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Borders are no longer merely lines of separation between so-called sovereign
entities. They constitute multifaceted instruments by which those in power per-
manently turn certain spaces into places that are inaccessible to specific groups.
Those spaces create or maintain social divisions that act both externally on
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international border demarcations controlling migration and ‘internally in the
divisions of subtly and not-so-subtly racially segregated regions, cities, prisons
and internment camps’ (Mbembe, 2018).

Mass media with global scope have noted the increasing sophistication of
border technologies as well as the greater capital and expectations invested in
digitalisation for migration control. The Guardian (2021) mapped the rising
number of high-tech surveillance and registration systems that control
moving populations along EU borders. Politico (2021) commented on the
idea of a ‘smart wall’, a line of all-seeing surveillance towers aimed south, to
confront irregular migration through innovation, being the technological
dream of every US president since Bill Clinton. The Washington Post (2023)
informed us about automated passport control machines that states and air-
ports are introducing ‘to streamline and speed up the entry and exit process’.
Yet the New York Times (2023) emphatically states that ‘we should give up
the fantasy of solving the border crisis’.

In that sense, border technology development is here to stay as a means of
addressing a permanent state of crisis across critical borderlands. Migrants
are increasingly confronted by biometric technologies for scanning fingerprints
and facial images, large-scale databases for identifying, registering, and docu-
menting foreign travellers, as well as satellite surveillance systems and drones
for detecting migrants in distress at sea (Amelung, 2021). Meanwhile, for a
long time, migrants have found ways to cross borders, initially by manipulating
identification documents. In recent years, they have been appropriating digital
technologies (such as smartphones and social media platforms), either during
their journeys or when claiming their right to asylum or reparation with the
purpose of countering border-control regimes.

This special issue looks at a diverse range of border technologies. Some
are devised to establish visible and increasingly less-visible digitalised,
sophisticated, fortified border-control regimes. Others are invented and/
or appropriated to circumvent, to contest, or to bypass border control
and instead to enable self-determined migration. In that sense, borders
constitute sites of contestation over different policy agendas, measures,
interests and migratory mobility. To begin with the more obvious forms
of contestation, diverse purposes assigned to border technologies have
conflicted, especially when border-control regimes are highly politicised
and public views tend to be polarised. In policy and public debates,
border control technologies have become controversially discussed regard-
ing how they serve to protect the humanity of some migrants at the cost of
filtering out others, while neglecting the universal right to mobility,
humanity and dignity of those excluded.

Here, we identify struggles over often contradictory aims attributed to
borders - control versus autonomy, surveillance versus sovereignty, authority
versus care, detention versus mobility. It is important to look beyond policy
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and public discourse towards the multifaceted border technologies where they
are designed, developed, and put into operation. This allows us to avoid separ-
ating issues of knowing from questions of being or becoming; such linkages
make more visible the purposes, promises and visions assigned to border
technologies.

From there, our perspective moves to exploring how technologies
develop. They are inscribed with purposes and imaginaries of sovereignty
(representations). Yet they may develop dynamics diverging from attributed
functions and with consequences beyond the intended aims when put into
operation (materialisations). When depicting the manifold practices and pro-
cesses of operating technologies, we find that what technologies do for or
against different purposes entangled with the border becomes complex
and ambiguous. This is because different representations and materialisa-
tions of the border become enacted, with diverse consequences for
migrant subjects.

Therefore we ask: 1. How do border technologies turn borders into a con-
tested space and how do they come to matter for specific affected communities,
especially migrants? 2. How do border technologies manifest hegemonic
border-control regimes and thereby marginalise their contestations? Or else,
how do they open up alternative versions of the border?

This special issue relates border technologies to migrant subjects who are
shaped and enacted by them, while themselves shape and recuperate the tech-
nologies through contestation, resistance, and appropriation. This introduction
develops a context-specific account of material politics that rethinks the
(in)visibility of issues and the traceability of contestations, including margina-
lised political articulations.

Border technologies along contested borders

This special issue examines how border technologies are problematised and
imagined, how they come into being, how they stabilise, evolve, co-exist and
conflict with each other. This helps us to explore how borders create new con-
ditions of (im)mobility and possibility, not just as an ideational concept, but
also in their digitality-materiality. The issue of how technologies enable the
hegemonic version of the borders enacted in border-control regimes is also
explored (cf. Jorgensen and Galis, 2022).

The control versus autonomy nexus has been the core focus of most scholars
engaged with border technologies. They also foreground how border technol-
ogies either attend to one or the other. Such analyses characterise Science
and Technology Studies (STS), critical border studies and critical migration
studies. Reflecting on this diverse literature allows us to approach our first
research question more closely. We assume that diverse versions of the
border enacted in border technology may remain in ambiguous silence and
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implicit co-existence or undergo overt conflict with each other when becoming
politically articulated.

An important body of work stemming from STS has turned the focus
towards borders and migration by addressing the complex entanglements of
migratory subjects and technologies at the borderlands. The rapid technologi-
sation of the border through the implementation of state-of-the-art technol-
ogies for identifying and displacing undesired subjects (Galis et al., 2016;
Schindel, 2016; Galis and Summerton, 2018; Glouftsios and Scheel, 2020;
Galis et al., 2022), and the ‘datafication of migration and mobility management’
(Dijstelbloem and Broeders, 2015, p. 242; Scheel, 2019) have attracted major
critical reflections (Leese, 2016; Bellanova and Glouftsios, 2021; Glouftsios
and Casaglia, 2022).

At the intersection of STS and research on infrastructures employed to
manage and control migrations, scholars have explored processes of logistic,
organisational and administrative processing of alterity and thereby ordering
and performing the identities of migrants (Pollozek and Passoth, 2019, Glouft-
sios and Scheel, 2020; Pelizza, 2020). Research has explored forms of extending
the power to govern migration through such control infrastructures. This
increases opacity and complicates possibilities of knowing of failures, errors
and thus enclosing potential critical issues and their possible contestations
(Glouftsios, 2021).

Border-control regimes and their technologies have also widely interested
scholars who are attentive to forms of contestation in public policy controver-
sies (Bayramoglu and Liinenborg, 2018; Gillespie et al., 2018; Sontowski, 2018),
as well as contestation through practices and discourses of migrants and soli-
darity movements (Rygiel, 2011; Papadopoulos and Tsianos, 2013; Atag et al.,
2016; Galis and Makrygianni, 2022). Influenced by the autonomy of migration
debate, scholars engaging with STS have studied diverse practices of contesta-
tion as appropriation to border control technologies (Scheel, 2019). Subversive
forms of migrant struggles producing counter narratives and contesting the
performed ‘non-publics’ attributed to border control technologies have also
attracted attention (Dijstelbloem and Broeders, 2015; Glouftsios and Casaglia,
2022). More recently in the context of contested borders, researchers have
investigated border technologies that contribute to the autonomy of migration
and introduce alternative technologies and infrastructures enabling migrants’
mobilities in their own right (Amelung et al., 2020; Milivojevic, 2020; Mora-
Gamez, 2020).

