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As the EC gained strength in migration matters, the European Council
began creating a series of five-year plans consisting of general guidelines for
the harmonization of a common EU migration management system. Again,
these documents emphasized not specific actions that member states should
take but rather the conditions through which member states would be politi-
cally and logistically able to move toward such a system. The 1999 European
Council summit in Tampere, Finland, required the EC to make comprehensive
proposals on immigration and asylum with four priority areas: immigrant in-
tegration and fair treatment of third-country nationals (that is, anyone who is
not a citizen of an EU member state); development of a common asylum re-
gime; management of migration flows; and the development of partnerships
with non-EU immigrant-sending countries. All member states could at least
agree on the common value of these agenda items. The 2002 Seville Council re-
sulted in much greater cooperation on strengthening border control: It called
for more joint operations at airports and seaports, for an intergovernmental
coordinating unit composed of heads of national border control agencies, and
for a review of visa requirements with an eye toward harmonization. Seville
also laid the cornerstone for Frontex, which became the EU agency responsible
for the management of the external borders. Since the creation of the Schen-
gen Area, external border control has been the easiest domain for member state
cooperation. The next major policy step toward harmonization took place in
January 2003 when the EU went live with the EURODAC system, which con-
tains digitalized fingerprints of asylum-seekers and individuals caught illegally
entering union territory (Chapter s).

The Dublin Convention, signed in 1990 and entering into force in 1997, es-
tablished common criteria for determining which member state should adju-
dicate an asylum claim (usually the one in which the claimant first landed).
Furthermore, it declared that once an asylum decision is reached, all other
member states must respect it. This measure greatly reduced what EU officials
call “asylum shopping,” whereby asylum-seekers apply in different EU coun-
tries until they get a favorable decision. The convention no doubt helped to re-
duce the number of asylum applications from 670,000 in 1992 for the EU-15 to
192,000 for the EU-27 (Juchno 2007). Among other effects, the Schengen and
Dublin agreements consolidated the policy ideal of a seamless European space
and transformed it into a practical (if imperfect) reality. These steps toward
common migration menagement also meant that migrants themselves were
now dealing with the combined forces of the EU member states rather than any
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one of them alone. If playing one state off another were ever a migrant’s viable
option, then it had now become much harder.

The 2004 Hague Programme, succeeding Tampere, introduced the mon-
umental phrase “an area of justice, freedom and security” into the EU migra-
tion policy lexicon. This epithet, matched with an equally robust commitment
to border management, edified a policy vision of the EU as a morally elevated
space composed of decent individuals in need of protection from the threats
of transnational criminal and terrorist networks. In a 2005 speech delivered at
the Bundestag, then European commissioner for justice, freedom and security
Franco Frattini described the rise of these three ideals on the EU agenda as an
“explosion . .. due to the fact that reality has imposed itself and showed the need
for common policies on a number of key areas, areas very close to the daily life
of every citizen.” Arguing for enhanced security precautions to protect honest
individuals, he identified these areas as border control; policies on visas, asylum,
and immigration; cooperation to fight terrorism and organized crime; and en-
hancing human rights so that “citizens and business are not discouraged by
cross-border obstacles when seeking to exercise their rights” (Frattini 2005). The
Hague Programme likewise highlighted ten priority points necessary to trans-
form EU territory from a collection of nation-states into a synergistic area of jus-
tice, freedom, and security, and that properly manages migration: privacy and
security, fundamental rights, fighting transnational crime and terrorism, and the
many dimensions of migration management such as borders, visas, asylum, in-
tegration, and illegal migration (European Commission 2005). Migration man-
agement thus expanded from the simple matter of issuing visas and stamping
passports at a national level to a full-scale monitoring of transnational popula-
tion movements along the union’s entire external border. It mushroomed from
isolated bureaucratic procedures into a multinational apparatus.

The conflation of the European Council’s political agenda with the EC’s
policy agenda is perhaps best expressed in the EC’s full adoption of the
“Directorate-General for Justice, Freedom and Security,” which is now re-
sponsible for harmonizing EU migration policy among the twenty-seven
member states. (This directorate-general, which is analogous to a national in-
terior ministry, was divided into two directorate-generals on July 1, 2010: the
Directorate-Generals for Home Affairs and for Justice.) The EC’s rise in power
has not given its technocrats the authority to dictate migration policy, but rather
it allows them to consolidate and standardize a migration policy paradigm that
precipitates out of disparate and ongoing policy practices across the union in
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many different locales. Recall that the legislation it initiates is subject to compro-
mise and approval by the European Council and European Parliament, both of
which must balance countless demands from their own constituents. However,
once the legislation is finalized, the funding requests from international organi-
zations, NGOs, and state agencies are evaluated in its terms, thus shaping future
migration policy directions across the EU. One project officer from a prominent
international organization explained that “the EU is a huge source of funding.
So anything [we do] has that in mind. But, we are a good vehicle to communi-
cate priorities of smaller states back to Brussels. . . . They have needs that can-
not be communicated officially” Her colleague explained how those priorities
ricochet back in a more rigid form to non-EU states within the union’s sphere
of influence:

Brussels is key. Brussels has written the music and we [the IGO] play the music.
He who pays the piper picks the tune. ... We always meet the EC delegation in
the field [as when working with non-EU states in Africa and Asia]. It never goes
against EU guidelines. Not in the colonial sense, but because they are effective.
[Third countries] can never really go against it.

Policy rationales are sedimented in Brussels and boomeranged back out to
standardize practice among actors working in local, national, and international
policy settings. This phenomenon of exporting standards from the center to
the periphery is not particular to migration management in the EU. Through
the example of the production of a staff report, Harper (1998, 45) shows how
loan programs from the IMF begin with an apparent diversity of perspectives
that ultimately get whittled down because the prediction of possible outcomes
is built on IMF assumptions of desirability/undesirability. Martha Feldman
(1989) illustrates the same point with the example of policy consolidation in
the US Department of Energy.

A SHARED GLOSSARY AND A SHARED OUTLOOK

The 2001 Laeken meeting of the European Council spotlighted the need for a
harmonized system for exchanging migration policy knowledge among the rel-
evant EU agencies. By 2003, the European Migration Network (EMN) started
as a pilot project for this purpose. The Hague Programme went a step further
and called for a common analytical capability for migration phenomena. The
Stockholm Programme, running from 2010 to 2014, calls for “further devel-
opment of the European Migration Network with a view to better informing
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policy choices, which also takes account of recent developments” (European
Commission 2010, 52). It now works under the Immigration and Integration
unit of the Directorate-General for Home Affairs.

The work of the EMN illustrates the institutionalization of a common
framework of knowledge production that need not be centrally imposed on
disparate policy actors since it is crystallized out of existing practices. An EC
Desk Officer, a former physicist, coordinates the EMN, which is composed of
representative officials from each participating member state with their vari-
ous agencies designated as the “national contact points” (NCPs). They meet
bimonthly in Brussels in an unappealing meeting room ringed with translator
booths. They discuss how to organize comparative research projects on such
topics as return migration, conditions of entry for third-country highly skilled
workers, reception capacities for asylum applicants, or managed labor migra-
tion in the health sector. They decide which studies would be most useful across
the EU and which member states should conduct them, and then they return
home to commission the studies to researchers in local universities and think
tanks. Communication at EMN meetings transpires through rigorously con-
trolled procedures. The desk officer’s supervisor chairs the meetings. He calls
on delegates by their nationality, not their own names, to speak: “Yes, Italy, do
you have something to add?” or “Sweden, please summarize your response to
the draft” Delegates wishing to add something to this discussion raise their
hands and wait to speak until called upon, again by their nationality: “Belgium,
do you wish to ask a question?” The research that EMN coordinates creates a
reservoir of common knowledge from which officials across the EU can draw
when making common migration policy decisions, or at least national policy
decisions through a shared EU optic. .

Once the network was initiated, the problem immediately arose that each
member state applies different shades of meaning to different migration terms,
and those meanings often get lost in translation from, say, Portuguese to Lithu-
anian via German. The EMN created the online Asylum and Migration Glossary:
A Tool for Better Comparability to mitigate this problem, a task they assigned to
a Glossary and Thesaurus Working Group composed of a subset of EMN rep-
resentatives. This group met every six to eight weeks for four years to sort out
the raft of terminology that appears in migration policy discussions. The glos-
sary provides “common definitions and understandings of terms in the field
of asylum and migration which are then used, for example, in the formula-
tion of queries and undertaking of studies according to common specifications
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by the EMN NCPs” (European Migration Network 2010, 5). The glossary will
also support the development of the EMN thesaurus and facilitate document
searches on the EMN’s Information Exchange System, which is an EU-wide
clearinghouse for national migration policy documents. The EMN described
the problem of heterogeneity that they confront:

As the EMN is shaped through both a multinational environment and the
multidisciplinary background of the complex field of migration and asylum,
definitional and interpretative differences of certain terms are encountered, de-
pending on various linguistic contexts and different approaches (politics, law,
sociology) in which the terms are used. Because of the lack of universally ac-
cepted definitions, different groups of interest and bodies (e.g., governments,
police and border authorities, governmental and non-governmental organi-
zations) tend to use their own definitions, according to their perspective. To
further complicate matters, there are not only within the same Member State
different approaches followed, but also the usage of migration terms varies be-
tween Member States. (5)

The Glossary and Thesaurus Working Group prioritized its definitions to
suit a hierarchy of policy needs, beginning with words and phrases that fa-
cilitate the harmonization of migration-related law and policy among member
states (5~6). Top priority was thus given to key terms in EU directives, regula-
tions, and decisions and then to terms in EC communications, as all member
states are obliged to honor them. Second priority was given to terms used by
various EU agencies such as Eurostat, Frontex, the Fundamental Rights Agency,
EUROJUST, and EUROPOL, as these facilitate intergovernmental cooperation.
Third priority was given to those in European and international conventions,
treaties, and protocols on, for example, smuggling and trafficking. Finally, the
glossary includes terms from other glossaries, written by the International La-
bour Organization (ILO), IOM, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD), and UNHCR. The group’s initial task was to translate
the relevant legal definitions from the Acquis. These definitions mostly per-
tained to asylum, refugees, illegal migration, and return. Negative sanctions
against migrants thus dominate EU law, though the EMN has future plans to
add migration terms pertaining to integration and the economy (6).

Of course, not all English or French terms have an exact analogue in other
European languages. The group’s solution was to focus on terms already pres-
ent in EU-level policy, or as explained in the glossary, “one consideration in the
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discussion and development of terms was for them to be of practical use at EU
level, meaning that whilst the definition of the term might not reflect exactly
that at the national level, nevertheless it was sufficient to give at least the same
broad meaning” (European Migration Network 2010, 5). The appearance of
the word “development” in this passage is crucial because the glossary does not
merely organize current terminology in use across the union. Rather, it actively
shapes language by standardizing terminology (and thus narrowing its existing
range of meanings) for the sake of unifying migration policy outlooks among
officials in the twenty-seven member states. The adjective “broad” to describe
meaning is deceptive, as it effectively means “practical” from the standpoint of
EU cooperation, If national meanings are not practical (or in other words, if
they are idiosyncratic), then they are more likely to fall out of usage altogether.

The hyperlinks to the sources of the English definitions further suggest the
impracticality of exclusively national terms. Many terms derive from usages in
the documents of the EU and other international organizations. The online
version of the glossary allows the reader to connect instantly to, for example,
the origin of the term “resident document,” which is in Council Regulation
(EC) 343/2003 (European Migration Network, 231); or the origin of “Country
of Transit,” which is in the IOM Glossary on Migration. Thus, the reader can
see how the entire range of migration policy vocabulary is sewn into a myriad
of other legal and policy documents, which themselves draw on each other for
their terminologies and implicit epistemologies. Per Said’s (1979, 20) strate-
gic formation, the mere self-referentiality in this sea of documents establishes
a hegemonic discourse of migration that enables a migration policy language.
As Ewald (19914, 154) puts it, this “rigorous principle of self-referentiality . . .
[provides] ... no recourse to any kind of external reference point.” Therefore, a
standpoint from which to critique it is difficult to find. The glossary also helps
to import certain terms into national lexicons that did not exist there previ-
ously. The official representing Estonia’s NCP explained that

Asylum terms were difficult because Estonia has very little experience in the asy-
lum field, for example words like “refugee in orbit,” “refugee in transit,” “asylum
shopping.” For “refugee in orbit” and “refugee in transit” we didn’t find any Esto-
nian equivalents. These terms are used (if used) in English or by explaining their
[literal] meaning. For “asylum shopping” our language experts came up with a
new Estonian equivalent, “varjupaigaostlemine” We tried to use as much as pos-

sible Estonian words, even though in spoken language we use “shopping.”
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Creating an apparatus, however, involves not only the standardization of a
common policy outlook, which the glossary exemplifies, but also ad hoc, in-
formal communication channels that policy actors can mobilize. Regarding
the latter, an official from one east European national contact point explained:

In my opinion it is good that we have different NCPs in EMN, so for example
in asylum matters we can consult with IOM Austria [the Austrian NCP] . . .
to improve four country’s] migration statistics. We already had meetings with
Statistics Sweden [Swedish NCP] ... about [the] return of Soviet-era migrants.

We can exchange experience with [the] Latvian NCP, etc.

These networks, which often form on an ad hoc basis, rely on multiple forms of
instant communication such as e-mail, tweets, and text messaging, which allow
technocrats to move more nimbly (and for the same purposes) than the bureau-
cracies they serve. When acting on their own impulses rather than their bosses’
demands, these disparate policy actors create a sense of organic, if short-lived,
community aimed at a higher purpose in line with the apparatus itself. (They
exemplify the concept of “nonce bureaucrat” described further in Chapter 4.)
Divided into national agencies, then, this approach to harmonization allows
policy actors to integrate national systems of border patrolling, biometric
surveillance, asylum claims processing, and so on much more efficiently than
would a central order emanating from Brussels. Centralized command fails to
account for the nuanced differences found at the national and local levels that
obstruct integration.

