sustain a liveable trajectory, differs
between Sweden and the country of origin because institutional structures, welfare regimes, and labour markets constituting
each kernel are distinct. These kernels are rarely adjacent: someone who spent years in Sweden accumulates configuration-
specific capital (language, networks, institutional knowledge) that holds no equivalent value upon return, while origin-country
capital may have eroded, transformed, or been rendered inaccessible.

The return incentive displaces individuals from one viability kernel without verifying their arrival in another. The cash sum
provides a temporary financial buffer but cannot establish the relational and institutional conditions for a viable trajectory
(Kuschminder et al. 2026; Vera Larrucea et al. 2021; Lietaert et al. 2014). When this buffer depletes, individuals enter a
configurational void: outside the viability kernel of both host and origin country, where no legitimate admissible controls (the
right to work, access state protection, or regularise status) remain available. The absence of legitimate controls makes
irregular re-migration, and entry into the domain of smuggling and trafficking networks, one of few pathways. These are the
conditions identified by UNODC (2024) and IOM (2019) as primary trafficking risk factors.

The paper develops this argument through conceptual analysis grounded in empirical evidence. It first formalises the multi-
dimensional nature of migrant livelihood to show why geographic return does not equate to configurational return (e.g.,
Kuschminder 2017). It then identifies the structural gap between viability kernels as the mechanism producing vulnerability,
and connects this model to documented outcomes of assisted voluntary return, including re-trafficking and circular irregular
migration (Lietaert et al. 2014; Kuschminder 2017; Paasche, Skilbrei and Plambech 2018).

The analysis shows that Nordic migration policy evaluated solely on departure metrics (counting how many people leave)
remains blind to the configurational consequences of departure. A viability-informed approach demands assessing destination
viability before facilitating exit, shifting the criterion from geographic movement to sustained liveable configuration. This
analysis contributes to Nordic migration scholarship by offering a diagnostic framework for evaluating whether restrictive
policies inadvertently generate the very insecurities they claim to address.



Regimes of temporariness and the search for stability: ‘Scandinavian Afghans’ in
France and beyond 

Moa Nyamwathi Lønning 

Department of Anthropology, Aarhus University 

This paper focuses on the up-to-decade-long search for the right to stay among a group of young people refused asylum in
Sweden and Norway and threatened with forced removal. It draws on ethnographic research begun in 2019 in Paris that
entailed following the trajectories of over 30 young Afghan men across France and beyond between 2022 and 2025.Most of
them arrived in Scandinavia as unaccompanied 16- and 17-year-olds in 2015, during the so-called European refugee crisis.
Upon crossing the temporal border into legal adulthood at eighteen, they became subject to policies that sought to reduce the
number of people granted international protection altogether and which rendered them deportable. Faced with the prospect of
‘return’ to a war-torn and often unfamiliar homeland – after years of absence and, for many, having been raised in Iran and
Pakistan and having spent formative years in Scandinavia – they resisted removal and instead left to seek asylum in France.
There, EU law, particularly the Dublin III Regulation and the risk of intra-European deportation, became central to their
trajectories. The paper examines the consequences of multiple exclusions produced by welfare, asylum, and immigration
practices designed to encourage ‘self-deportation’, and explores entangled mobilities and hopes across the European
borderscape. It engages with the concepts of ‘wandering’ and ‘displacement’ as existential conditions, intertwined with
senses of (dis)location, temporality and the imagined future.



Using foreign aid to make origin states readmit migrants: Norms collide in Norway 

Erlend  Paasche 

Institute for Social Research 

 
Norway has long been lauded as a relatively altruistic aid donor. From 2009 to 2021, however, four consecutive Norwegian
governments – each with its own distinct party coalition – all pledged to instrumentalize foreign aid in order to make origin
states readmit irregular migrants. Norway’s instrumentalization of aid for migration control represented a collision between
two international norms. One, promoted by the OECD, holds that effective aid ought to be based on development needs in
recipient states rather than narrow domestic interest; the other is the EU-promoted norm that host states ought to pursue
‘effective return’ of irregular migrants and overcome origin states’ resistance to readmission, by coercive means if necessary,
such as leveraging aid. Drawing on recent advances in IR norm theorization and a new typology of response strategies to
norm collision, I find that variously positioned policy makers and institutions in Norway responded in different ways to this
norm collision discursively. These are conceptualized as norm replacement, consistent norm prioritization, ad hoc responses,
conflict denial, and, most prominently, norm reconciliation. The latter is also reflected organizationally in institutional
adaptation, as the Ministry of Justice and Public Security started giving its own compartmentalized form of small-scale and
targeted aid in pursuit of effective return and readmission, thereby bypassing the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and its
traditional channels for foreign aid. It is concluded that Norway is in some ways typical of a broader Nordic, European and
global development in this field, but also exemplifies a measure of normative resistance to the instrumentalization of aid for
the purpose of migration governance.



Contested deportation regimes: Reconfiguring citizenship, bordering Europe 

Jukka Könönen 

Tampere Institute for Advanced Studies, Tampere University 

Despite attempts to harmonise European migration policies, deportations remain subject to national discretion within common
frameworks, resulting in varying outcomes for different nationalities and deportable groups, shaped by colonial histories,
immigration systems, political struggles, bilateral relations, and labour market structures. The presentation draws on insights
from the upcoming co-edited special issue (to be published in Citizenship Studies) on deportation regimes in Southern,
Central, and Northern European member states. The special issue examines deportation regimes as sites of power relations
and contestation involving multiple actors across different scales, addressing the heterogeneity, contradictions, and apparent
disunity related to deportation practices, rather than treating them as a unitary apparatus. Deportation regimes as a form of
governance also highlight the productivity of deportations in national state-making projects and as technologies of citizenship,
allowing us to trace the political, national, and economic logics behind deportation governance. Deportation regimes generate
new kinds of social, spatial, and legal relations at governmental and administrative levels in Europe and internationally through
involved various actors and transnational cooperation among them. In many countries in Europe, police powers and
enforcement of public order and security function as a key historical rationale for deportation regimes, rather than capitalist
imperatives of disciplining and producing precarious migrant labour. While deportations have acquired renewed symbolic
value within anti-immigration authoritarian politics, they mobilise and expand the embedded illiberal and repressive apparatuses
of state violence designed to police marginalised populations.


	Panel 18 schema
	Panel 18