In order to overcome ‘control-biased analyses’ (Scheel, 2019), we use the
term border technologies in a dual sense: technologies installed with the
initial purpose of establishing border-control regimes, as well as those used,
appropriated or subverted by migrants themselves, thereby enacting alternative
versions of the border. Various scholars have emphasised the importance of
acknowledging the performative effects of border technologies installed for
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control purposes. Information systems to prevent uncritically accepting the
objective truth allegedly produced about the identities of people they intend
to ‘manage’ would fall into this category (Glouftsios and Scheel, 2020). Inspired
by Autonomy of Migration scholars, we study the material politics of contesta-
tion and otherness in the context of hegemonic border-control regimes. This
assumes a ‘strategic-analytical prioritisation’ of migrants’ practices in the
study of migratory processes and the migration control regimes (Mitropoulos,
2007, p. 128; Moulier Boutang, 2007). A strategic-analytical prioritisation
implies that taking migrants’ practices as a focal point for investigations of
border regimes helps to make visible their alternative enactments of the
border, thus contesting hegemonic versions of border control.

In this issue, three papers challenge the performativity of information
systems as border technologies as monopolistic producers of stable and objec-
tive knowledge and information for identifying migrants (Mora-Gamez, 2023).
In that sense, this special issue gathers contributions that assemble studies
demonstrating multiple versions of the borders enacted and performed in
often ambiguous ways through border technologies and with regards to their
political consequences for migrant subjects. Conversely, Makrygianni and
Galis (2023) account for the ambivalences of border technologies being poten-
tially both a possibility and a threat to the mobility of migrants. While inter-
ested in how border technologies may turn borders into a contested concept,
we acknowledge that inequalities and injustices deeply rooted in power and
history shape the capacities of different actors to multiply versions of
borders, and to articulate contestations of dominant notions of hegemonic
border regimes in substantially asymmetrical ways.

The following section addresses how specific conditions shape the potential-
ity of problematising and contesting borders. It touches on the material politics
of disabling and marginalising contestation of hegemonic border-control
regimes in some political situations. Another subject discussed involves
enabling diverse forms of political articulations about alternative versions of
borders in other political situations.

Material politics of border technologies

We study the material politics of border technologies to challenge and investi-
gate their affordances for contesting or manifesting certain versions of borders.
We believe that focusing on material politics of border technologies allows us to
better understand and reflect upon our second research question: How do
border technologies manifest hegemonic border-control regimes and thereby
disable and marginalise their contestations, or else open up alternative versions
of borders?

With inspiration from the notion of ‘material politics’ developed by Andrew
Barry (2013), we argue in favour of the connection between the availability and
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transparency of material information on the one hand and how contestation
may consequently occur, depending on evidence about harm and injury.
There is substantial evidence that border technologies deriving from border-
control regimes as such have caused harm, injury, and death to migrants,
especially in the Mediterranean Sea, at the US-Mexican border, or borderland
between Poland and Belarus. Yet the specific impacts are not sufficiently visible
and documented. In particular, the (im)possibility of contestation, shaped by
the interaction between human and nonhuman agency, is what inspires us to
take Barry’s term of material politics as a starting point.

However, we consider that material politics, deriving from a family of
analytical-conceptual signifiers such as ‘object-oriented politics’ (Marres,
2007; Marres and Lezaun, 2011), ‘ontological politics’ (Mol, 1999; Woolgar
and Lezaun, 2013), and/or ‘material democracy’ (Marres, 2012), may be proble-
matic in the specific context of forced migrations. Understandings of material
politics and close conceptual relatives have been developed in specific empirical
case study contexts (for instance, pipeline construction, Barry, 2013; or
mundane consumption objects, Marres, 2012). In specific settings of liberal
representative democracies, these are entangled with rationalities of de jure citi-
zenship and particular conditions of power asymmetries, political inequalities
and injustices, with consequences for the potentiality of public contestations.

We, therefore, additionally build on Huub Dijstelbloem’s concepts,
especially his most recent contribution on border infrastructures’ technopoli-
tics. Dijstelbloem developed a similar approach to Barry’s material politics,
but astutely applies it to the specific context of borders, states and infrastruc-
tures. He emphasises the politics deriving from unfolding technologies and
their multiple ontologies:

Technopolitics breaks with the normative distinction between humans and nonhu-
mans, as well as with the idea that technologies can be designed and regulated accord-
ing to political will [...] The emphasis on ontological politics does not mean that the
instrumental uses of apparatuses or the design of border environments according to
political will has disappeared. Instead, the intimate entanglements among humans,
institutions, and technologies that make up border infrastructures provoke all sorts
of technopolitics to come into being. (Dijstelbloem, 2021, p. 74)

In that sense, by exploring the material politics along borderlands, we follow
our interest in politics (epistemology) entangled with border technologies
(ontology) — the objects, issues, actors, subjectivities of individuals and collec-
tivities. Border technologies allow us to reflect on how border-crossing and
border control are involved in co-shaping sovereignty as a sociotechnical
agency (or the deprivation of agency) that produces (il)legalised mobile subjects
and the material politics of migration. In other words, this conception of poli-
tics comes with an empirical interest in how political subjects and material
objects come into being, begin to matter and are co-constituted with the
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technoscience of border technologies and related sociotechnical forms of
contestations.

Our take on material politics - just like Barry’s and Djstelbloem’s approach —
inspired by actor network theory (ANT), attempts to include nonhumans in
descriptions and ways of acting together with humans to assign meanings to
an issue through networks of connectivity (Callon, 1987; Mol 2002; Law,
2004). It highlights exploring how specific intra-actions matter in human and
nonhuman emergent interaction that can be studied along socio-material and
epistemic practices (Barad, 2003). However, we problematise that many under-
standings of material politics inspired by ANT ignore or pay too little attention
to ‘the importance of a situated view of complex asymmetrical lifeworlds and
the transversality of neglected experiences’ (Papadopoulos, 2010, p. 194).
Thus, it is imperative to reveal the way in which border technologies, migration
policies, border guards, and how migrants situate us (social analysts) are
entangled in the realm of ethics and material politics.

Haraway (1990) suggested the collective experience of humans and nonhu-
mans as negotiating radical divergences between participants. In return, these
negotiations constitute the processes of social and ecological world making.
In this issue, we do not merely follow the actors, maintaining a symmetry
between humans and nonhumans. We also problematise our ‘response-
ability’ (Haraway, 2008) for ‘the differential patterns of mattering of the
world of which we are a part’ (Barad, 2007, p. 394). We acknowledge the
radical divergences of experiences between participants in social, material
and ecological environments and their articulations (Haraway, 2001; Bracke
and Puig de la Bellacasa, 2009).