Still, informal networks might need coaxing along so that people feel com-
fortable with each other outside formalized professional venues. To that end, the
EMN desk officer always organizes evening dinners at restaurants in the Brus-
sels old town for the NCPs, so as to build community sentiment among them.
After a lengthy two-day meeting the EMN organized a party, which the author
was privileged to attend, where the national representatives shared their coun-
try’s leading liqueur. Such events aim to establish continuity within a policy
network that would be precluded within mediated communication channels.
However, we should remain cautious about the emancipatory or transforma-
tive potential of the proverbial network (Riles 2000, 173-74). The informal net-
working requires a standard policy understanding, outlook, and language as
well as some formalized occasions for face-to-face meetings, all of which helps
to coordinate the activities of an otherwise unconnected set of experts.
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THE -MAP

This process of standardizing modes of knowledge pertains to visual repre-
sentation as well as written language. At EMPO, a rising migration policy star
with postgraduate education in law and business crime manages a small, in-
dustrious, and young team to develop an online, interactive map as part of his
responsibilities at the Mediterranean Managed Migration Project (3MP). This
1-Map, as it is called, works as an online clearinghouse of migration informa-
tion about Europe, the Middle East, and North Africa. The program manager
explained that the I-Map

provides you with the latest figures of apprehension, smuggling networks, etc. It
can provide briefing notes. If countries use the I-Map for policy positions, then
this helps in creating agreements between countries. It will probably bring the
positions of the countries much closer. . ..I’s a tool at the service of states. We

are here to sell the service.

The notion of service features prominently in the migration apparatus as it al-
lows for a certain adaptability in the larger flow of events. Those selling the ser-
vice do not see themselves imposing a way of knowing but only coordinating it
among unconnected policy actors. The program manager’s colleague noted that
“[Service providing] is clearly our role. We have no choice. We are embedded in
certain forces. Migration is too complex to have a clear-cut point of view. Orga-
nizations that have a clear-cut policy will fail. A service provider is a communi-
cator.” (His service orientation matches that of the chair of the European Bio-
metrics Group described in Chapter 5.) The I-Map grew out of 3MP discussions
that facilitate dialogue between European and Arabic nation-states on migration
management, mostly as it pertains to security matters. It is intended to expedite
communication, the patterns and priorities of which are buried in its deeper
rationales. EUROPOL and Frontex are cosponsors of the dialogue along with the
UNHCR. Furthermore, INTERPOL, the United Nations Office on Drugs and
Crime (UNODC), and the Odysseus Academic Network (an EU-funded aca-
demic consortium focusing on policy-relevant current events) specifically par-
ticipate on the I-Map to check the accuracy of uploaded information.

The program manager, a French master’s graduate in international rela-
tions from a prestigious European university, laboriously designed the visual
interface. Another project officer, who was completing a doctorate in migra-
tion studies, drafted questionnaires to be sent to thirty-seven European and
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Arabic partner states and international organizations to receive input for de-
veloping common migration policy guidelines. Representatives in the corre-
sponding offices are given restricted access to upload information about the
migration situation in their own countries and to retrieve such information
about other countries. The EC as well as the governments of Cyprus, Switzer-
land, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Malta, and Sweden fund the I-Map’s pro-
duction. Tt is designed for analysts, law enforcement officers, border officials,
and decision makers.

The restricted version of the I-Map features a wide range of information
including migration statistics for participating member states, detention poli-
cies, migration-related laws, migration-related development programs, border
security policies, airport information, and regional and local migration-related
information. The publicly accessible version of I-Map geographically covers
countries from North, West, and East Africa, the Middle East, and the EU, and
plans are in place to provide data for Eurasia and southeast Europe as well. It
portrays the oceans in deep blue and the continents in green with individual
countries in black outline. The navigation bar allows the viewer to move in
the four cardinal directions. As the viewer zooms in, features such as cities and
towns appear. Hover the mouse on top of them and a caption full of infor-
mation appears, noting, for example, that the distance from Accra to the Ca-
nary Islands is over 4,000 kilometers by sea and 3,000 if first traveling directly
over land. Scroll over the lines illuminating clandestine migration routes and
the entire group of associated routes flashes in bright gold. The I-Map identi-
fies groups such as the Central Mediterranean Route, West African Route, East
Mediterranean Route, and so on. Individual routes are coded according to their
mode of travel: heavy black lines for major land routes, black lines for major
connecting land routes, dashed black lines for minor connecting land routes,
white for sea routes, dotted white for maritime routes, dashed white for minor
maritime routes, dotted yellow for ferry routes, and dashed yellow lines for
major air routes.

The I-Map also features four zones to show how route groups converge at
certain entry points into the EU: West Africa routes to the Canary Islands; West
Mediterranean routes, including points from Morocco and Algeria to the Span-
ish mainland and Ceuta and Melilla; Central Mediterranean routes from Libya
to Italy and Malta; and East Mediterranean routes from points in the Middle
East to the EU through Turkey and southeastern Europe. The viewer enjoys a
god’s-eye view of the African land mass and the expanses of the Mediterranean
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Sea and a sense of mastery over clandestine movements. The people and the
nation-states they traverse are knowable, understandable, and thus manage-
able at least in conceptual terms. They are simplified and neatly packaged in
easy-to-understand graphic form with bite-size pieces of essential information
about where migrants are going, how far they travel, the methods they use to
get there, immigration and border policies of the countries they traverse, and
so on. One border official’s joke seemed apposite when he referred to the I-Map
as the “crystal ball”

At a summit meeting of the 3MP participants, the I-Map programme man-
ager gave a spirited presentation of the I-Map when it was still in its early phases.
He spoke to the delegates, who speak English, French, and/or Arabic to varying
degrees of fluency, seated around a large, open square table with small national
flags of each of their countries stationed neatly by their right hands. Four trans-
lators tucked away in booths in a corner of the room interpreted his remarks into
Arabic, French, and English. He emphasized the need for information exchange
in all high-level processes as the path to common understanding and as a basis
for cooperation. He then explained that the I-Map had been advancing in three
phases beginning with its graphic development followed by the uploading of ini-
tial content and the support of financial contributions from “end users” {partici-
pating states). He explained that future information-gathering activities could
draw from field missions to strategic migration points, information-gathering
meetings, and expedited communication among partner states. He then showed
the I-Map on a large video screen to the delegates, who expressed considerable
interest, particularly those located on the EU’s southern external border. One of
the delegates enthusiastically expressed to his colleagues that the I-Map “will pro-
vide a platform for bringing us together . . . beyond the technological aspects”
One national delegate was particularly candid in explaining her country’s inter-
ests in its applications for intelligence analysis. Another west European delegate
asked how partner states could use it while avoiding a negative police-state image
and promoting legal migration. To this point, the EMPO director-general re-
marked defensively: '

[Our position] is absolutely clear. We are engaged in visualizing the information
for those who use this I-Map. We want to be close to the user side. This is the
way to make sure the information is useful. . . . I think it’s very much in its de-
velopment phase for Working Group I [focusing on security]. We all recognize
that Working Group II [focusing on economic development] is important. It’s
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for us absolutely clear that we should accommodate this need for visualization.
... It would be an excellent occasion to keep a balanced approach, not only on
migration management, its security, but with other parts of migration manage-
ment [development]. It would be a balanced approach, which is in the interest
of all participating states. We welcome the invitation from our . . . colleagues to
learn more.

The director-general’s remarks reflect the replacement of verbal with visual
communication and the subordination of economy to security.

Tools like the I-Map encourage officials, who rarely engage each other
directly, to literally see the world of migration through the same visual rep-
resentations, the same types of factoids, and the same overall lens. This stan-
dardization requires little face-to-face contact because the common outlook
required to sustain this policy community is maintained online in the form of
devices like the I-Map.

HARMONIZING POLICY GUIDELINES

While the above example shows the decentralized character of standardizing
discussions in a singular migration policy domain (border control), the follow-
ing example shows more fully the convergence of different domains through
language standardization and meeting rituals. The I-Map grew out of 3MP,
which develops nonbinding common migration management guidelines be-
tween governments from North African countries (the Arab partner states, or
APS) and European countries (the European partner states, or EPS). It began
as a trust-building exercise in 2002 between the two sets of partner states to
help identify common priorities for migration management. One European
3MP official explained: “You need to show you are reliable, that you are listen-
ing to their concerns. . . . With Arabs, they need to know where you are from.
The personal side is important. They need to trust you. EMPO was not known
in the Mediterranean, but communication is now set.” Though a pattern of
communication is established, it may not be on the terms that Arab partner
states prefer. They expressed their priority for a cooperative relationship in the
concluding report of a May 2004 meeting (European Migration Policy Orga-
nization 2004): “The suffering of the countries on the southern and eastern
shores of the Mediterranean from the illegal migration as transit countries and
as countries of temporary illegal residence represents the same suffering as that
of the European States as countries of destination.”
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This thinly veiled effort to equate the APS’ problems of illegal migration
with those of the EPS did not succeed. The two priorities that emerged in the
project’s early stages were, predictably, the strengthening of measures to fight
illegal migration (delegated to Working Group I) and long-term efforts to
tackle the migration problem at its roots through economic development (del-
egated to Working Group II). To the chagrin of APS delegates, 3MP ended up
strongly favoring the former over the latter. APS frame trans-Mediterranean
migration primarily as an economic issue, while the EPS frame it as a secu-
rity issue. Animosity pervaded early meetings, with APS charges of colonialism
against the European partner states. APS delegates often argued that “We are
simply solving Europe’s migration problem for them.” Nevertheless, a retired,
veteran UNHCR official from Lebanon played an instrumental role in convinc-
ing many APS delegates to stick with the project, to make their contributions
where they could, and to persuade EPS delegates to at least agree to return to
outstanding APS concerns at a later date. From that point, APS officials began
bringing initiatives agreeable to their EPS counterparts, and one APS official
was even rumoured to have been demoted by his government for baldly as-
serting at a 2007 meeting that “the position of European countries is to forget
why people migrate: economic. . . . It is a form of colonialism and looting of
Africa’s richness.” In this newly standardized dialogue EPS delegates described
the more cooperative among their APS counterparts as “pragmatic.” Working
Group I could now focus on its four priority areas: reception and detention of
illegal immigrants; return and readmission of illegal immigrants; antitraffick-
ing and antismuggling; and border management. A potentially undermining
position fell away, allowing the 3MP to continue on common (but not neces-
sarily equal) security-conscious ground.

Hidden factors in the structural relationship between the EPS and APS also
evoke the latter’s acquiescence. Since most EPS partners are also EU member
states, they know that the EC negotiates “mobility partnerships” with “third
countries” along its southern maritime border and eastern land border (see
Chapter 6). These deals make development aid and more favorable immigra-
tion quotas contingent on the third country’s agreement to strengthen its bor-
der control practices (often with EU support) and to accept the illegal migrants
held in EU member states’ detention facilities. As one IGO official explained,
“The EU approach to border management doesn’t apply to [places like]} Libya,
Kenya, or Ethiopia; thousands of kilometers of borders, people, tribes, pastoral
people move between countries all the time.” The 3MP team can adopt a softer
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tone and ultimately expect APS cooperation in developing common migration
management guidelines because they know that the EC exerts great leverage to
gain third-country compliance on these measures. As a result, the EU’s struc-
tural advantage over the APS does not need to be called attention to in 3MP
discussions.

Among other tasks, the EMPO secretariat collates the preferences and pri-
orities of participating states as these pertain to the 3MP’s four priority areas
in order to develop common migration policy guidelines. This involves much
electronic communication with representatives in the thirty-three states par-
ticipating in the project. The 3MP staff, in consultation with their Frontex and
EUROPOL liaisons, devise discussion points and guiding questions to format
the project’s two- or three-day meetings. The project officer handles the labo-
rious task of assembling the varied input from participating states into writ-
ten form. The program manager strategizes with contacts in the participating
states on how to develop converging policy positions between the APS and EPS.
An ordinary working day stretches from 9:00 a.M. to 6:30 P.M. Several staff
talked of staying until 10:00 p.M. during peak times, while a few even worked
past the midnight hour.

The EMPO staff’s work routines are fairly uneventful, though the demands
on their time are high: revise this draft of a concluding statement; contact that
official to clarify his comment on x; see which direction a more senior staff
member wants to take on a particular item of discussion. Much of this occurs
in front of a computer terminal. Yet the written word is vital in harmoniz-
ing a common policy outlook among numerous nation-states. For example,
one post-meeting questionnaire asked: “What national, regional and/or in-
ternational legislations best address smuggling and trafficking and in which
way?”; “Have previous investigation {sic] failed or yielded fewer results because
of the lack of joint initiatives?”; “How did your country learn from these fail-
ures?”; “How would you describe the efficiency of ‘minimum standards’ in the
actual ‘on the ground’ management of detention centres?”; “How do you effi-
ciently organize different migrant groups into different centres?”; or “How do
you implement social care for vulnerable groups in (a) reception centres and
(b) detention centres?” Though delegates routinely describe these questions as
technical matters, they limit the range of discussion and standardize the type
of knowledge produced, thus institutionalizing the issue’s political parameters.

In 2007 and 2008, 3MP held five meetings of the full delegation of EPS,
APS, and the other contributing agencies, which were dedicated to the four
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priority areas, plus a concluding meeting. The locations of such meetings ro-
tate according to the conference theme. For example, the meeting on combat-
ing human trafficking and smuggling took place in EUROPOI, Headquarters
in The Hague. Fach meeting is cochaired by delegates from one European and
one Arab partner state. The cochairs routinely thank the hosts “for making it
possible to bring us together here in [city name].” Particular sessions feature a
preselected delegate presenting on how his or her own government deals with,
for example, the reception and detention of illegal immigrants. The subsequent
discussion period occasionally draws questions from other delegates interested
in the comparison with their own government’s practices. Hosts, chairs, and
delegates thank one another for stimulating interventions.