Those patterns can be understood in two senses. Either as an invitation to
account for situated experiences of participants who otherwise remain invisible
by making visible their processes of alterity-processing and alterity-making
through border technologies. This reifies the differences between non-margina-
lised and marginalised experiences, e.g. (Pelizza, 2020). Or alternatively, as a
call to trace ‘alter-ontologies’, which create life forms that are ‘the effect and
the precondition for the continuation of existence of marginalized actors’ (Papa-
dopoulos, 2010, p. 193). In other words, the resulting understanding of politics is:

[P]olitics arises from the emergence of the miscounted, those who have no place and
whose capacities remain imperceptible within the normalizing organization of the
social realm (Ranciére, 1998). Politics is a collective enterprise that exposes a given
social order to be limited, contingent and inconsistent by creating an alternative life-
world inhabited by the previously miscounted. (Papadopoulos, 2010, p. 193)

Barry’s criticism of early ANT work on the co-constitution of problematisations
and publics is relevant in the context of visibility and invisibility of migration
problems and the political consequences for the possibility of their (public)
contestation:
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In actor-network theoretical approaches to the study of problems, problems and
publics are co-constituted. Yet at the same time, the specific kind of empiricism
espoused by actor network theory raises questions as to which problems are not
articulated as objects of concern, as well as which voices may be excluded in the
process of problematization. (Barry, 2021, p. 99)

Galis and Lee (2014) modify ANT vocabulary to suggest that, rather than
simply following the actors, we may also turn the analytical lens on the invisible
processes of undoing a network, othering an opponent, and constituting a
group of outsiders. The focus lies on the making of weakness and otherness.
This is material politics on another level, one that makes weakness constructed
rather than an inherent state of social processes. This is an onto-epistemological
strategy for making visible enactments of weakness and otherness (Galis and
Lee, 2014)

In this issue, we examine the particularities of migrants’ forms of political
articulations and struggles, their unexpected presence, or their being out of
place. Migrants often remain at the thresholds of any traceability and political
recognition ‘depending on their juridical status, on their migratory projects and
the alternated migration regime of capture’ and thus reveal the limits, but also
politics, of their representation in media, policies, and research (Tazzioli, 2015,
p. 11). The invisibility of migrants’ presence is sometimes produced by mech-
anisms of capture but is sometimes strategically played out by migrants them-
selves (ibid: 2). The (in)visibility of issues as crucial conditions and
potentialities of contestation, and political articulation may then lock-in and
silence contestation, creating marginalised ‘non-publics’ (Dijstelbloem and
Broeders, 2015). These non-publics may then be limited and/or unwilling to
articulate political contestations visible to publics acknowledged as political col-
lectives of publics in liberal representative democracies.

Addressing border technologies applied in border-control regimes, Dijstel-
bloem and Broeders (2015) developed the notion of non-publics. Non-
publics are lost in the categorisation of border control technologies and data-
basing logics and differ substantially in the degree to which they could be
classified as “publics’ (Dijstelbloem and Broeders, 2015, p. 32). The notion of
‘non-publics’ also emphasises their restricted access to the political articulation
of de facto affected communities of migrants that are recognised by state-
centred forms of political articulation. These communities are restricted from
assembling as a collective around shared issues and therefore articulate how
technologies and infrastructures do matter and come with constraining conse-
quences for migrants.

The special issue: survey of articles

This special issue deals with onto-epistemological aspects of the material poli-
tics of borderlands. It contributes to problematising prevalent assumptions
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about material politics through a context-specific account of border technol-
ogies. It also illuminates otherwise invisible consequences of border-control
technologies, how they play out in marginalising migrant voices, and how
certain border technologies in specific situations may create conditions for con-
testation. Contributions highlight positionalities with normative commitments
that contribute to weakening asymmetries between the material arrangements
shaping the conditions of (in)visibilities of migrant subjectivities and the pos-
sibilities of political articulation of migrant matters. Thus, the articles align
their analyses with various forms of ‘solidarity’ in political terms or ‘shared con-
versations’ in epistemological terms (Haraway, 2001, p. 176; Galis and Hansson,
2012).

Returning to our two initial questions in this special issue, contributions
respond to them in different ways. First, several authors respond to how
border technologies turn borders into contested spaces that come to matter
to specific affected communities. Especially migrants themselves are involved,
as they account for multiple forms and epistemic standpoints of political articu-
lation and contestation. Several articles deal with the asymmetries among
different epistemic standpoints that turn matters into matters of concern.
Different kinds of political articulation also exist to problematise border tech-
nologies entangled with migration control regimes. Contesting articulations
of migrant subjects may appear atomised and as singular acts in response to
control purposes of border technologies, as shown by Laura Lambert (2023).
The collective political views of migrant subjects are articulated to some
degree. And solidarity networks are shown using digital border technologies,
such as mobile phones and social media, to support autonomous migration
and navigating the ambiguities of being seen while speaking out, or remaining
unseen to avoid harms of surveillance, as shown by Makrygianni and Galis
(2023).

Lambert (2023) addresses the contestation of ‘humanitarian infrastructures’
of UN and IOM in Niger by studying migrants who aim to abandon their
migration projects. She identifies migrants’ forms of contestations through
‘voicing criticism’ and ‘exiting’ as responses to promises entangled with these
infrastructures. By contesting these promises, migrants stepped out of the
humanitarian protection politics that subjectified them as victims and chal-
lenged the legitimacy of international organisations preventing people from
migrating. Through their contestations, migrants constituted themselves as pol-
itical subjects. These forms of contestations by migrants take place as immedi-
ate resistance to border-control technologies Infrastructures can also be seen as
attempts to transform atomised subjects of non-publics into political subjects.
However, other forms of contestations derive from ways of collectively counter-
ing and circumventing border-control regimes.

Decolonial studies of politics of matter acknowledge, in particular, migrant
and activist social movements’ engagements in addressing questions of justice
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by learning and experimenting with changing the material composition of life.
They enable a focus on the ways migrants perform politics by delinking from
the Western epistemic and ontological appropriation of matter as they do
not consider them open for exploration and enclosure (Papadopoulos, 2018).
Migrant movements tend to avoid directly targeting institutions of power
and prioritise practices of movements on the ground over organising along
existing institutionalised political channels. Instead, they build and facilitate
imperceptible but robust alternative infrastructures that may facilitate the
freedom of movement of migrants or may constitute everyday justice in
migrant’s everyday lives to restore relations that were broken, withdrawn, or
neglected by states and the narratives of rights enacting statehood boundaries
(Mora-Gaméz, 2020, p. 706). Materiality and technologies here serve to
enable migrants to resist and give rise to alternative imaginations contesting
dominant political orders (Amelung et al., 2020, Milivojevic, 2020; Makry-
gianni and Galis, 2023).

In this issue, Makrygianni and Galis (2023) examine how digital technologies
are appropriated by migrants as counter technologies to border control tech-
nologies. By studying ICTs at the disposal of queer migrants, they analyse
how digital connectivity of queer migrants on the move to Europe plays a
crucial role in the confrontation of border regimes and their material politics
of silence and violence of border control technologies, heteronormativity and
racist oppression. Yet, they account for the ambivalent or controversial role
of ICTs as enablers or potential hazards. For instance, some ICTs can endanger
migratory trips, whereas others facilitate safe border crossing, facilitate friend-
ships, intimate relations, and solidarity bonds. The appropriation of digital
media by queer migrants re-arranges the material politics of the borderland
and contests border technologies, and through radical care allows communities
to live through hardship, fear and abuse.

Once the focus shifts to the multiple struggles and various processes of nego-
tiation through migrants’ practices, we see borders as ‘veritable battlegrounds’
(Scheel, 2019) where dominant versions of borders as sites of control and sur-
veillance of the border may provoke their appropriation, co-optation, and
repurposing. Furthermore, many and multiple alternative versions of borders
may be enacted in different forms of migrant practices and political articula-
tions. We suggest that understandings of material politics of contestation in
the context of border technologies need to be analytically further developed
to be able to account for diverse forms of contestation, such as disruption, sub-
version and resistance (Galis and Lee, 2014; Scheel, 2019; Glouftsios and Scheel,
2020).

Additionally, in order to grasp the complex realities of material politics of
borderlands, we propose an analytical vocabulary that revisits binary distinc-
tions between publics versus non-publics, visibility versus invisibility, epistem-
ology versus ontology. Instead, we suggest qualifying the conditions of
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(im)possibility of political articulation when issues of marginalised population
groups come to matter. This is when border technologies obscure their conse-
quences for migrants and add additional layers of othering to their already pre-
carious status. And when political articulation may yet take place, but beyond
representational forms of material politics. Such forms of contestation may
remain individual acts of political articulation or subversion, yet are often
undocumented and marginalised (Glouftsios and Scheel, 2020; Glouftsios
and Casaglia, 2022; Lambert, 2023). Or they may derive from organising
common and alternative ontologies of existence (in)visible to pervasive political
control regimes as potentially relationally achieved forms of resistance (Papa-
dopoulos, 2018).

Second, several authors focus on border technologies manifest hegemonic
border-control regimes by making and manifesting authoritative knowledge
on border-control technologies legitimising the violent state, but also by par-
ticular mechanisms of disabling and marginalising contestation. Contributions
in this issue therefore also shift the focus to the study of how socio-technical
ontological and epistemic practices establish and maintain border-control tech-
nologies and regimes authorising and legitimising the violent state acting with
additional regimes of suspicion (Borelli et al., 2022) against risky noncitizens
(Tonkiss and Bloom, 2015) and criminalised migrants (Franko, 2020). The
interrogation with processes of social and epistemic control helps to illuminate
how multiple versions and accounts of borders may become reduced to selected
dominant versions. Alternative versions are therefore marginalised and
excluded, further limiting possibilities for contesting the ‘dominant’ versions
(Herberg and Vilsmaier, 2020).

EU governing infrastructures for migration control continuously shape
border technologies. It is therefore relevant to understand whose expertise is
made legitimate, how these processes make certain political ontologies
inscribed in knowledge production processes authoritative in order to legiti-
mise specific forms of border control while disabling and marginalising fram-
ings that would include contestations of sophisticated border technologies.
Actors involved with these modes of infrastructural governance aim to
reduce the potential for public contestation concerning bordering practices,
until the next breakdown or collapse occurs. Contributions to this issue inves-
tigate how state authorities and intrastate networks become responsible and
how legitimate actors monitor and assess the efficiency of border-control tech-
nologies when bordering practices collapse.

Securitised border management regimes are framed to be increasingly reliant
on new technology, the socio-political contexts that shape technology choices
and emerging technologies. The wider processes of scientific and technological
advancement are relevant for consideration to understand how border security
‘problems’ and respective ‘solutions’ are co-produced by complex political situ-
ations involving a multitude of actors (Jasanoff, 2004; Martins and Jumbert,



334 N. AMELUNG AND V. GALIS

2022). Thereby, they also rule out alternative co-constructed problem-solving
pairs that may respond to and include articulated forms of contestations. As
EU research framework budgets progressively grow, their impact on the scien-
tific and technological landscape in Europe also expands (Stierl, 2020).

Martins (2023) analyses and critically reflects on how border security knowl-
edge emerging from EU-funded research is fundamentally shaped and framed
by the content of the calls issued by the EU itself. This content impacts on
bureaucratic decisions taken by the European Commission, Frontex and
other agencies tasked with border security and control. Such circular dynamics,
with circulation seen both as a technology of control and as producing perfor-
mative effects, problematise the dimension of epistemic control in the field of
border security. Co-productionist epistemic practices across political and tech-
nical knowledge, as well as self-referential epistemic practices in the knowledge
production of expert knowledge in the EU, manifest political ontologies of the
hegemonic securitised border control regime. This, in turn, creates a certain
epistemic resilience against contestation.

Disabling the potential of contestation is inherent in the contexts of (in)visi-
bility, secrecy and opaqueness of border control technologies. The contri-
butions in this special issue reveal forms of invisibility evident in hidden and
subtle forms of governing and ordering border control technologies that stabil-
ise the technologies through coercive forms of integrating migrants into them
and making them highly operable by remaining provisional (Pollozek and
Passoth, 2023). Such forms of governing border control technologies have
various silent power effects on migrants. However, the silencing of alternative
accounts of migrants and their possible contestation of border control technol-
ogies can take place through multiple and segregating forms of forced invisi-
bility (Mora-Gamez, 2023).

Pollozek and Passoth (2023) reflect on how provisional border control infra-
structures silence migrants’ alternative accounts. In the context of the infor-
mation infrastructure of the Frontex Joint Operation Poseidon, this occurs
through hidden coordination and repair work, taming and turning messy
data into valid, stabilised and immutable data. They argue that information
infrastructures not only become sites of contestation but also produce and
process contestations themselves. Inconsistencies and controversies, tensions
and frictions are not exceptions, but are a constitutive and even productive
part of infrastructures fuelling an ongoing process of (re)ordering. Such
modes of (re)ordering can be characterised as provisional and mostly informal.
They thereby support a rapid intervention into Hellenic border operations by
Frontex and other security actors and give Frontex a central position in the
ecology of knowledge production of European border control.

Mora-Gamez (2023) highlights the multiplicity of relations and possibilities
that escape the Colombian government’s ‘Official Record of Victims™ as a
system of capture that thus segregates forms of invisibility. The Official
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Record of Victims is internationally considered an exemplary reparation
project and technological success in terms of bureaucracy registering and com-
pensating victims of war violence, predominantly including people on the move
due to forced displacement. By demarcating boundaries between legitimate and
illegitimate applicants, and in consequence othering the latter group, the system
segregates forms of (in)visibility (Van Houtum, 2021). This occurs by displa-
cing those that do not meet the requirements for being registered as victims
but remain visible in the numbers, therefore making invisible and ignored
those who are not mentioned (Ranciére, 1998).

Conclusion

This special issue on border technologies challenges the limitations of poten-
tially simplistic understandings of contestation, disputes, and political interven-
tion inherent in many accounts on material politics. These simplified notions
assume that controversial issues may easily turn public. They are also too nar-
rowly framed within the logics of the nation state, de jure citizenship, and
specific political articulations of contestation as legitimate within representative
democracies. They therefore disregard opaque, non-transparent forms of gov-
ernment as they are in place through border control regimes, on the one hand,
and other less visible forms of contestation deriving from migrant issues and
struggles as non-citizens, on the other hand. Such accounts suggest that
issues that once turn public and become contested can easily be transformed
into matters of collective concern. These accounts may therefore overlook
whose issues are at stake. For instance, the migrants concerned with these
issues are already marginalised population groups in the context of border tech-
nologies. As such, they potentially struggle to publicise issues of concern among
a wider audience.