During the 3MP meetings, the project officer endures three grueling days
of taking notes and preparing drafts of the meeting’s concluding statement.
Much of her work occurs in the dead of night. I arrived one morning at 6:30
for breakfast at the meeting hotel only to find her exiting the dining room to
catch two hours of sleep before things began. At the intense last session, the co-
chairs proceed through the typically three-page draft one line at a time while
the delegates announce their suggestions for alternative phrasing. The proj-
ect officer inputs many of the changes on the spot: one delegate requests the
deletion of the word “official” as an adjective describing the meeting’s sum-
mary points; two others debate whether “informal” should be used to describe
the project; another delegate requests that “fighting human trafficking” be in-
cluded. These tedious and dry discussions result in a set of conclusions that
APS and EPS officials find mutually agreeable.

At the end of The Hague meeting, the current hosts handed over a brown
teddy bear wearing a EUROPOL T-shirt to the hosts of the next meeting. The
EUROPOL liaison explained that ever since an April 2006 rheeting delegates
have passed the teddy bear on from one host to the next so as to establish a tan-
gible connection among the delegates. The host and cochairs of the next meet-
ing will likely announce that they are “looking forward to working with our
partners from [country name] and to having a productive meeting.” The next
several weeks will find the EMPO team busily finalizing the meeting’s conclu-
sions, then e-mailing or faxing them back to the participating states for ap-
proval. The process moves slowly since the delegates will show them to their
superiors, who themselves are inundated with work. To solicit further feedback
the team has also created a secure website on which it posts questionnaires
about the meetings’ substantive discussions, technical format, and logistical ar-
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rangements. The meeting’s final recommendations are translated into English,
French, and Arabic. While there is still no legal requirement to adopt the mi-
gration management guidelines that all partners have approved, the work of
the 3MP illustrates how a framework of understanding emerges between EPS
and APS with which to define migration as a security problem and solve it
accordingly.

The work of 3MP staff shows how banal office routines help to generate a
commeon policy outlook. This convergence is not observable in the staff’s mun-
dane practices per se, which largely amount to drafting documents at comput-
ers, communicating through e-mail, and attending meetings. Rather, it lies in
the agreed-upon set of lenses through which they collectively look, so to speak,
at the migration situation “on the ground.” This perspective, in turn, delimits
the range of acceptable policy options for questions such as: Who is allowed to
enter a country and on what conditions? Which measures should be deployed
to thwart illegal migratory flows? and, How can the migrant’s potential be
channelled into productive economic activity? Convergence involves learning
how notions of “public order”—motivated by an implicit notion of the “crisis”
of mixed migration flows—delimit the range of acceptable interpretations of
social reality as a particular policy problem; for example, What is the risk posed
by the EU’s aging workforce? What is threatening about uncontrolled migra-
tion? and What are the causes of illegal migratory flows?

The meetings ossify a communication pattern: radical views are marginal-
ized; processes get institutionalized; and rituals take on affective powers. The
numerous discussions, the production of draft guidelines, and the subsequent
meetings replete with their routinized opening and closing statements have the
effect of framing key migration issues. A reduced vocabulary and a stock-in-
trade phraseology of “problem” and “solution” normalize power-knowledge
practices commanded by an array of technocrats from governments and inter-
national organizations. The face-to-face rituals—from meeting protocols and
procedures to the exchanging of the teddy bear—help to standardize commu-
nication, which continues with much greater force through e-mail, faxes, web-
sites, and other forms of mediated communication.

THE WORK OF KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge practices expedite public administration by simplifying the enor-
mous complexity that the contingencies of the wider world inevitably deliver.
The techniques of simplification can then be applied to new migration prob-
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lems as they arise and even new policy domains, allowing new policy players
to reproduce and proliferate the apparatus. It is important to recognize that
knowledge practices do not apply only to writing practices or formal math-
ematical analyses (as described in Chapter 4) but to visual representations that
condition how a policy official casually looks at a map. Such knowledge prac-
tices become ubiquitous as they are unbound by local constraints or particular
social networks and instantly available to anyone with an Internet connection.
They circulate virtually and can be applied to any particular location in which
policy officials converge or happen to be doing their work. As such, they can
standardize and integrate frameworks of meaning that are not tied to place but
rather extend virtually across space. These templates are tools for creating, un-
derstanding, regulating, and normalizing a world “out there.” However, their ef-
fects are not merely conceptual as they enable legal codes, public opinions, and
a material infrastructure that collectively channel and encourage cross-border
human movements in particular ways. The next chapter links the practice of
risk assessment to the wave of external border control practices that have un-
folded over the last several years.



BORDER CONTROL
The New Meaning of Containment

We [the USA] have 50 percent of the world’s wealth but only 6.3 percent of

its population. In this situation, our real job in the coming period . . . is to
maintain this position of disparity. To do so, we have to dispense with all
sentimentality . . . we should cease thinking about human rights, the raising of
living standards and democratisation.

George Kennan cited in Pllger 2002, 98

THE GLOBAL IN LOCAL MIGRATION DECISIONS

George Kennan, the American diplomat who designed the Cold War containment
strategy, penned these words in 1948. Slavoj Zi¥ek argues that Kennan’s candid
remark reflects a “simple awareness that the present model of late capitalist pros-
perity cannot be universalized” (2002, 149, italics original). In the post-Cold War
era, the containment strategy shifts from its original purpose of deterring Soviet-
inspired revolutionary movements in Burope (and elsewhere) to deterring the
movement of migrants into Europe (and elsewhere). Structural economics plays
a prominent role in the new “problem” of containment. The Financial Times re-
ports that today the richest 2 percent of the world’s population own 50 percent
of the world’s wealth, while the poorest 50 percent of the world’s population own
less than 2 percent of the world’s wealth (Giles 2006, 8). This degree of differ-
ence exceeds that in Kennan’s Cold War days, but his remark distills the logic
behind contemporary border control practices with respect to the North’s global
position of disparity: use negative measures to contain the threat of unwanted
migration that structural economic inequality generates rather than rectify that
inequality. However, unlike the Cold War era, security as a spatial problem is not
a matter of maintaining highly charged borders between antagonistic blocs of
space. Rather, it is about expanding the uniform space of neoliberal capitalism to
expedite the flow of commodities and finance, on the one hand, while condition-
ing the circulation of peoples within that space, on the other.

This chapter focuses on EU efforts to harmonize border control practices
in order to keep unwanted migrants in the global South. These practices at-
tempt to manage migration as a mass phenomenon while biometric informa-
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tion systems regulate travelers as hyperindividualized entities (Chapter 5). This
chapter describes a wide range of Frontex-led initiatives that integrate national
infrastructures for the sake of generating a pervasive surveillance capacity with
enormous geographic scope. Some examples include the merging of research
and analytical practices among member states, remote maritime monitoring
systems, coordinated sea patrols to push back illegal migrants, and rapid re-
sponse teams to stop acute breaches at the external border. This integration
also allows (and requires) dispersed officials to communicate quickly, infor-
mally, and outside established bureaucratic channels as shown in other migra-
tion policy domains as well. The chapter concludes by exploring how the EU’s
emerging border control apparatus interfaces with migrants, how migrants ex-
perience it, and how government officials, border control experts, and industry
executives rationalize it. '

This chapter also explains how the particular devices that fuse an apparatus
together apply to the policy domain of external border control. Risk assessment
and the identification of “crisis” play a critical role in justifying the integration
of national systems as a positive humanitarian effort as opposed to a negative
police effort. However, the tight integration of material systems, which estab-
lishes a dense, tangible network between EU member states, succeeds and even
depends on indirect, ephemeral, and informal connections between policy of-
ficials. This arrangement needs a central EU agency only to coordinate (not
direct) communication among member states so that coherence is achieved
through the usage of shared policy outlooks. The role of the center here is to
help crystallize that outlook and to provide logistical assistance for joint efforts
at the national and local levels. The chapter focuses mainly on the laboriously
named European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at
the External Borders of the Member States of the European Union. In French
this agency’s name is simplified to Frontitres extérieures and is commonly
known as Frontex. ZiZek notes the “ominous decision of the European Union
[which] passed almost unnoticed: the plan to establish an all-European border
police force to secure the isolation of the Union territory and thus prevent the
influx of immigrants” (2002, 149). He argues that this development takes rac-
ism to an even more brutal form of reasoning that is based neither on natu-
ralism (the West as the best) nor culturalism (the West must also preserve its
cultural identity) but rather on “unabashed economic egotism” in which the
fundamental divide is between those in the sphere of prosperity and those ex-
cluded from it (149).
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In that context, the local decision to undertake a clandestine border cross-
ing is invariably bound up with global capitalism. In Senegal, for example, the
fishing industry suffered a devastating blow as a result of seventeen agreements
with the EU. These agreements gave the EU the right to fish in Senegalese wa-
ters while setting tight quotas on Senegalese exports back to its markets, The
20022006 agreement guaranteed Senegal $15 million in annual compensation
for the loss, but negotiations for the next agreement failed over protests that the
local industry incurred far too much damage. The resulting economic difficul-
ties contributed to an increase in attempted illegal entries into the EU (Ndiaye
2007, 9). The fisherman-turned-migrant now confronts a harmonized EU bor-
der security apparatus that props up the global imbalances triggering his jour-
ney in the first place. In the following synopsis selections from a documentary
released by Journeyman Pictures (Spain—Out of Africa 2007) show the com-
peting moral economies between West African illegal migrants and EU and
Spanish immigration policy:

The journey that dozens of African migrants undertook lasted six days and
covered 1,400 kilometers in the open Atlantic Ocean. One Red Cross worker es-
timates that 40 percent of the cayucos (Jlong narrow boats) are lost during such
an attempt. When the ship is brought to dock, the migrants are taken off by aid
workers wearing facemasks and synthetic gloves while the boat itself is emptied
of its contents and then destroyed. In a tent, the migrants are given food and
drink. Thierry, a Red Cross medic, establishes rapport by letting himself fall
backwards into the crowd of seated men so that they put up their arms to stop
his crash onto the ground. The crowd responds enthusiastically to it, but more
than building relations, he is checking the migrants’ strength after the arduous
journey. The medic then pulls one up by the arm and helps him out of the tent
to a makeshift clinic. All migrants are being checked for dehydration, sunburn,
sickness, and wounds. Meanwhile, other aid workers identify those under eigh-
teen and place tape around their upper arms with their birthdates written on
it. They will automatically become wards of the state and cannot be sent back
home against their will. The head of the Red Cross emergency response team,
who has unloaded two hundred cayucos, says “They’ve spent several days on the
high seas in cold temperatures, rough seas, darkness and silence, and when they
land they get the feeling that they’ve made it, that it’s over. It’s very stressful”

The next stage of their journey ends in a detention center where they are in-
terviewed and their cases processed. In Spain, the authorities can hold them for
up to forty days. If within that time, their nationality is established, they can be
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returned to their home countries. If not, they are released into the host coun-
try. Most migrants, therefore, do not bring documentation with them lest that
be used to facilitate their return. The narrator explains that while it is easy to
see the migrants arrive, seeing what happens to them next is much more dif-
ficult. He was not able to approach the police station where they were taken
or the makeshift tents next to it where 1,500 are waiting for their interviews.
After three days they are taken to detention camps out of public view and often
in buildings originally constructed for other purposes, such as an abandoned
restaurant.

The Harbor Master explains that many people on the Canary Islands are
worried that their small territory cannot absorb all these migrants—twenty-
five thousand have arrived this year already. He well understands the economic
situation causing the migrants to take the dangerous trip by the tens of thou-
sands. “For the last two years, Senegal has been in a serious economic crisis,” he
explains. “They used to have a strong, reasonably well managed fishing indus-
try, but prices have dropped drastically and the whole fishing sector along the
coast of Senegal was thrown into serious crisis.”

Back in Senegal, the narrator finds a local fisherman, Pape, to explain how
the illegal business of transporting migrants works. Pape says that it is simple.
He must only wait until he has the names of enough people to fill his fishing
boat. When the number is high enough for the trip to be profitable, he arranges
a departure time and place. The Senegalese coast now attracts migrants from
West and Central Africa, many of whom have never seen the ocean. Pape ex-
plains, “those who come from the bush. ... Many lost their lives at sea. On the
whole, those who died were people . . . who took a boat for the first time.”

The story of Okale Saha illustrates how such a migration decision is much
more than an economic matter. Okale, a young Senegalese man, vows to enter
the EU again after Spain returned him from the Canary Islands. From him, we
learn the psychological damage and the social cost caused by his inability to
reach Europe and enhance his family’s living standard through remittances.
One week after being returned from the Canary Islands, he says,

I’ve missed my big chance. 'm ashamed to face my family. I can’t even tell you
how bad I feel. I feel shame. . .. In front of my family, my father. My father is an
old man. My mother is a very brave woman, very courageous. They sold every-
thing to help the family. That’s why I wanted to go to Spain. Here in Senegal,
young people have no future. . .. There’s no work for the young. That’s why.
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One local, older fisherman laments, “We’ve lost more than two hundred in our
village. It’s because life in the village is very hard.” His own brother died on
a boat trying to reach the Canary Islands; the body was simply dumped into
the ocean. The high death rate of Senegalese is a mainstream theme of public
culture represented in murals and hip-hop music that dramatize the economic
degradation, personal despair, and the effects of the life-risking journey on mi-
grants and their families. One women’s association based in a single Senegalese
fishing village consists of 375 members who have all lost a husband or son on
the illegal migratory journey. Lured to Europe with wages fifty times greater
than those in Senegal, they fatally decided to take the risk. The women have
banded together to make up for the lost household labor by producing and
selling couscous.