Consequently, this special issue highlights the very forms of (im)possibilities
of contestations related to border technologies and how they are co-shaped by
socio-material and epistemic conditions. Thus, contributions to the issue clarify
obstacles to making visible and known the consequences for migrant subjects of
border technologies. Not only as matters of isolated concern, but also as
common and collective concerns not only of affected migrants, but also of
the public in a broader sense. We hope the contributions help to expand the
analytical repertoire to include less visible types of material politics, as contest-
ing articulations may appear differently and remain only partially known to
wider publics.

Border technologies come to matter for affected migrants, bringing existen-
tial consequences resulting from selective categorisation, invisibilisation and
enabling/disabling access to mobility. Diverging or conflicting accounts are
sorted, aligned, and excluded to make the apparatus of border control work.
Contestation therefore remains hidden yet deeply entangled with border
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technologies. Contested space around border technologies can be detected by
tracing back what and how ‘residual categories’ arise, e.g. what does not fit,
what emerges and how it is used; or by tracing back chains of translation
and spokespersons who rule out conflicting accounts.

The contributions of Pollozek and Passoth, and likewise Mora-Gaméz, show
how classification systems are required to align ‘competing accounts of the
same phenomena, [...] or outright contradictions’ (Bowker et al., 2010,
p. 110). Contradictions may derive from not fitting existing standardised cat-
egories of information infrastructures, or from contesting the ontologies of
the state and border control regimes inherent in registration systems. Pollozek
and Passoth point to residual categories as part of the Frontex Joint Operation
Poseidon, which can be understood as the ‘other’ or left-over categories to be
filled in when processing migrants’ registration. They serve as ‘containers’ for
accumulating all information provided and collected that does not fit the stan-
dardised forms in the classification system. Residual categories embrace
additional and alternative views of particular events and thus accommodate
accounts and data, including information that may not be alignable with hege-
monic understandings of migrants and borders. Yet, alternative or even critical
accounts of migrants that end up in the residual category are more likely to
remain invisible and unknown, despite their consequences for migrants’ own
life trajectories.

Border technologies act as containing borders (Tazzioli, 2020), limiting spatial
mobility, enforcing prolonged waiting times, preventing possible forms of
employment, and exacerbating existing conditions of precarity. The registration
processes of victims and internally displaced migrants in information infrastruc-
tures, such as the registration in the Official Record of Victims (RUV) in post-
conflict Colombia, enact a border that limits and defines the access to rights res-
titution of the people it contains. Fredy Mora-Gamez demonstrates the multiple
forms of creating selective (in)visibilities through the processes and forms of
registration in the RUV that affect victims and internally displaced people,
which is the largest category of registration.

Registration is intended to permit direct access to compensation for a wide
range of victims of war-related crimes, including mainly forced displacement.
However, the methods, ideologies, devices, and practices used to generate the
Official Record of Victims (RUV) do not provide objective, neutral knowledge.
Instead, the assessment practices for registration condense multiple chains of
translations and spokespersons (Pelizza, 2021) when deciding whether to
accept or reject applications. Applications that contest the official narrative of
the armed conflict — as a war between exclusively illegal armed groups - are
made invisible by the RUV, so that the official state account of the history
and implications of the conflict becomes even more visible.

Expanding our palette of empirical and conceptual perspectives on over-
looked acts of resistance, struggles and power asymmetries through border
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control regimes in turn expands our repertoire for understanding material poli-
tics accompanying border technologies. One key starting point is that migration
control technologies facilitate specific expectations and visions of a better short
and long-term future for migrants. Migrants therefore object when confronted
with the materialised operations of border infrastructures. These acts of
migrants’ contestations are individual, atomised acts, but rarely turn into pub-
licly known and collective concerns. Laura Lambert shows that the ‘humanitar-
ian border’ is contested based on promises of international organisations such
as IOM or UNHCR; they lead one to expect assistance when abandoning
migration projects, but without guaranteeing that these visions can turn into
reality.

The focus of these organisations’ missions ranges from encouraging volun-
tary return and providing reintegration support, to the less likely resettlement
in the Global North. These promises meet fertile ground considering migrants’
fears of being re-exposed to infrastructural deficits, social destitution, and the
risks of migration in the Sahara and Sahel. Yet the international organisations’
failure to offer decent care to refugees and migrants that could stop them from
migrating onward leads to a significant share of migrants contesting the situ-
ation by abandoning the support of the organisations. Instead, they resort to
‘acts of exit’, i.e. refusing the roles and resources of the humanitarian border,
and ‘acts of voice’, e.g. letter-writing, protests, and their faint grumbling to
officials.

Border technologies constitute and stabilise hegemonic border-control
regimes but rely on particular securitised and techno-optimistic understand-
ings of migration control. These notions are based on exerting epistemic
control over the agendas that determine what and how migration and security
research receives funding and feeds back into policymaking. The kinds of epis-
temic control exercised by EU institutions and security agencies marginalise
divergent directions of critical migration and security research and make con-
testation inherently difficult. Bruno Oliveira Martins demonstrates the circular
dynamics of knowledge production in EU-funded border security research.
Frontex and other agencies are often present and shape the agendas at all
stages of the research funding cycle.

This can be traced from its origins when security agencies provide input for
research programmes and respective research calls. The shaping continues
during the research developed stage, and while agencies facilitate testing and
validation processes and participate in consortia. Finally, shaping is evident
when agencies promote the adoption and use of the research results. In other
words, they ultimately co-define the issues that constitute border security ‘pro-
blems’” and ‘solutions’, including how border technologies are hailed as sol-
utions to particular enacted problems, and then themselves co-constitute a
particular version of the border control regime.
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While border technologies are usually associated with border control regimes,
here we suggest expanding the view to encompass situations when border tech-
nologies open up alternative versions of borders. Such situations include when
migrants confront contesting hegemonic versions of borders enacted by border
technologies and engage with technologies that help to contest border regimes
and instead provide digital spaces of care. This is the case in particular arrange-
ments that provide what Makrygianni and Galis call ‘radical digital care’ practices
of mutual-aid and solidarity that appropriate the digital sphere to provide phys-
ical and emotional care to queer migrants, for example. The Emantes project
revealed material politics that facilitated a transnational network of solidarity
among queers and solidarians. Started by a WhatsApp group, the project resulted
in a material social cooperative enterprise and political assembly. United by the
contestation of border controls and confrontation of homophobic and sexist vio-
lence, queer migrants together with solidarians, reinvented care by repurposing
digital technologies to confront the aggressive masculinity of borderland technol-
ogies. Makrygianni and Galis propose the notion of autonomy of queer migration
to focus on the diversity of practices and behaviours of queer migrants and move
away from individual narratives to a (mobile) common digital and physical space.
The autonomy of queer migration centres around practices which redraw,
redefine, and contest national borders, borders of normativity, homophobia,
and racism as well as stereotypes of traditional healthcare.

Our outlook echoes the call for careful, critical, and reflexive engagement in
our own and others’ research collaborations. Such engagement should infuse
our potential contributions to make concerns known and visible, while disman-
tling and problematising the material politics of border technologies. Crafting
the visibility of alternative visions of borders enabled by border technologies is
equally essential. We have therefore joined forces for this special issue as a col-
lective endeavour to inspire research that will continue to expand the horizons
of this journey in the material politics of border technologies to explore and
enrich migration studies.

Acknowledgements

The guest editors would like to thank all authors for their contributions to this special issue
and trustful collaboration, and reviewers for the valuable and constructive feedback. Earlier
versions of the contributions were presented at the first annual workshop of the STS-
MIGTEC network in January 2021. We are grateful to all participants for the inspiring dis-
cussions during this event. Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to Wolfgang Kal-
tenbrunner and Les Levidow for their helpful feedback on earlier versions of this
introductory paper.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).



SCIENCE AS CULTURE (&) 339

Funding

This work has received funding from the VELUX Foundation in the context of the ‘DIGI-
NAUTS: Migrants’ digital practices in/of the European border regime’ project (reference
number 16995) and from the Fundagio para a Ciéncia e Tecnologia in the context of the
‘Fundagido para a Ciéncia e Tecnologia’ (with the reference number CEECIND/03611/
2018/CP1541/CT0009), which funded the research project of Nina Amelung entitled
‘Affected (non)publics: Social and political implications of transnational biometric databases
in migration and crime control (AFFECT)’. Furthermore, the work has received funding
from the European Research Council (ERC) (grant agreement N.°[648608]), within the
project EXCHANGE - Forensic geneticists and the transnational exchange of DNA data
in the EU: Engaging science with social control, citizenship and democracy’, led by
Helena Machado and hosted by the Institute for Social Sciences and CECS (Communication
and Society Research Centre) at the University of Minho (Portugal).

Notes on contributors

Nina Amelung is a Research Fellow at Universidade de Lisboa, Instituto de Ciéncias Sociais,
Av. Professor Anibal de Bettencourt 9, 1600-189 Lisboa, Portugal. She works on public con-
troversies, public involvement and democratic challenges of cross-border biometric data-
exchange in the context of crime and migration control infrastructures. She is especially
interested in the reflection on emergent publics and participatory devices for non - or con-
tained publics. She has authored and co-authored peer-reviewed articles and book chapters
on the European asylum policies and biometric technologies applied at the intersection of
migration and crime control infrastructures.

Vasilis Galis is associate professor at the Technologies in Practice (TIP) group, IT University
of Copenhagen. Galis’ research is interdisciplinary and is impregnated by a strong epistemo-
logical solidarity with social movements. Galis has published on social movements,
migration and sociotechnical systems from a Science and Technology Studies perspective.
He was co-investigator for the interdisciplinary project ‘DIGINAUTS: Migrants™ digital
practices in/of the European border regime’.

ORCID

Nina Amelung © http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2195-6955
Vasilis Galis (© http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4621-3699

References

Amelung, N. (2021) Crimmigration control” across borders: The convergence of migration
and crime control through transnational biometric databases, Historical Social Research,
46(3), pp. 151-177. doi:10.12759/hsr.46.2021.3.151-177

Amelung, N., Gianolla, C., Solovova, O. and Sousa Ribeiro, J. (2020) Technologies, infra-
structures and migrations. Material citizenship politics, Citizenship Studies, 24(5), pp.
587-606. d0i:10.1080/13621025.2020.1784636

Atag, I, Rygiel, K. and Stierl, M. (2016) Introduction: The contentious politics of refugee
and migrant protest and solidarity movements: Remaking citizenship from the
margins, Citizenship Studies, 20(5), pp. 527-544. doi:10.1080/13621025.2016.1182681


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2195-6955
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4621-3699
https://doi.org/10.12759/hsr.46.2021.3.151-177
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2020.1784636
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2016.1182681

340 N. AMELUNG AND V. GALIS

Barad, K. (2003) Posthumanist performativity: Toward an understanding of how matter
comes to matter, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 28(3), pp. 801-831.
doi:10.1086/345321

Barad, K. (2007) Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of
Matter and Meaning (Durham, NC: Duke University Press).

Barry, A. (2013) Material Politics. Disputes Along the Pipeline (West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell).

Barry, A. (2021) What is an environmental problem? Theory, Culture & Society, 38(2), pp.
93-117. d0i:10.1177/0263276420958

Bayramoglu, Y. and Liinenborg, M. (2018) Queer migration and digital affects: Refugees
navigating from the Middle East via Turkey to Germany, Sexuality ¢ Culture, 22,
p- 1019. doi:10.1007/s12119-018-9510-x

Bellanova, R. and Glouftsios, G. (2021) Controlling the Schengen information system (SIS
II): The infrastructural politics of fragility and maintenance, Geopolitics, 27(1), pp. 160-
184. doi:10.1080/14650045.2020.1830765

Borrelli, L. M., Lindberg, A. and Wyss, A. (2022). States of suspicion: How institutionalised
disbelief shapes migration control regimes. Geopolitics, 27(4), pp. 1025-1041.

Bowker, G. C., Baker, K., Millerand, F. and Ribes, D. (2010) Toward information infrastruc-
ture studies: Ways of knowing in a networked environment, in: J. Hunsinger, L. Klastrup,
and M. Allen (Eds) International Handbook of Internet Research (Dordrecht: Springer),
doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9789-8_5.

Bracke, S. and de la Bellacasa, M. P. (2009). The arena of knowledge: Antigone and feminist
standpoint theory, in: Doing Gender in Media, Art and Culture, pp. 51-65 (London and
New York: Routledge).

Callon, M. (1987). Society in the making: The study of technology as a tool for sociological
analysis, in: Bijker, Wiebe E., Parke Hughes, Thomas, Pinch, Trevor J. (Eds) The Social
Construction of Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History of
Technology, pp. 83-103 (Cambridge and London: MIT Press).

Dijstelbloem, H. (2021). Borders as Infrastructure: The Technopolitics of Border Control
(Cambridge and London: MIT Press).

Dijstelbloem, H. and Broeders, D. (2015) Border surveillance, mobility management and the
shaping of non-publics in Europe, European Journal of Social Theory, 18(1), pp. 21-38.
doi:10.1177/1368431014534353

Foucault, M. (1977) Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (London: Allen Lane).
New York: Random House.

Franko, K. (2020) The Crimmigrant Other: Migration and Penal Power (Abingdon: Routledge).