The documentary concludes by shifting the scene from fishing boats on
the beach to an IOM office in Senegal. Laurent de Boeck, IOM’s spokesman
for West and Central Africa, is given the final statement: “If the word spreads
all Western Africa or Central Africa ... that they can all go to Spain . . . Canary
Islands . . . or whatever, you may empty Africa easily. So, that’s dangerous. So,
you also have to think about emptying a country of its youth, which should be
the future of a country”

This documentary captures well the ambivalent position of these African
migrants in the European imagination. They are a faceless mass to be repelled,
even if one personally sympathizes with them. People are worried, the harbor
master explains, that they cannot absorb so many alien people on a collection
of tiny islands. Thierry, the Red Cross medic, means well as he tries to estab-
lish rapport with the recent arrivals, yet he ultimately supports their likely re-
turn to poverty. Buropean officials’ structural location in the global economy
diminishes any effort they might make to establish direct, personal connections
with the migrants, The apparatus imposes the indirect conditions of engage-
ment mediated through laws, medical tests, identification checks, and policy
prescriptions that help to process migrants as faceless cases. The IOM official,
to whom the documentary gives the final word, synopsizes the European voice
by reconciling neoliberal and neo-nationalist agendas. He speaks with a blend
of humanitarian concern about formerly colonized people and—the familiar
paranoia about masses of dark-skinned people being emptied into Europe. He
deploys this neo-nationalist nightmare scenario, which might prompt neo-
liberals to respond with a greater commitment to development so that African
youth remain to build their countries’ futures. Otherwise, attempts to illegally
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enter the EU will continue to be managed through enhanced and integrated
border security practices.

To justify the apparatus in humanitarian terms, EU officials speak flu-
ently in the language of human rights with regular references to fair treat-
ment, due process, and personal dignity. Emphasizing the isolated individual
allows the structural inequality behind the matter to remain obscure. This
move succeeds only if EU officials treat migration as an objective threat or
a problem that arrives on their shores independent of any systemic politi-
cal and economic relations between the EU and the wider world. This radical
separation of the threat and the threatened allows for the security apparatus
to present itself as being called into existence for the sake of selfless acts of
mercy and good (Hardt and Negri 2000, 15). Those acts may protect EU citi-
zens from the migrant’s unwanted arrival, or protect illegal migrants them-
selves from their perilous journeys. Regarding the latter, one Frontex official
suggested that there is a need for European intervention in the open seas to
protect migrants from dangerous smugglers. He explained that “some people
are thrown overboard because others think they are witches and do voodoo.
The more we can get people back to shore, the more lives we save, the better.
... The smugglers can be murderers.” While lives may be saved, these border
practices have the effect of restricting the circulation of bodies and sustaining
a gross imbalance of power that, according to George Kennan’s logic, should
not be rectified if that imbalance is to remain in one’s favor. Border control,
then, becomes a major security practice because an increase in redundant
labor from the South, it is feared, would jeopardize the EU’s internal social-

cum-national order.

MASTERING SPACE AND THE REPURPOSING
OF SURVEILLANCE INFRASTRUCTURES

EMPO, and specifically its 3MP initiative, illustrates how migration policy con-
vergence is achieved in the form of text. Common border control, of course, also
requires convergence of a material infrastructure to detect and deter unwanted
crossings. This process involves the repurposing of existing military infrastruc-
tures, among others, to focus surveillance on the circulation of human-objects
in the EU’s extraterritorial space. Frontex is the EU agency responsible for this
task. At the December 2001 meeting in Laeken, the European Council sounded
the alarm about acute legal and humanitarian situations and concluded that the
member states should “manage better the Union’s external border controls so as
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to combat more effectively terrorism, illegal immigration and human traffick-
ing.” It also for the first time called for:

The most wide-ranging definition of “security of external borders,” with the
exception of military defence. It thus calls on Member States also to take into
consideration at external borders the magnitude of crime, terrorism, crimes
against children, arms trafficking, corruption and fraud in accordance with Ar-
ticle 29 of the European Union Treaty. (SCADPlus 2004)

To sharpen border control measures in light of this broadly defined security
threat, the council at Lacken called for “an ‘External Border Practitioners’ Com-
mon Unit’ [that] will be responsible for carrying out risk analysis, coordinating
operation projects on the ground and devising a common strategy for coordi-
nating national policies. In addition, a power of inspection can be conferred
on it in crisis situations” (SCADPlus 2004). Frontex takes up these tasks not by
building a border control infrastructure from scratch but rather by drawing on
a plethora of existing systems whose adaptation and mutual integration achieve
the result much more easily. These agencies include EUROPOL, the European
Union Satellite Centre (EUSC), the European Defence Agency (EDA), the Eu-
ropean Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA), the European Space Agency (ESA),
and the European Centre for Disease Control (ECDC). These diverse agencies’
collective input signifies an effort of total surveillance of the external border, the
member states’ territorial waters, the open seas, the territorial waters of migrant
departure countries, and the biological health of any migrants apprehended on
their journey. Though Frontex focuses on illegal migrant border crossings, the
full suite of organizations guards against the unwanted entries of commodities,
animals, and plant material (Frontex 2009, 8).

No specific master plan exists to coordinate the activities of Frontex and its
affiliates. Rather, various strategies are drawn up to guide individual coopera-
tive ventures with the relevant government, agency, or organization. Frontex
calls this strategy the “network’ approach” (16). The overall guidelines are
found in what the EU now calls “integrated border management” (IBM), which
was first outlined during the 2006 Finnish EU presidency at the Justice and
Home Affairs (JHA) ministerial meeting. In December of the same year, the
JHA council identified IBM’s five areas of emphasis, from which more specific
cooperative practices are drawn: (1) border control; (2) fighting cross-border
crime; (3) the four-tier/filter access control model (which involves cooperation
with non-EU countries of migrant transit and origin); (4) interagency coop-
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eration on border management; and (5) coordination at national and trans-
national levels. The IBM concept is coupled with the EU’s global approach to
migration, which outlines a multidimensional approach to eliminate the eco-
nomic causes of migration, to manage legal migration in the most orderly way
possible, and to strengthen the union’s external border. Border control and bio-
metric measures top the list of priorities in this otherwise comprehensive view
of the migration “problem.” The network approach involves a curious mix of
ever-tightening connections between nation-based material infrastructures
and looser, fluid, and ephemeral links between actual policy officials.

The Arrival of the Unexpected ,

Frontex confronts the issue of global circulation and the insecurity it introduces
when foreign elements enter into bounded, sovereign space. Security is a more
complicated challenge than stabilizing internal social order through discipline.
Disciplinary power, as Foucault (2007) reasons, works through a negative feed-
back mechanism to create homeostasis in a closed territory: the deviant is de-
tained, quarantined, or restricted, and the requisite spatial control allows for
medicalized, moralized, or legalized social technologies to induce the individual
to internalize passive and productive norms. For Foucault, security confronts the
unpredictable arrival of foreign elements onto sovereign territory, and so the spa-
tial dimension of security is, unlike disciplinary power, open-ended (2007, 20).
Security amounts to the management of indefinite series of mobile elements, be
they carts, travelers, thieves, disease, tourists, migrants, and so on. Again, the sub-
ject of movement is reduced to an object of analysis. Given the fluid quality to the
problem of security, analyses based on probabilities calculate the likelihood of
an illegal entry actually occurring, and thus inform decisions as to the resources
needed to minimize that potential security threat. If statistics is the science de-
ployed to regulate the state’s internal elements, then probability is the science
with which the state tries to manage the arrival of unpredictable elements into
the state’s territory. Foucault illustrates the problem of security through the ex-
ample of the eighteenth-century town at a time when mercantilism gave way to
free trade. Towns opened their walls to trade routes to prompt economic growth
but made themselves vulnerable to a whole host of undesirable objects. Fore-
shadowing the concern over undesirable circulations in the Schengen Area, city
planners understood their new challenge in an open economy:

And finally, an important problem for towns in the eighteenth century was al-

lowing for surveillance, since the suppression of city walls made necessary by
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economic development meant that one-could no longer close towns in the eve-
ning or closely supervise daily comings and goings, so that the insecurity of
the towns was increased by the influx of the floating population of beggars, va-
grants, delinquents, criminals, thieves, murderers, and so on, who might come,
as everyone knows from the country. . . . In other words, it was a matter of
organizing circulation, eliminating its dangerous elements, making a division
between good and bad circulation, and maximizing good circulation by dimin-
ishing the bad. (Foucault 2007, 18)

To plan for “good” rather than “bad” circulation (wanted versus unwanted in
contemporary patlance) the state must try to designate the milieu in which
circulation occurs, The milieu is much more than the “context,” which implies
an objective reality external to the sovereign state and the flows it encounters.
Foucault defines the milieu as “what is needed to account for action at a dis-
tance of one body on another. The milieu is, therefore, the medium of an ac-
tion and the element in which it circulates” (2007, 20~21). The medium refers
to natural elements such as hills, rivers, and marshes and social elements such
as housing, population concentrations, and urban layout. Defining the social
character of the milieu is a policy practice made sensible through the domi-
nant rationales of governance available to the policymaker—for a hill might be
an asset or a liability depending on how the milieu is constructed. Therefore,
the problems which the policymaker comes to identify in the milieu are in-
separable from that individual’s very act of identifying the milieu. The ensuing
apparatus can evolve and adapt to changing circumstances, because security
practices “try to plan a milieu in terms of events or series of events or possible
elements, of series that will have to be regulated within a multivalent and trans-
formable framework” (Foucault 2007, 20, emphasis added). In constructing the
milieu—or field of policy intervention—migration officials mutually define
the “order” and “crisis” with respect to border crossings (cf. Bauman 1991, 7;
Butler 1990, 145; Feldman 200sc). They externalize “crisis” as an objective threat
to the EU or to the migrants themselves, rather than locate the crisis in a system
of relations to which they themselves belong.

Military in Form

Integrated border management requires a massive infrastructure to achieve its
stated goals. Much of that infrastructure involves the retooling and integra-
tion of existing national security structures. The resulting expansion of border
control capacity opens the EU to the charge that Frontex is simply building
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“Fortress Europe,” and not just from left-wing activists. One official who works
in his own country’s federal police said to me, “I think they are part of Fortress
Europe. It’s already in their name: Frontex, like frontier. It’s a military term. I
think of the joint operations in the Aegean Sea with their patrol boats” (Feld-
man, 2011). When [ asked one veteran official working on refugee matters if
Prontex was building “Fortress Europe,” as many of its critics assert, he rea-
soned that “it’s difficult to come to any other conclusion. There’s something
very authoritative about their name.” He drew on an inverse comparison with
China’s emigration policy to illustrate the restrictive intention implied in the

term “migration management”™

Something quite interesting: I went to China. We went to a detentioﬁ facility
for snakeheads [human smugglers] and people trying to leave illegally. A nice
facility, but no one was there. They said that “our deterrence policy is so good”
that we don’t need to detain anyone. It was a Potemkin village. It had a sign
that said “Strict Migration Management.” That’s what it’s all about [everywhere
including Europe].

Whether the aim is to prevent emigration or immigration, this official sees any
state’s effort to create an orderly migration process as an effort to slow it down
and select desirable migrants as needed for particular purposes. As China en-
joys empty emigrant detention facilities, the EU would surely embrace empty
immigrant detention facilities, which is a main reason it is strengthening exter-
nal border control.

In contrast, Frontex officials accept that their mission is military in form,
but they stress their commitment to the liberal virtues of humanitarianism and
legalism in all their practices, including their relations with third countries of
dubious reputations. One official explained:

We can’t just isolate countries that violate human rights. We try to bring them
into the fold and encourage them to modernize. Sometimes that improves
things more than just ignoring them. It also means that we are not building
a Fortress Europe. We are not building walls. We are establishing connections

with transit countries.

Forging these connections is the larger ambition of the EU’s European Neigh-
bourhood Policy (ENP), which exists to “export the Acquis” to buffering coun-
tries so as to mold them in the EU’s image (Kuus, in press 2011). It works by
pushing agreements with third countries that will adopt EU standards on, in
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this case, migration management in exchange for more favorable terms on oth-
er issues under negotiation. In 2008 Frontex’s management board mandated
the director, Ilkka Laitinen, to negotiate arrangements in this way with Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Serbia as well as Croatia, Georgia,
and Moldova (Frontex 2009, 17).

To push back harder against the Fortress Europe label, Frontex officials
quickly make a distinction between today’s border guards and military person-
nel who have filled that role in years past. These officials caricature the military
border guard as a slow-witted throwback in order to present Frontex as a pro-
gressive, humanitarian organization. Overlooking Warsaw from Frontex Head-
quarters high up in a new skyscraper, one official mentioned, “A few years ago,
it was usual to have conscripts. We got rid of this and put in professional bor-
der guards and officials. No military. It is not feasible that someone with a gun
for twenty years would do it [work at a border crossing post].” His colléague
stressed a technocratic dimension of border control work that the military was
unfit to handle: “All border guards must comply with the Schengen Code. You
need people who know the regulations, who know how to read documents.
We want to make it easier for bona fide travelers to come in. This needs some-
thing other than a gun.” However, fully recognizing the sheer scope and scale
of securing the EU’s external borders, the official explained the logistical task
as follows: “We have a command and control center [for our operation]. This is
where it looks like the military. . . . You need great coordination, but this is the
only way it is like the military” “The equipment is the same, but the people are
different. We are not soldiers,” added his colleague. This phrase—“The equip-
ment is the same, but the people are different”—presents the homologous
logic between neoliberals and neo-nationalists described in Chapter 2. While
the particular actors and events change in the play, the structure of the script of
border control remains constant: if European nationalists used to guard bor-
ders to repel invading state armies, now European liberals guard borders to
repel unwanted migrants.