Galis, V. and Hansson, A. (2012) Partisan scholarship in technoscientific controversies:
Reflections on research experience, Science As Culture, 21(3), pp. 335-364. doi:10.1080/
09505431.2011.644783

Galis, V. and Lee, F. (2014) A sociology of treason: The construction of weakness, Science,
Technology, & Human Values, 39(1), pp. 154-179. doi:10.1177/0162243913512681

Galis, V. and Makrygianni, V. (2022) Analog flows in digital worlds: ‘Migration multiples’
and digital heterotopias in Greek territory, Political Geography, 95, p. 102599. doi:10.
1016/j.polgeo.2022.102599

Galis, V. and Summerton, J. (2018) We are all foreigners in an analogue world: Cyber-
material alliances in contesting immigration control in Stockholm’s metro system,
Social Movement Studies, 17(3), pp. 299-317. doi:10.1080/14742837.2017.1383892

Galis, V., Tzokas, S. and Tympas, A. (2016) Bodies folded in migrant crypts: Dis/ability and
the material culture of border-crossing, Societies, 6(2), d0i:10.3390/50c¢6020010

Galis, V., Jorgensen, M. B. and Sandberg, M. (Eds) (2022) The Migration Mobile: Border
Dissidence, Sociotechnical Resistance, and the Construction of Irregularized Migrants


https://doi.org/10.1086/345321
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276420958
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-018-9510-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2020.1830765
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9789-8_5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431014534353
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2011.644783
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2011.644783
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243913512681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2022.102599
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2022.102599
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2017.1383892
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc6020010

SCIENCE AS CULTURE (&) 341

(Rowman & Littlefield). https://rowman.com/ISBN/9781538165164/The-Migration-
Mobile-Border-Dissidence-Sociotechnical-Resistance-and-the-Construction-of-Irregula
rized-Migrants.

Gillespie, M., Osseiran, S. and Cheesman, M. (2018). Syrian refugees and the digital passage
to Europe: Smartphone infrastructures and affordances. Social media+ society, 4(1).
doi:10.1177/2056305118764440

Glouftsios, G. (2021) Governing border security infrastructures: Maintaining large-scale infor-
mation systems, Security Dialogue, 52(5), pp. 452-470. doi:10.1177/0967010620957230

Gloulftsios, G. and Casaglia, A. (2022) Epidermal politics: control, violence and dissent at the
biometric border, Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space, 4(3), pp. 567-582.
doi:10.1177/23996544221144872

Gloulftsios, G. and Scheel, S. (2020) An inquiry into the digitisation of border and migration
management: Performativity, contestation and heterogeneous engineering, Third World
Quarterly, 42(1), pp. 123-140. doi:10.1080/01436597.2020.1807929

Haraway, D. (1990) A cyborg manifesto: Science, technology, and socialist-feminism in the
late twentieth century, in: Haraway D. Simians (Eds) Cyborgs and Women: The
Reinvention of Nature, pp. 149-181 (London: Routledge).

Haraway, D. (2001) Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privi-
lege of partial perspective, in: M. Lederman, and I. Bartsch (Eds) The Gender and Science
Reader, pp. 169-188 (London and New York: Routledge).

Haraway, D. (2008) When Species Meet (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press).

Herberg, J. and Vilsmaier, U. (2020) Social and epistemic control in collaborative research
— reconfiguring the interplay of politics and methodology, Social Epistemology, 34(4), pp.
309-318. do0i:10.1080/02691728.2019.1706115

Jasanoff, S. (2004) States of Knowledge: The Co-Production of Science and Social Order
(London and New York: Routledge).

Jorgensen, M. B. and Galis, V. (2022) The migration mobile, in: V. Galis, M.B. Jergensen,
and M. Sandberg (Eds) The Migration Mobile: Border Dissidence, Sociotechnical
Resistance, and the Construction of Irregularized Migrants, pp. 3-23 (Lanham: Rowman
& Littlefield).

Lambert, L. (2023) Contested promises. Migrants’ material politics vis-a-vis the humanitar-
ian border in Niger, Science as Culture. doi:10.1080/09505431.2023.2221289

Law, J. (2004). After Method: Mess in Social Science Research (London and New York:
Routledge).

Leese, M. (2016) Exploring the security/facilitation nexus: Foucault at the ‘smart’ border,
Global Society, 30(3), pp. 412-429. doi:10.1080/13600826.2016.1173016

Makrygianni, V. and Galis, V. (2022) Migration and counter-information practices, in: V.
Galis, M.B. Jergensen, and M. Sandberg (Eds) The Migration Mobile: Border
Dissidence, Sociotechnical Resistance, and the Construction of Irregularized Migrants,
pp- 213-234 (Rowman & Littlefield).

Makrygianni, V. and Galis, V. (2023) Practices of radical digital care: Towards autonomous
queer migration, Science as Culture. doi:10.1080/09505431.2023.2221292

Marres, N. (2007) The issues deserve more credit: Pragmatist contributions to the study of
public involvement in controversy, Social Studies of Science, 37(5), pp. 759-780. doi:10.
1177/0306312706077367

Marres, N. (2012) The redistribution of methods: On intervention in digital social research,
broadly conceived, The Sociological Review, 60, pp. 139-165. doi:10.1111/j.1467-954X.
2012.02121

Marres, N. and Lezaun, J. (2011) Materials and devices of the public: An introduction,
Economy and Society, 40(4), pp. 489-509. doi:10.1080/03085147.2011.602293


https://rowman.com/ISBN/9781538165164/The-Migration-Mobile-Border-Dissidence-Sociotechnical-Resistance-and-the-Construction-of-Irregularized-Migrants
https://rowman.com/ISBN/9781538165164/The-Migration-Mobile-Border-Dissidence-Sociotechnical-Resistance-and-the-Construction-of-Irregularized-Migrants
https://rowman.com/ISBN/9781538165164/The-Migration-Mobile-Border-Dissidence-Sociotechnical-Resistance-and-the-Construction-of-Irregularized-Migrants
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305118764440
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010620957230
https://doi.org/10.1177/23996544221144872
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2020.1807929
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2019.1706115
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221289
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2016.1173016
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221292
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312706077367
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312706077367
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2012.02121
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2012.02121
https://doi.org/10.1080/03085147.2011.602293

342 (&) N.AMELUNG AND V. GALIS

Martins, B. O. (2023) Security knowledges: Circulation, control, and responsible research
and innovation in EU border management, Science as Culture. doi:10.1080/09505431.
2023.2222739

Martins, B. O. and Gabrielsen Jumbert, M. (2022) EU border technologies and the co-pro-
duction of security ‘problems’ and ‘solutions’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 48
(6), pp. 1430-1447. doi:10.1080/1369183X.2020.1851470

Mbembe, A. (2018) Deglobalization. Eurozine. Available at https://www.eurozine.com/
deglobalization/.

Milivojevic, S. (2020) Driving social change from below: Exploring the role of counter-
security technologies in constructing mobile noncitizens, Citizenship Studies, 24(5), pp.
680-695. d0i:10.1080/13621025.2020.1784647

Mitropoulos, A. (2007) Autonomy, recognition, movement, in: Stevphen Shukaitis, David
Graeber, and Erika Biddle (Eds) Constituent Imagination. Militant Investigations,
Collective Theorization, pp. 127-136 (Oakland, CA: AK Press).