The post--Cold War redeployment of things military to things managerial
is further ilfustrated in the March 2006 testimony of Frontex executive director
Hkka Laitinen given to the UK House of Lords’ Select Committee on the Euro-
pean Union (United Kingdom Parliament 2006). The committee was hearing
testimonies from EC officials to determine how the UK’s participation in com-
mon EU rules on detaining illegal immigrants might affect common border
management practices. Lord Wright of Richmond, the committee chairman,
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eagerly greeted Laitinen, a brigadier general in the Finnish Border Patrol, be-
cause of his experience in managing its border with Russia:

It is our great pleasure to welcome you as the first Director of Frontex. This is
the first time our committee has had a meeting with Frontex. It is a particular
pleasure to welcome, if T may say so, a Finnish Director of Frontex, although I
know you regard yourself as an international and not as a Finn because I am
told, and I have frequently been told, that Finland has a very high reputation in-
deed in the management of its external borders and, if I may say so, on historical

terms you have had plenty of reason to do so.

Lord Richmond was no doubt referring to Finland’s delicate border relations
with the Soviet Union beginning with the 1940—41 Winter War and extending
throughout the Cold War. His insinuation that the skills necessary to forestall
a Soviet military invasion are directly transferable to the task of precluding
an “invasion” of migrants reflects a common militarized metaphor for border
control. Moreover, Lord Richmond’s description of Laitinen as “international”
reinforced the expectation that the new Frontex director place common EU
needs ahead of Finland’s own national needs, as is expected of any EC or EU
agency official.

The militarized precedent for border control appears directly in the dis-
cussions on creating a common maritime border control service. Laitinen ex-
plained to the committee:

Vice-President Frattini—he did it twice—called on Frontex to launch a feasi-
bility study on creating a network of coastguards in the Mediterranean Area.
... There are good references for systems like that. One has been in place in
the Baltic Sea region since 1997. ... It is a regional concept where all the coastal
countries co-operate, There is a similar system in the Northern Pacific and the
Black Sea regions. We do not have to reinvent the wheel [as we try] to adapt
these systems to the Mediterranean area. (United Kingdom Parliament 2006,

Q610)

The study Laitinen mentioned became the Mediterranean Coast Patrols Net-
work (MEDSEA) study. The Baltic example grew out of joint operations be-
tween NATO and the republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania prior to their
accession to the alliance. These operations were incorporated into the Baltic
Sea Region Border Control Cooperation, with which Frontex continues its in-
volvement (Carrera 2007, 19).
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Harmonizing Risk Analysis

Frontex divides the analysis of the risk of illegal border crossings into two sec-
tors: one supporting long-term planning and the other supporting short-term
operations. The latter begins with an analysis of where a migration “threat” is
most likely to occur—West Africa to the Canary Islands, Turkey onto the Greek
islands, Ukraine into Poland—before designing the operation’s planning, imple-
mentation, and evaluation phases. Those working in long-term analysis, as one
Frontex risk analyst explained, “look at borders, methodological research, sta-
tistical analysis, Geographic Information Systems to determine trends, patterns,
etc. so the Commission and Council can make policy decisions.” Risk analysis
determines the probability of an illegal border crossing. It should provide “ac-
tionable” information, which includes the legal conditions for any particular
operations. The head of the sector for long-term planning holds a doctorate in
social science and has a background in law enforcement. The sector for analysis
supporting short-term operations utilizes long-term analysis of known illegal
migration destinations in its specific assessments of which and how operations
should be undertaken: “How to do it during the day or evening? What special-
ists are needed? Biometrics, technical experts, and technical equipment?” He
continued, “We put all relevant information into a template and we are expand-
ing into more statistical analyses to increase our knowledge with multivariate
analyses.” The Frontex Situation Centre was established in 2008 to augment this
work on short-term operations (Frontex 2009, 18). Frontex is building a third
sector to provide advanced geospatial analysis and photographic analysis.

Risk analysis in both sectors examines, among other factors, the routes,
modi operandi, patterns of irregular movements, conditions of countries of
transit, statistics of irregular flows, and so on (Carrera 2007, 14). However, if
Frontex’s task is to integrate the border control capabilities of EU member
states, then harmonization of problem definition and problem analysis is es-
sential. The relevant national ministries and agencies with which Frontex liaises
must speak the same analytical language for harmonization to succeed. The
conclusion of the 2002 Seville meeting of the European Council mandated
the Common Integrated Risk Analysis Model (CIRAM) to attain “systematic
evaluation of border control” (citied in Carrera 2007, 15). The Strategic Com-
mittee on Immigration, Frontiers, and Asylum with support of the head of
national border control services took up the task. Finland hosted the project,
which led to the 2003 creation of the Risk Analysis Centre that later became the
Risk Analysis Unit (RAU). CIRAM utilizes six categories of analysis: (1) illegal
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border crossing points; (2) refusal of entry; (3) false documents; (4) facilitators
of illegal migration; (s) illegal overstayers; and (6) “abuse” of asylum claims.
These are further divided into threat assessments at air, sea, and land borders,
all of which account for the findings in national-level risk assessments. Ana-
lysts acquire data: from questionnaires sent to member states about their chal-
lenges with illegal border crossing, from relevant EU institutions, from publicly
available documents, and from EU member states’ immigration liaison officers
posted in third countries known to be transit or source countries of illegal mi-
gration. The European Council approved a regulation mandating the immi-
gration liaison officers to collect information about illegal migration for “use
either at the operational level, or at a strategic level, or both” (cited in Carrera
2007, 17). Critical information on illegal border crossing is uploaded and shared
among Frontex and member states on the web-based Information and Coor-
dination Network, or ICONet (17). To further facilitate communication and
create more institutional memory, Frontex has now commissioned “Frontex
intelligence support officers,” or FISOs, who are stationed in national agencies
of member states where border crossing threats are most likely, such as Italy,
Spain, and Greece (Frontex 2009, 29~31). FISOs face the daunting challenge of
amalgamating .twenty-seven national reports on border management, numer-
ous reports from international organizations, and a wide range of open-source
reports from think tanks, research institutes, universities, and so on.

Member states agreed in 2007 to create EU-wide analytical standards to
simplify the work of the RAU. That particular endeavor involves the establish-
ment of a “transparent and clear methodology for Frontex risk analysis and to
set the standards (benchmark) for Member States” analytical activities to cre-
ate preconditions for efficient information exchange and cooperation in the
field of border security” (Frontex 2006¢). Frontex is also planning a glossary
of border control terminology and possibly analytical guidelines for com-
mon terminology and methodology (ibid.). These measures aim to mitigate
Frontex’s twofold analytical problem. On the one hand, the RAU must merge
together different types of analysis ranging from content and semantic analysis
of countless confidential and open-source documents, to large-scale statistical
analysis, to qualitative legal analysis that includes interviews with detained mi-
grants. On the other, it must account for the different definitions that each re-
port gives to its analytical categories.

The RAU also helps Frontex look into the future. One analyst explained that
most current analyses draw on past data, “but we need to predict what might
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happen. We have new colleagues coming from Furostat and the EUSC. They
have statistical and analytical skills to try to lay out future scenarios. We also use
law enforcement for hidden migration. We need indicators to catch them.” Up-
dated monthly, RAU allows the analyst to “see who has tried to enter and how
many and what category [so we can] put pressure on a particular border stop”
Ultimately, the purpose of risk analysis is to determine the chances of a breach
of the EU’s external border. As Frontex defines the milieu, so it aims to control
it in order to minimize the unpredictable, unwanted circulation of migrants.
One Frontex analyst explained the basic concepts at work:

“Threat” as we define it is a combination of intention and capability. We look
at criminals and who could generate an action that is harmful. This capability
depends upon knowledge and the resources that are available. “Risk”—we add
our own vulnerability to the threat. Are our borders secure enough? Do we have
the boats, manpower, etc.? Risk and threat are put together. “Intention” is the
willingness of the person/group to do harm. The “pre-frontier” picture: if they

are gathered in a part of the city somehow, then you can evaluate the situation.

The prefrontier picture refers to the geographic space beyond the frontier,
roughly identified as the space visible with advanced technology stationed on
or near the EU’s external border. From that vantage point, one sees the fron-
tier, which is often the open sea. In the context of the Mediterranean Sea, the
“prefrontier picture” specifically refers to the North African coast and further
inland. Tt is painted with a combination of satellite imagery and intelligence
from the member states, which includes interviews of migrants conducted by
border guards. If the analysts suspect a possible breach, then they notify higher
officials that an operation might be necessary. Nevertheless, risk analysis is a
principle of objectification (Ewald 19914, 142), as it converts the potential mi-
grant to an irreducible unit to be managed through border protection. It as-
cribes a status on the traveler that is meaningful within the cosmology of the
interstate system and regulates that individual accordingly. The shift from sta-
tistical analysis to that of risk and probability analysis signifies the data. If sta-
tistics describes the mere appearance of data, which ostensibly speaks for itself
and highlights the norm, risk and probability analysis must specify the element
that might threaten the norm, an analysis based on circular reasoning: given
the normality of the territorial nation-state, nonnationals are aliens whose ille-
gal entry would threaten that norm. These analyses generate for the migration
apparatus the very threat to which it attributes an objective existence (143~44).
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Border Surveillance and Patrol

Surveillance beyond the external border should clarify the “limes.” This term
derives from the ancient Roman concept of a border loosely marked by amor-
phous natural features like a marsh, bog, or forest and then further demarcated
by a stone fortification. Such fortifications were built to repel invasions of Ger-
man barbarians and other threatening tribes. In today’s EU, LIMES is an acro-
nym standing for “Land and Sea Integrated Monitoring for European Security;”
which is a four-year EU project (2006~2010) built to intensify and identify de-
stabilizing events with the aid of satellites and land-, air-, and sea-based surveil-
lance equipment. The significance of LIMES lies not only in the cooperation it
engenders among members states but in the systematic separation of the EU’s
external border and the space of surveillance and control over the movement
of mobile subjects located far beyond it. “Borders may be found anywhere” as
Guild aptly notes (2003, 103; see also 2005; Vaughan-Williams 2008). Thirteen
EU member states and over a dozen EU and international agencies and organi-
zations including Frontex are classified as “institutional users” of its analytical
“products.” LIMES utilizes satellite surveillance provided by the European Mar-
itime Security Services (MARISS), which as it boasts, can spot “infrastructure
and changes related to illegal trafficking such as boat building facilities, new
mustering and embarkation facilities, storage facilities or the build up of people
in sensitive areas close to the coast or to national borders” (MARISS 2007, 3).
Satellites can identify population concentrations at any given location. Reflect-
ing the dual coding of travelers as either agents of threat or objects of sympathy,
its capabilities can be deployed either for dealing with humanitarian crises such
as natural disasters or for policing purposes such as identifying contraband on
cargo ships and spotting illegal border crossings in remote areas. Testifying to
the migrant’s ambivalent significance to the apparatus, this capability allows
for the distribution of food and medical supplies, on the one hand, while it
prevents the departure of would-be illegal migrants seeking sustaining income
in the EU, on the other. The degree of sympathy is a function of the migrant’s
distance from EU territory.

Frontex is also pursuing a major border surveillance network to track mi-
gration flows, as described in the BORTEC feasibility study (known in full as
the study of the technical surveillance of Southern maritime borders of Euro-
pean Union). The Buropean Council ordered this study from Frontex in De-
cember 2005 to assess the prospects of creating a common European border
surveillance system, which became known as the EUROSUR (for European
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Border Surveillance Systern) in 2008. The council reasoned that the study was
particularly important after the unpredicted exodus of Lebanese into Cyprus
(a new EU member state) during the 2006 Israeli invasion. As a Frontex pub-
lic relations officer explained, this system would provide “coverage not only
of the maritime borders but all the Mediterranean Sea and part of the Atlan-
tic Ocean, providing real time information on maritime activities” (Frontex
20063, 4). The Black Sea was incorporated into the plan after Romania and
Bulgaria joined the EU in 2007. Frontex plays a catalyzing role in integrating
national surveillance systems for EUROSUR. It envisions this goal as follows:

The European Surveillance System requires the detection of all targets early to
enable the identification of emergencies to give adequate help and intercept the
targets before they are able to hide or disappear at sea or on land. In order to
have a sufficient structure, it is necessary to establish a control and surveillance
concept which has to cover the surveillance activities, the handling and assess-
ment of the collected information and the operational intervention by aerial,
land and naval means. (4)

The BORTEC report’s semantics illustrate the objectification of people in
large-scale population regulation. The words “migrant,” “immigrant,” “traf-
ficker,” and “smuggler” do not appear in the nineteen-page unclassified version.
It makes no reference to actual types of individuals involved in the migration
process, to say nothing of individual personalities. The most specific identifier
in the text is the word “targets,” which appears forty-three times and is used
to describe those whom the surveillance system is meant to detect. The word
“immigration” appears only five times, in the foreword, background, conclud-
ing, and recommendation sections. It does not appear in the bulk of the report
covering the technical, legal, and operational aspects of the surveillance system.
In the five instances when “immigration” appears, it is modified by the adjec-
tive “illegal.” In four of the instances, the sentence in which it appears couples
the priority of “tackling” illegal immigration with that of “saving lives” in the
sea, but again this humanitarian gesture is greatest when the migrant is farthest
away from EU territory.

The surveillance measures outlined in the BORTEC report require, first,
the subdividing of sea space into defined areas, and second, the monitoring
of all movement through the grid. Establishing grid coordinates is not such a
straightforward task: “Whereas the location of land borders is well defined, the
exact location of Member States’ maritime borders is not. Therefore, surveil-
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lance of the maritime border is not surveillance of movements across a line but
across an area which has its inner boundary at the coast” (Frontex 20064, 4, em-
phasis added). The sea is divided into three areas for operational purposes (as
opposed to purposes of international law) including the coastal waters of EU
member states’ territories, the open sea, and the coastal waters of third coun-
tries. EU coastal waters are defined as “maritime areas of mainland and islands
which can have adequate surveillance by land-based infrastructure. The extent
of the Coastal Waters is not a distance fixed in nautical miles, but depends on
the surveillance system capabilities to detect targets.” The open sea lies beyond
coastal waters as “the sea out of range of adequate coverage by land based sen-
sors” (8). The report also explains that the surveillance of departure countries’
coastal waters must occur cooperatively with those countries in order to legally
and usefully “deal with immigrants at sea” (6).