Mol, A. (1999) Ontological politics. A word and some questions, The Sociological Review, 47
(1_suppl), pp. 74-89. doi:10.1111/}.1467-954X.1999.tb03483 x

Mol, A. (2002) The Body Multiple: Ontology in Medical Practice (Durham and London: Duke
University Press).

Mora-Gamez, F. (2020) Beyond citizenship: The material politics of alternative infrastruc-
tures, Citizenship Studies, 24(5), pp. 696-711. doi:10.1080/13621025.2020.1784648

Mora-Gamez, F. (2023) The official record of victims as a bordering technology: Knowledge
and (In)visibilities in post-conflict Colombia, Science as Culture. doi:10.1080/09505431.
2023.2221278

Moulier Boutang, Y. (2007) ‘Europa, Autonomie der Migration, Biopolitik’, in: Marianne
Pieper et al. (Eds) Empire und die biopolitische Wende: Die Internationale Diskussion
im Anschluss an Negri und Hardt (Frankfurt am Main: Campus).

Papadopoulos, D. (2010) Alter-ontologies: Towards a constituent politics in technoscience,
Social Studies of Science, 41(2), pp. 177-201. doi:10.1177/03063127103858

Papadopoulos, D. (2018) Experimental Practice: Technoscience, Alterontologies, and More-
Than-Social Movements (Durham and London: Duke University Press).

Papadopoulos, D. and Tsianos, V. S. (2013) After citizenship: Autonomy of migration,
organisational ontology and mobile commons, Citizenship Studies, 17(2), pp. 178-196.
doi:10.1080/13621025.2013.780736

Pelizza, A. (2020) Processing alterity, enacting Europe: Migrant registration and identifi-
cation as Co-construction of individuals and polities, Science, Technology, ¢ Human
Values, 45(2), pp. 262-288. d0i:10.1177/016224391982792

Pelizza, A. (2021) Identification as translation: The art of choosing the right spokespersons
at the securitized border, Social Studies of Science, 51(4), pp. 487-511. doi:10.1177/
030631272098393

Politico. 2021. ‘A $10-million scarecrow’: The quest for the perfect ‘Smart Wall’. Available at
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/12/10/us-mexico-border-smart-wall-
politics-artificial-intelligence-523918 (accessed 11 April 2023).

Pollozek, S. and Passoth, J. H. (2019) Infrastructuring European migration and border
control: The logistics of registration and identification at moria hotspot, Environment
and Planning D: Society and Space, 37(4), pp. 606-624. doi:10.1177/0263775819835819

Pollozek, S. and Passoth, J. H. (2023) Provisional by design. Frontex data infrastructures and
the Europeanization of migration and border control, Science as Culture. doi:10.1080/
09505431.2023.2221304

Ranciére, J. (1998) Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press).


https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2222739
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2222739
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1851470
https://www.eurozine.com/deglobalization/
https://www.eurozine.com/deglobalization/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2020.1784647
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.1999.tb03483.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2020.1784648
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221278
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221278
https://doi.org/10.1177/03063127103858
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2013.780736
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224391982792
https://doi.org/10.1177/030631272098393
https://doi.org/10.1177/030631272098393
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/12/10/us-mexico-border-smart-wall-politics-artificial-intelligence-523918
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/12/10/us-mexico-border-smart-wall-politics-artificial-intelligence-523918
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775819835819
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221304
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2023.2221304

SCIENCE AS CULTURE (&) 343

Rygiel, K. (2011) Bordering solidarities: Migrant activism and the politics of movement and
camps at Calais, Citizenship Studies, 15(1), pp. 1-19. do0i:10.1080/13621025.2011.534911

Scheel, S. (2019) Autonomy of Migration? Appropriating Mobility Within Biometric Border
Regimes (London and New York: Routledge).

Schindel, E. (2016). Bare life at the European borders. Entanglements of technology, society
and nature. Journal of Borderlands Studies, 31(2), pp. 219-234.

Sontowski, S. (2018) Speed, timing and duration: Contested temporalities, techno-political
controversies and the emergence of the EU’s smart border, Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies, 44(16), pp. 2730-2746. doi:10.1080/1369183X.2017.1401512

Stierl, M. (2020) Do no harm? The impact of policy on migration scholarship, Environment
and Planning C: Politics and Space, 40(5), pp. 1083-1102. doi:10.1177/239965442096556

Tazzioli, M. (2015) Which Europe?: Migrants’ uneven geographies and counter-mapping at
the limits of representation, movements. Journal for Critical Migration and Border Regime
Studies, 1(2), http://movements-journal.org/issues/02 kaempfe/04.tazzioli-europe-migrants-
geographies-counter-mapping-representation.html.

Tazzioli, M. (2020) Governing migrant mobility through mobility: Containment and disper-
sal at the internal frontiers of Europe, Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space,
38(1), pp. 3-19. doi:10.1177/2399654419839065

The Guardian. (2021) Fortress Europe: The millions spent on military-grade tech to deter
refugees. Available at https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2021/dec/06/
fortress-europe-the-millions-spent-on-military-grade-tech-to-deter-refugees  (accessed
11 April 2023).

The New York Times. (2023) We should give up the fantasy of solving the border crisis.
Available at https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/14/opinion/immigration-border-crisis-
asylum.html (accessed 11 April 2023).

The Washington Post. (2023) Goodbye passport stamps, hello biometrics: Customs is
getting faster. Available at https://www.washingtonpost.com/travel/2023/01/31/clear-
customs-fast-airports/ (accessed 11 April 2023).

Tonkiss, K. and Bloom, T. (2015) Theorising noncitizenship: Concepts, debates and chal-
lenges, Citizenship Studies, 19(8), pp. 837-852. doi:10.1080/13621025.2015.1110278

Van Houtum, H. (2021) Beyond ‘borderism’: Overcoming discriminative B/ordering and
othering, Tijdschrift voor economische en sociale geografie, 112, pp. 34-43. doi:10.1111/
tesg.12473

Woolgar, S. and Lezaun, J. (2013) The wrong bin bag: A turn to ontology in science and
technology studies? Social Studies of Science, 43(3), pp. 321-340. doi:10.1177/
0306312713488820


https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2011.534911
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2017.1401512
https://doi.org/10.1177/239965442096556
http://movements-journal.org/issues/02.kaempfe/04.tazzioli%E2%80%93europe-migrants-geographies-counter-mapping-representation.html
http://movements-journal.org/issues/02.kaempfe/04.tazzioli%E2%80%93europe-migrants-geographies-counter-mapping-representation.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654419839065
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2021/dec/06/fortress-europe-the-millions-spent-on-military-grade-tech-to-deter-refugees
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2021/dec/06/fortress-europe-the-millions-spent-on-military-grade-tech-to-deter-refugees
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/14/opinion/immigration-border-crisis-asylum.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/14/opinion/immigration-border-crisis-asylum.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/travel/2023/01/31/clear-customs-fast-airports/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/travel/2023/01/31/clear-customs-fast-airports/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2015.1110278
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12473
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12473
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312713488820
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312713488820

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Border technologies along contested borders
	Material politics of border technologies
	The special issue: survey of articles
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