The tasks of detecting and identifying “targets” are divided according to the
target’s spatial location in EU coastal waters, the open sea, or the coastal wa-
ters abroad. Radar (whether land-based, airborne, or satellite-based) is the first
method of detection, followed by identification through the Vessel Monitoring
System, Automatic Identification System, and Long Range Identification and
Tracking System. Failing these measures, daytime visual cameras or nighttime
infrared cameras can help to detect and identify unrecognized targets. Assis-
tance can even come from operators with intimate knowledge of local boating
patterns who can recognize, for example, fishing or recreational vessels by how
they move across the sea. When vessels remain unidentified or do not reply to
requests for contact, then patrol boats or aircraft are sent “to make the final
decision to identify the target as a threat, necessitating interception, or not”
(Frontex 2006a, 12). Member states’ national coordination centers along with
Frontex arrange for the common surveillance of the open sea, which is an area
outside the sovereignty of any EU member state. Frontex lists the priorities
for open seas surveillance as early warning, identification of new trends and
threats, detection, identification, and if needed, interception of targets and sav-
ing lives (16). :

Creating EUROSUR does not require the wholesale installation of a new
infrastructure but rather the integration of existing surveillance systems that
until now may not have served security purposes. The new creation is what the
EC calls a “system of systems” (Europa 2008a). (The same retooling and inte-
gration of surveillance systems is central to the rapid growth of the biomet-
ric information technology systems described in Chapter 5.) Frontex suggests,
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for example, drawing on fisheries control, maritime traffic control, and border
surveillance, which between them offer a range of tools including vessel moni-
toring systems, patrol vessels, radio, automated identification systems, coastal
radar, and infrared cameras. These “sensors” used in coastal waters are linked
into reporting systems. Member states will establish “operational centers” that
“have access to all information coming from sensors, platforms, reporting and
communication systems, enabling the interconnection of all elements of the
surveillance system, particularly the integration of data from [fisheries, mari-
time traffic, and border controls] and intelligence concerning activities at sea”
{9-10). They will function as the local centers for handling routine surveillance
in defined sectors of the national coastal waters, with each consisting of one or
more sensor stations. These operational centers will work one level below the
“national coordination center,” which liaises with the EU level. Frontex will fa-
cilitate communication among the national coordination centers to complete
the “system of systems”

EUROSUR draws on a vast inventory of hardware. Fixed wing airplanes,
which can cover greater surface areas, complement seagoing vessels, which are
slower and have short sensor range because of their lower height. Helicopters
are also used to extend the coverage of a vessel. Satellites extend the aircraft’s
field of view and serve as “early warning” devices, and remote sensing provides
images of vessels in nearly real time (less than an hour). This information can
be used to direct aircraft “to zones which appear to have abnormal vessel activ-
ity” (Europa 2008a, 17). Frontex is also exploring the possible role of unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs), commonly known as drones, largely through the efforts
of Erik Berglund, director of capacity building. Berglund, educated at the Royal
Institute of Technology in Stockholm and the US Naval Postgraduate School,
argues that UAVs offer the benefit of twenty-four-hour surveillance missions.
This capability would prove particularly useful in difficult weather condi-
tions and in covering a multitude of topographies in a single mission, rang-
ing from forested land areas to the rocky crags of the Greek islands to the open
expanses of the Atlantic Ocean, Mediterranean Sea, and Black Sea. Given their
long-range capabilities, UAV's offer economies of scale thus keeping down costs
of border surveillance over the long run. Supporters of UAVs point to their
successful deployment along the American and Israeli borders. They envision
deploying small unmanned aerial vehicles to assist in surveillance of coastal
waters, and large ones for higher altitude missions further out to sea (Berglund
n.d.). This equipment, in concert with the network of “operational control cen-
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ters” and national control centers, would vastly improve EU maritime surveil-
lance capabilities, which currently cover only “certain flat or coastal areas and
those areas in which operations are carried out” (Europa 2008a).

The coastal waters of third countries, mostly African or Middle Eastern
countries, are monitored through partnerships with the EU or through satellite
imagery combined with intelligence reports. The former involves creating legal
and diplomatic arrangements with third countries, which for example occurred
in the Hera II operation (see below) designed to repel an exodus of migrants
from Africa’s west coast to Spain’s Canary Islands. Spain, Italy, Portugal, and
Finland provided navy vessels and military aircraft to patrol the coasts of Sene-
gal, Mauritania, and Guinea. This mission pushed. cayuicos, or fishing boats, car-
rying over 3,500 migrants back to the shores of Senegal, Mauritania, and Cape
Verde (Frontex 2006d). The governments of these countries agreed to process
the identification and return of the migrants with the assistance of EU experts.

BORTEC outlines the plans for a networked surveillance system for the EU’s
southern maritime border and the open Mediterranean Sea. The MEDSEA
study investigated how those same spaces would be patrolled and controlied
with third-country cooperation. Claims of objective threats and humanitar-
ian crises justify the deployment of border patrol regimes that extend coverage
onto the shores of North Africa:

According to risk analysis carried out, the EU southern maritime borders remain
the area mostly affected by illegal immigration. When third countries are unable
to satisfy the expectation of their people, the situation becomes an incentive to
leave for the EU Member States offering an advantage over the source country.
Criminal networks involved in the phenomenon are well organized and
flexible, finding continuously new ways of actions, new routés and means, de-
pending on the measures that law enforcement authorities undertake to face the
challenges. As soon as effective tackling measures are adopted, the phenomenon
of the “displacement effects” occurs immediately. The initiative to establish the
Mediterranean Coastal Patrols Network is to set up a flexible tool to face these
continuously changes [sic] of phenomenon. Cooperation with third countries
of origin and transit is essential on the one hand to help third countries to fulfill
the expectation of their people and on the other hand to receive early warn-
ings about new trends. Real time intelligence allows the EU Member States to
anticipate new modi operandi, Even though a coastal patrols network is able to
handle the surveillance and control of the EU southern maritime borders the
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patrolling network will not itself solve the problem of illegal immigration. An
EU approach towards third countries is important to promote their efforts to
avoid illegal immigrants’ departing. The surveillance and patrolling network
has to cover not only the coastal area, but also the high seas and the territorial
waters of neighbouring countries. Therefore agreements with third countries
are essential. The Mediterranean Coastal Patrols Network needs common ap-
plication of the international law of the sea as well as common legal framework
[sic] at EU level in order to agree on operational procedures. (Frontex 2006b, 9)

The passage renders the EU a passive player that responds only to the events
that history throws at it. Southern countries are derelict in their duty of satisfy-
ing the demands of their people. Clever criminal networks evade the border
controls of any individual member state trying to defend its territorial integ-
rity on its own. The added value in pooling member states’ intelligence is to
somehow find those needles in the haystack that are too small to be detected
and intercepted through a singular national surveillance or patrol agency. An
integrated monitoring system enhances the policing capability of any individ-
ual state “to discover those vessels and small boats which are not obliged to
or avoid to [sic], transmit information” (10). A range of border services such
as coast guards, police forces, customs, naval forces, search and rescue outfits,
fishing inspection, and maritime and port authorities either gather data from
coastal radar or receive data from reports transmitted by the crews of incom-
ing vessels. The desired information includes destination, positions, cargoes,
and activities. If vessels are docking at a member state’s port, then they have to
submit lists of crew and passengers for border control (9-10). The plan then is
to integrate the various national patrolling agencies into a network of southern
EU agencies with Frontex serving as the interface among national coordination
centers. It is a daunting organizational challenge but one with great support, as
fifty different authorities under thirty different ministries are involved. Frontex
has announced that it is prepared to begin work on creating an intranet com-
munication system for what is to be called the Mediterranean Coastal Patrols
Network, along with common standards for operational equipment and com-
mon evaluation systems (22).

Operations
Frontex estimates that 175,000 detected illegal border crossings into the EU oc-
curred in 2008 (Frontex 2009, 12-13). This figure is 20 percent higher than in
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2007. Slightly more than half of these occurred at sea borders, which signified
a 69 percent increase. Fifty percent of the EU total occurred at the Greek sea
border with Turkey and Greek land border with Albania. The number of de-
tected attempts at the Greek sea border doubled to 29,100 between 2007 and
2008, mainly at the islands of Lesvos, Chios, Samos, Patos, Leros, and Kos, all
near the Turkish border. The Greek-Albanian land border accounted for the
largest number of detected illegal land border crossings at 38,600, though this
signified a 10 percent decrease from 2007. Attempts on the Italian sea border
accounted for 41 percent of the total (or 37,000 people), with over 31,000 of
the attempts at the Mediterranean island of Lampedusa near the Libyan coast.
This 2008 figure doubles that of 2007, -an increase attributable to Operation
Hera, which pushed migrants through Libya after it nearly sluit down the route
from West Africa to Spain’s Canary Islands. Similarly, the number of detec-
tions at Malta increased from 1,700 to 2,800. Detections along the EU’s eastern
external border, including Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia,
Hungary, and Romania, reached 6,200, with over half of them at the Polish
border alone. By October 2010, Frontex announced a decline in the number of
illegal migrants seeking to enter the EU. However, attempts by Afghanis on the
Greek-Turkey land border increased sixfold by the second quarter of that year,
and 9o percent of all detected attempts to enter the EU occurred somewhere on
a Greek land border, half of those by Albanians, These developments indicate a
shift away from the Greek sea borders. Greece reported 45,000 illegal crossings
during the first half of 2010 (BBC 2010).

While the number of undetected migrants can never be precisely deter-
mined, the number of intercepted migrants is large and growing. Since its in-
ception in 2005, Frontex has coordinated joint operations among the member
states aimed at slowing down or repelling illegal border crossings, particularly
along the southern maritime border. For example, to protect Spain’s southern
coast, Frontex ran Operation Minerva, patrolling from Algeciras to Almerfa and
from Ceuta to Melilla, the coastal enclaves adjacent to Morocco. Running from
mid-August to mid-September 2007, Minerva involved thirteen member states,
two coastal patrol vessels, two dog teams, and seventeen experts (with uniden-
tified specialties). It “intercepted” 1,260 illegal migrants, “diverted” 1,105, and
discovered 765 falsified documents. Operation Nautilus, running in the early
summer of 2007, halted flows from Libya and Tunisia to Malta and the Ital-
ian islands of Lampedusa, Panteleria, and Sicily. It intercepted 3,173 migrants
while drawing on the resources of nine EU member states. Operation Poseidon
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was initiated to support national efforts to halt flows through the southeast
Mediterranean and Aegean Seas. It was carried out in intermittent phases in
2006 and 2007 and involved experts from sixteen member states. At least 2,253
people were either apprehended or returned to a sending or transit country,
and seventeen smugglers or facilitators were also apprehended. Operation Niris
blocked Indian and Chinese illegal movements into Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
and other Baltic Sea countries, Officials in this operation interviewed 579 trav-
elers of Chinese or Indian origin with fifteen refused entries. Operation Ama-
zon confronted illegal flows destined for Spain and Portugal through European
airports and resulted in 3,170 refused entries, largely of travelers from Bolivia,
Brazil, and Paraguay.

Consistent with running an outfit that is military in form (but not content),
operations are given names that resemble US military ventures in distant lands.
However, a coordination officer in the operations unit explained that names
for operations are also common in law enforcement. “This is very normal,” he
reflected. “It’s politically correct to use European culture. We borrowed once
from Northern mythology.” At times the name refers to the target: “If the op-
eration is defined by snakeheads [human smugglers], then we picked Hydra. If
you cut off the head, then others appear.” One of his colleagues added, “Sea op-
erations go to Nautilus; air operations to Zarathustra.”

A closer look at Operation Hera, designed to forestall illegal entries into
Spain’s Canary Islands, illustrates Frontex’s role in organizing the joint patrol-
ling of the EU’s external border. On May 24, 2006, the Spanish government
requested assistance from Frontex through Article 8 of Council Regulation
2007/2004 (Carrera 2007, 20). The number of illegal migrants arriving at the
Canary Islands increased considerably to 31,000 in 2006, in contrast to 4,751
in 2005 and 8,519 in 2004 (Frontex 2007a). The increase is partly attributable
to Spain’s deployment of a high-tech surveillance system monitoring the sev-
enty-one-mile shoreline along the Straight of Gibraltar, which diverted migra-
tory routes across the ocean to the islands rather than to the mainland (Leidel
2007). Hera consisted of three stages, which ran from the summer of 2006 to the
spring of 2007. The first stage, Hera I, commenced at Tenerife, Gran Canaria,
and Fuerteventura on July 17, 2006 (at which point over 5,000 illegal entries had
been counted) and deployed experts from France, Portugal, Italy, Germany, the
United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Norway to identify migrants’ countries
of origin (Frontex 2006d). Representatives from Senegal, Gambia, Mauritania,
and Frontex assisted the experts (Ministerio de Interior, Spain, cited in Carrera
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2007, fnn. 101). According to Frontex’s curiously named Information and Trans-
parency Unit (personal communication via e-mail on 29 January 2007), Hera I
alone identified all of the 18,987 illegal migrants who arrived at the Canary [s-
lands with about one-third being returned to their countries of origin (Mo-
rocco, Senegal, Mali, Gambia, Guinea, and others). Interviews conducted by the
participating EU experts led to the arrests of human smugglers and the deten-
tion of an additional one thousand potential immigrants to the Canary Islands
by the Senegalese authorities. Hera IT and II provided operational support to
prevent cayucos from leaving the coastal waters beyond Mauritania, Senegal,
Gambia, and Cape Verde. These boats could be turned back to the transit coun-
try’s shore, as they had not yet entered international waters. If apprehended in
the open sea, the intercepting vessel would be required to bring the migrants on
board and provide them with as much hurnanitarian assistance as they could.
Participating member states supplied the operation with large-scale hardware
including, for example, one vessel and one aircraft from Italy, one vessel from
Portugal, and one aircraft from Finland (Frontex 2006d). Spain supplied two
additional sea vessels to provide technical support to an Italian ship. It also sup-
plied four additional patrol boats and two helicopters for air surveillance and
support to maritime operations off the coasts of Mauritania, Senegal, and Cape
Verde (Carrera 2007, 22).

What does a Frontex operation designed to stop “bad” circulation look like?
Though many operational details remain classified, the EC released video footage
of the patrol work on the Senegalese coast from Hera II. During the week of Sep-
tember 4, 2006, the Italian Guardia Costiera {coast guard) led surveillance runs
off the coast of Senegal, which had already intercepted 586 people during the
whole resource-intensive operation. This deployment included an ATR-42 twin-
propeller surveillance aircraft with a crew of nine people (three pilots, three sys-
tems operators, and three technical staff). They fly for three to five hours a day
covering about 1,200 sea miles. It also included a large Italian vessel weighing 500
tons, stretching 50 meters in length, and consuming 1,500 liters of fuel per hour.
No fewer than thirty marines and commanders plus one Senegalese officer make
up its crew. Only the Senegalese officer can order the interception and return of
the cayucos within Senegalese territorial waters (European Commission 2006a).
EU countries and the cooperating third countries have shared responsibilities
to ensure that the human rights of any detained or deterred persons are safe-
guarded (Sirtori and Coelho 2007, 30—41). Otherwise, dangerous and humiliat-
ing situations for migrants emerge, as in early 2007 when Spain and Mauritania
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argued for thirteen days over who should take responsibility for 369 sea passen-
gers held onboard in international waters during the dispute. The video footage
shows the Hera II mission as follows (European Commission 2006):

The crew of an Italian surveillance aircraft are preparing for takeoff from Dakar
Airport in Senegal. Two Italian crewmen in the cockpit adjust dials and flip
switches to the background hum of the engines. Four crew members dressed in
army green are discussing plans in the galley. The ATR-42 begins its ascent with
the camera showing the view of Dakar and the Atlantic coast. A radar screen
shows the ATR’s flight path, sets its current location in the center of the circular
surveillance field, and reveals in a pinkish hue a longboat resembling a cayuco.
The camera then shows external footage of the open sea with apparently nine-
teen cayucos moving through the water followed by interior shots of the crew
tracking the boats with radar equipment and nautical charts. The map sug-
gests that they are located in Senegalese territorial waters. A close-up shot shows
a cayuco, carrying about ten people and mostly covered with a tarp, moving
across a video screen in the surveillance plane. The Italian major Venditti calls
out its location in the microphone on his headset while another crew member

views the boat through high-power binoculars. A third crewman takes notes.

The video then cuts to the side of the Italian coast guard ship Diciotti on
patrol near Dakar. It carries in descending order the Italian, EU, and Senega-
lese flags. Its crew also look for cayucos through binoculars and video surveil-
lance and tracks them on maps. Commemorating this particular mission, they
wear shirts with “Guardia Costiera Hera 2006” printed on the back. A crew-
man on Diciotti watches another cayuco on his video screen. A radio operator
gives the Diciotti’s position and asks his colleague for the number of people
on board. The cayuco appears again on the video screen as the operator writes
down its speed and location.

The crew of the ATR-42 direct their attention to the cayuco. They track it
with high-powered handheld cameras and on video surveillance, where it is
microframed in white lines in the center of the screen. Close-up shots of the
cayucos show over a dozen people on board. Back on the Diciotti, the ship’s sec-
ond in command, Pasquale Golizia, explains, “Our duty is to report any sight of
the so-called cayucos to the Frontex coordination center in Canarias, Tenerife,
in order they [sic] can arrange with Senegalese authorities to stop and repatri-
ate them immediately before they leave the territorial waters” Then, the Sene-
galese officer discusses the cayuco’s location with an Italian officer.
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The next scene shifts to the exterior of the coordination center in Tenerife.
Inside the center the Spanish officers in charge view the cayuco on a large video
screen. Elsewhere in the center Portuguese officers and staff discuss develop-
ments as they unfold in real time. In a meeting room, officers from Portugal,
Italy, Poland, and Spain evaluate the current state of the Hera mission. Since
the mission is based on Spain’s sovereign territory, a Spanish officer leads the
discussion in front of a large map that shows the position of aircraft and patrol
boats along the West African coast.

The scene shifts to Los Cristianos Harbor in Tenerife, where tourists watch
a Spanish coast guard ship pull a cayuco filled with about fifty suspected ille-
gal migrants to the dock. Police secure the area into which the migrants will
disembark, while coast guard sailors wearing facemasks to prevent the inhala-
tion of viruses or bacteria help tie the boat to-the dock. Spanish police and Red
Cross workers wearing protective gloves escort weakened migrants onto the
dock where they are given biscuits and beverages under a protective tent. The
final scene shows them boarding a bus between parallel lines of polices officers
that will take them to police headquarters.

Migrants, of course, have some agency in these encounters even if they ma-
neuver from a desperately weaker power position. In an interview with me, one
Frontex official explained some of their tactics:

Some months ago, the cayucos going to the Canary Islands could make the cross-
ing in four to seven days. We sent an airplane to check the position of the boats
before they made the risk of crossing the sea. Then, they started going at night
and we couldn’t see them, so we sent planes with night capability. Then, they
started something else. They moved migrants in small numbers and disguised
them as fishermen as they shuttled them to a larger vessel waiting for them out
in the sea. Mauritania gave Spain the right to sail their ships in its territorial

waters [and to send them back to shore].

Another border patrol official explained that migrants in the eastern Mediter-
ranean appropriate Frontex missions for their own ends. If picked up at sea,
would-be illegal migrants must be rescued according to international law and
taken into safety and custody. This obligation requires that they be brought
into the EU if it is the closest point of disembarkation where they may claim
asylum. The Greek border control authorities find this particularly problem-
atic, as only 600 meters separate some of its islands from the Turkish mainland.
One border control official explained that “[migrants] leave from Turkey in
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small vessels. When they see the Greek border ships, then they jump into the
sea. Greece has to rescue [them]. Some know there is no cooperation agree-
ment with Libya [so it is harder for Italy and Malta to return them].” (Libya
and the EC signed a migration cooperation agenda in October 2010, over a
year after this interview.) He added that if sophisticated smugglers and mi-
grants “know that a Frontex mission is in operation, then they are attracted
to it so they can jump in the water and get rescued.” This knowledge generates
precisely the opposite of the desired effect of the operation, namely to keep
migrants out of the union.

RABITs

Not all Frontex operations benefit from as much lead time as Operation Hera.
Some must respond to sudden “crises.” What constitutes a sudden crisis? “Sup-
pose that Jordan decides to release its two million Iraqi refugees, or there is a
regime change in Algeria?” pondered one Frontex official. “We have Cyprus,
which has had a real problem with Lebanese people coming during the war
with Israel. Thousands of people coming to this small island,” added his col-
league. Southern EU member states first pointed to the need for rapid response
capability as they complained that the EU-27 does not support them in pre-
venting illegal border crossings (EurActiv 2007a). To manage these crises, they
prompted the European Parliament to vote overwhelmingly for the creation
of “rapid border intervention teams” (RABITs), with 526 in favor, 63 against,
and 28 abstentions. Frontex is now empowered to mobilize these teams drawn
from a reserve of over six hundred border guards and national experts to meet
any sudden arrival of illegal immigrants at the EU’s external border (EurActiv
2007b; Frontex 2009, 34). The teams complete training courses as well as “real-
life” field exercises (Frontex 2009, 20). They are assembled according to compe-
tency in piloting ships and helicopters, controlling containers, detecting mov-
ing objects with radar technology, detecting forged identity papers, interpreting
maritime laws, and understanding certain languages (20). Frontex establishes
a five to ten day window to put them in place. “National resources could hold
off [the ‘problent’] until then, but it’s difficult logistically to do,” explained the
Frontex official.

Scenarios

The first known Frontex mission began in October 2010 at the request of the
Greek government. Approximately 350 migrants per day were attempting to
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enter Greece in the Orestiada area along the Turkish border (BBC 2010). Fron-
tex deployed 175 RABIT officers from twenty-four EU countries along the
border between Orestiada and Alexandroupolis. In addition to routine sur-
veillance responsibilities, these officers interviewed migrants in order to de-
termine their countries of origin and to collect intelligence on smuggling and
trafficking networks (Frontex 2010, 2). Frontex announced that it has run at
least three fictitious training exercises to prepare for such “crises” approaching
the EU’s external border. These provide a richer understanding of how RABIT
missions are prompted, conceived, and deployed. The first training scenario
took place in November 2007 in Porto, Portugal, at the Francisco Sa Carneiro
Airport (Frontex 2007b). Agents from sixteen.member states participated in a
simulation involving the arrival of a plane from a fictitious Central American
island republic. The plane is carrying a large number of passengers traveling
on forged documents supplied by a criminal network operating in the country.
The carrier, “Central American Wings,” has announced the addition of more
flights to Porto to accommodate growing passenger demand. The country’s
economic downturn has prompted many of its citizens to seek illegal entry into
the Schengen Area to find work. The Portuguese border authorities are unable
to handle the influx and will need assistance from other member states via
Frontex. This exercise particularly tested capabilities in document security and
second-line interviews for travelers whose answers to the first round of ques-
tions still suggest illegal intentions. In 2008, Frontex ran two exercises in south-
east Europe. One exercise took place along the Romanian-Moldovan border. It
involved forty-nine agents from twenty-three member states trying to prevent
an exceptionally large influx of third-country nationals from illegally enter-
ing the EU (Frontex 2008). The other exercise tested border control capability
on the Slovenian-Croatian border and included agents from twenty member
states. It transpired as follows:

A crisis in the southeastern part of the Balkan Peninsula started to spread in the
neighboring countries, which are not capable to handle [sic] incoming refugees
any more. A sudden increase of illegal migrations through the “Balkans Route”
has been recorded.

Most endangered is the Slovenian-Croatian border in the northeastern part,
which is under the auspices of the police directorates of Maribor and Celje.
Illegal migrants are crossing the border daily in large groups of 20 to 30 per-

sons. Many cases of illegal migrants hidden in trucks and vans were detected
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at border crossing points Gruskovje and Zavr¢. A huge increase of passengers
using forged and counterfeit documents has also been noted at these two BCPs
[border control points].

According to intelligence information and risk analysis, the pressure of il-
legal migrations will even increase. Illegal migrants will try to enter the EU ter-
ritory on the northeastern part of [the] Slovenian-Croatian border, and then
travel further to Germany and Sweden, where a majority of illegal migrants
have their relatives. The objective of the RABITs deployment is to reinforce the
response capacity of the Slovenian authorities and to ensure that their security
measures meet Schengen standards at the Croatian border.

The main operational aim is to avert threats to the external European Bor-
ders by: conducting border surveillance, conducting border checks (detect-
ing forged and misused documents and thorough second-line interviews). In
response to the specific situation and identified illegal immigration threat at
part of [the] Slovenian external border, Executive Director of Frontex, Mr. Ilkka
Laitinen decided to provide rapid operational assistance for Slovenia by deploy-
ing Rapid Border Intervention Teams to police directorates Maribor and Celje.
(Parzyszek, e-mail to author, 25 April 2008)

This exercise involved thirty team members from twenty EU countries and took .

place specifically in the Maribor and Celje police directorates, which cover 160
kilometers of the Slovenian border with Croatia. Some of the skills used in the
exercise were fraudulent document detection, observation with night vision
equipment, and surveillance with thermovision cameras (Slovenian Presidency
2008b). The officers in the exercise carried firearms and pepper spray and pos-
sessed expertise in the surveillance of rural terrain (Lewis 2008).

Noteworthy in the description of this scenario is the flexible use of the term
“refugee.” The people with whom the hypothetical RABITs are concerned are
called “refugees” when they remain in the politically and culturally indistinct
Balkan Peninsula (Todorova 1997). We can evoke sympathy for the civilian vic-
tims fleeing what is commonly misunderstood as a land of eternal ethnic con-
flict. The label quickly changes to “illegal migrant” as these fictitious migrants
wend their way to the EU border at Slovenia, the northernmost former Yugo-
slav republic and now EU member state. The individual’s status fluidly shifts
from a creature of sympathy to an object of threat as the migrant moves closer
to EU territorial space. The migrants’ helplessness derives not merely from the
life-threatening circumstances of war, which will someday pass, but from their
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spatial relation to the EU itself. The degree of humanitarianism increases in in-
verse proportion to the migrant’s impact on the EU polity, which is usually a
function of geographic distance (see also Hyndman 2000).

This fictitious scenario has some basis in real illegal border crossings. The
Slovenian-Croatian border stretches over two hundred miles through moun-
tainous terrain and accounted for more than three-fourths of the illegal cross-
ings into the EU through Slovenia in 2007. Nearly one thousand cases of
counterfeit or altered documents were also detected during that year. The “Bal-
kan Route” is a known pathway into the EU that runs from countries of origin
such as Serbia, Macedonia, Albania, and Turkey across Kosovo to Montenegro,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Croatia then into Slovenia in the EU. Slovenian au-
thorities report that most migrants reach the Slovenian border far from of-
ficial border crossing points in cars or minivans led by smugglers. They then
cross individually or in groups of up to sixteen, sometimes with the smuggler
and other times independently, in which case they meet a facilitator inside the
country who takes them on to Austria or Italy. While the Slovenian government
estimates that illegal entries decreased by 25 percent from 2006 to 2007, the
“pressure on its border”—to use the official parlance—remains high compared
to the size of the country (in terms of area and population). Between Septem-
ber 2007 and March 2008, Slovenian officials conducted 9.5 million checks on
international travelers through the Schengen Information System (SIS), which
produced 4,661 “hits” on wanted persons or missing persons or objects. Out of
that number 3,187 persons were refused entry and 196 counterfeit travel docu-
ments were seized (Slovenian Presidency 2008a).

National border control agencies actively support the RABIT program even
if they encounter difficulties responding to unforeseeable crises and manag-
ing complicated logistical coordination. Unlike operations planned in advance
that emerge out of Frontex’s Risk Analysis Unit (for example, Minerva, Posei-
don, and Hera), member states request that the Frontex executive director ini-
tiate a RABIT operation as soon as possible. The executive director must decide
within five days, and he usually honors the request. He asks participating EU
states for a list of available RABIT members, from which he drafts a roster for
the operation. He returns the list to the national border guard units, at which
point the assembly of the team becomes qualitatively more challenging. The
border official responsible for RABIT operations in one EU member state ex-
plained some of the hassles: “What if they are out of town, or on other assign-
ments? What if T am out of town?” Tracking down RABIT members is only the
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first step. The team member must next reach the deployment location, which
introduces additional obstacles:

Then we have to get the RABIT to the destination. If they need to bring their ser-
vice weapons, then this could take two days. We have to get airline approval per
IATA [International Air Transport Association] regulations, Member states need
to give their approval for us to bring our service weapons into their countries.

Language barriers are also problematic:

[Frontex asks] for Farsi and Pashtun. . . . Frontex should contract its language
interpreters. Belgian RABITS speak at least four languages. Sometimes RABITs
from different EU countries need translators among themselves. This is a huge
problem that can sometimes jeopardize the whole operation.

These problems do not deter member states from participating in any of the
Frontex operations. This official explained that his country dedicated 4,000
hours to Frontex operations in 2008. He added, “That’s 2.5 policemen you can’t
use. You have the operation, but you also have the things around it.” Network-
ing is most important. He continued, “If we need information from Spain, if
you go through the official route for getting information, it takes too long. If
you know someone personally, then it comes in minutes.” Such networking ex-
pedites cooperation among national border control units. “We have specialized
knowledge. We see things other countries don’t know. [Our country] is espe-
cially good with fraudulent document detection. I’ve never seen a participant
disappointed from his participation [in a Frontex operation].” This official is
expressing an opinion evidently shared with his counterparts in other member
states when he explains that

For one thing, it is about solidarity. Even in meetings, you can feel the gratitude
from other member states for your participation. It means your national train-
ing is working. We can say we intercepted the most people, that we are doing
a good job. ... The chain is only as strong as the weakest link. It’s a hole in all
of Europe. If we train them, then local border guards take pride in their work.
Soon we will have the European Border Guards. You can feel it is going in that
direction. Used to be short-term deployment for two to three months. If that
works, then it will be six months. There will be a European Border Guard.

If this border official’s prediction materializes, then two key features likely will
have played foundational roles. First, such an integrated agency requires a large
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amount of standardization of policy outlook, compatibility of technical infra-
structures, the linking of bureaucracies, and institutionalization of a common
policy language. In addition to the examples already provided, Frontex recent-
ly produced the Common Core Curriculum, which it distributes to national
border patrol agencies to establish common training standards. Second, the
technological means for quick, spontaneous communication among relatively
Jlow-level officials dispersed through the EU is critical for bypassing the bureau-
cratic lethargy that such integration invites. Ironically, the informal networking
serves the purpose of advancing the agenda that formal bureaucracy cannot
advance on its own. The enthusiasm for work that such informality generates
helps to move forward the broader project of convergence. These two features
present in this border guard’s professional experience are also key features in
the work done in other migration policy domains such as that of the European
Migration Network (Chapter 1) and of the biometric experts harmonizing na-
tional systems (Chapter s).

The satisfaction that this border guard takes from the informal camaraderie
with his counterparts in other EU member states is central to the production
of a “nonce bureaucrat” This individual experiences a sense of self-fulfillment
when collaborating with others who share unique skills that provide a crucial
service to the larger mission they serve. This affective experience should not be
described as self-satisfaction through a blind loyalty to the “system.” Brenneis
(1994, 33-34; see also Zabusky 1995) describes it subtly and accurately as “con-
siderable social pleasure, pleasure of a type defined in terms of professional
self-definition and satisfaction,” along with “[the] enjoyment of technique, a
sense not so much of responsibility as of successfully negotiating complex ex-
change relationships” Moreover, the nonce bureaucrat transforms into a nonce
peer as the alienation of the former is replaced with the solidarity of the latter
(Calhoun cited in ibid., 33) and injects the expert with a self-motivation at no
cost to the apparatus.

THE VIOLENCE OF MARGINALIZATION

If banal technocratic practices advance the harmonization of EU border con-
trol policy, then how do they affect those whom the EU is trying to keep
out? Many of these people, of course, embark on an illegal migration jour-
ney of unimaginable hardship. To be sure, respect for the migrants’ agency
should not allow us to forget the excruciating circumstances they face. The
two most common clandestine routes to Europe from West Africa both end



110 BORDER CONTROL

up in Spain, and both involve high risks and costs. Migrants from West Africa,
who colloquially call themselves “adventurers,” might take the overland route,
which begins in Gao, Mali, and proceeds north through Algeria and into Mo-
rocco. From Morocco, either they try to enter Spain via boat across the west-
ern finger of the Mediterranean Sea to Costa del Sol, or they attempt to get
through the land border to the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta or Melilla located
on the shores of northeast Morocco. Other common overland routes begin at
Agadez, Nigeria, and move either toward Sebha, Libya, then to Tripoli and on
to Italian islands in the Mediterranean Sea, or toward Tamanrasset, Algeria,
then Oujda, Morocco, before aiming for the Spanish coast across the sea (De
Haas 2008,17). Since 2001, increased sea patrols in the western Mediterranean
and the now heavily fortified borders of the enclaves have forced more adven-
turers to attempt the sea voyage to the Canary Islands, the southernmost EU
border (17).

But who are these adventurers whom policy officials see as statistics and
as fluorescent objects on radar screens? How do they specifically reach the de-
cision to take such a life-threatening journey? How is the journey organized?
What is it like? And what effect does their decision to undertake it have on
their families and home communities? While individual circumstances vary,
three salient themes come through their testimonies: their obligation to sup-
port family and relatives and attendant sense of shame when failing to fulfill it;
their vulnerable position with respect to their smugglers (though some studies
show a more complex relationship; cf. van Liempt and Doomernik 2006); and
the harsh natural environment through which they move. One individual who
traveled covertly from Senegal to Italy told his tale to the BBC:

Mamadou Saliou Diallo, who goes by “Billy,” is a forty-five-year-old from
Guinea now working in Brescia, Italy. He undertook the overland route at the
end of 1999. At age twenty-two he had moved with his family to the Senegalese
capital, Dakar. He began working in a hospital, gained training as a nurse, and
continued working there for seventeen years. Billy calculated that his monthly
salary of $130 could not support his wife, Idiatou, and their children. Like any-
one, all he wanted was to give his children a better start in life than he had.
He concluded that immigrating to Europe was the best way to achieve that
goal. Making the journey overland was both cheaper than flying and, according
to rumor, required no visa. He thought that he would reach Spain in a week.
When telling the story of his journey from Dakar to Brescia, Billy simply stated,
“Little did I know how wrong that was” (BBC 2004a).
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Billy left Dakar in November 1999, paying a man $1,300 to deliver him to Eu-
rope. With $90 in his pocket, he first traveled by train 650 miles east to Bamako,
the capital of Mali. His contact there was never found. Billy met other migrants
in Bamako who told stories of Algerian police shooting on sight for fear of Is-
lamic radicals, and of armed robbers taking everything in a migrant’s posses-
sion and leaving the migrant for dead in the desert. Terrified and a stranger
in Mali, Billy phoned home for reassurance. His mother begged him to come
back, but his father had a dream that all would end well. Billy then flew 500
miles northeast to Timbuktu with eight others, where they joined seven more
migrants from West Africa. The fifteen of them traveled by night in a lorry 200
miles east to Gao, which was the last staging.point before the journey north-
ward across the Sahara. Thousands of migrants had congregated there waiting
for transport in the same direction. "

Billy and his fellow travelers bought bread and tinned sardines for the des-
ert journey and carried water in the inner tubes of car tires. During the first af-
ternoon, their driver showed them the graves of seven people who died of thirst
after their lorry broke down. Billy himself developed diarrhea, probably from
his own water supply, but he kept drinking it for fear of suffering the same fate.
They traveled in the back of the lorry during the windy, cold nights and rested
underneath it for shade during the hot days. They could hardly sleep, however,
as sand blew everywhere around them and into their eyes, ears, and throats.
Seven days after they left Gao, the group had moved 900 miles northwest to
Tindouf, Algeria. Police beat them there and arrested their driver, who held
their papers and money.

Luckily, a Nigerian man in their party had money hidden in his shoe and
gave five dollars to each of his colleagues. They then bought trinkets to re-
sell so that they could earn enough money to continue their journey, though
four of them gave up in Tindouf. The remaining eleven traveled with a Sene-
galese guide over Morocco’s Atlas Mountains, reaching a village two days later
from where they took a bus to Casablanca some 500 miles north. Billy had not
washed since he had left Bamako one month earlier. His body was covered in
fleas. “It was terrible,” Billy recalled, “we looked like mad men.” In Casablanca,
he and some of the others worked at building sites to earn money but could
only afford one meal of rice and fish per day. He called home to have Idiatou
sell the family television set and to borrow money from friends and relatives.
She wired $y00 to him from Dakar. For $600 a Moroccan guide agreed to take
him to Europe, first traveling northeast along the Atlantic coast 200 miles to
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Tangier where he first saw “the lights of the Spanish mainland twinkling on the
other side” (BBC 2004a).

From Tangier, Billy and his fellow travelers made two attempts to smuggle
themselves into Ceuta, the Spanish enclave in Morocco (BBC 2004b). They first
dressed in black and entered the forest near the border. Rather than try to scale
the barbed-wire wall, where many migrants get caught, they waited two weeks
and tried to enter through a tunnel. However, the police spotted them before
they reached the tunnel and beat them with their rifle butts. Billy lost a front
tooth. A week later, they headed to the coast and boarded an inflatable raft.
Everyone, except the guide rowing the boat, lay down on the floor to avoid the
searchlights. Two hours and thirty miles later they made it to the Ceuta shore,
successfully avoiding the police and arriving at the Calamocarro Red Cross
camp. Billy argued that he was a refugee from Rwanda, knowing full well that if
he admitted that he was from Guinea or Senegal he would have been returned
home. That March 2000 night was the first night that he had slept on a clean
and comfortable mattress for four months. Three weeks later he was given a
residency permit and put on a boat for the Spanish mainland.

In Spain, Billy worked in the fields for a month to earn enough money to
travel to Brescia, Italy. When he finally arrived in this northern Italian town, he
could not Jocate the cousin he was supposed to meet there. He ended up living
for a year with fifteen other migrants in the filthy crawl space of a single-room
flat. He sold African trinkets and jewelry to make a living. Eventually a friend
gave him his work permit as they looked similar, and Billy got a factory job
making agricultural tools. In 2002, the Italian government legalized 700,000
illegal immigrants who had a job. In May 2003, Billy got his papers and could
finally travel freely back home to see his wife and three children after four
years of separation. The stress on his family had been tremendous. Of course
he missed them very much. His daughter believed that her father was Billy’s
cousin who had been living nearby. Idiatou recalled having two breakdowns
and worried “especially when people started saying that he must have a girl-
friend in Italy” (BBC 2004c¢). Billy has been able to improve his family’s living
standards. His children now go to a good private school, and his family owns
a plot of land. Were these gains worth the cost? Billy spoke with ambivalence
on this point: “I went through hell to reach Italy and would never have left if I
had known what the journey really entailed. But I don’t regret it now because
I can look after my family far better than when I was working as a nurse in
Dakar” (BBC 2004b).
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Billy’s story, of course, echoes those of many others who managed an illegal
entry. The risks are enormously high, as are the economic, social, and personal
costs. This is the price that must be paid when trying to evade the migration
management apparatus.

“Inside” the apparatus, many migration policy officials in the EU equivo-
cate about its effects. Maria (Chapter 1) explains her internal conflict as some-
one who empathizes with the migrants whom she nevertheless manages. She
laments that migrants “are just statistics. They are not real people, though
some have psychological traumas. . . . I just get them on a piece of paper, just
files and files and files. [But] I want to hear it from them. They can tell me if
they have a mother and father or had to fight in a civil war.” The contradic-
tion between her professional obligations and her personal sympathies inten-
sified when she started volunteering at a detention center: “My colleagues said
don’t do that. It is a conflict of interest.” She nevertheless began offering Eng-

lish courses:

The first course was offered for females but no one applied. So, we opened it for
males. I was scared being a female. But the atmosphere was good. I became their
friend. They gave me a birthday party, put candles in Coke bottles. They sang
me songs. There aren’t many people who do this for the simple reason—and I
understand this—they don’t want to catch diseases. I took the TB test. If these
people arrive, you don’t know who they are, what diseases they have. Outside
the shelter, they have nothing and wander the country on their own. I don’t see
this as human. Yes, it is not human to keep them in tents but they need medical

care, shelter, and counseling.

Unsure how to deal with migrants whose lives are held in limbo, Maria con-~
cluded that providing better detention facilities is the humane course of action:

Build a structure—a closed detention center. They are overcrowded in [my
country]. [The migrants] break the showers, the toilets. It is inhuman. In sum-
mer we have the tents, eighteen beds. The first time I see them I was shocked
but they have shelter in the open center. They should have a proper shelter. . ..
Put them through the process in a proper way. [Our] side is trying to do their
best, but no one wants them back: Nigeria, China. ... But what I don’t like about
the government is the mentality. The [professional colleagues] around me are
scared to take steps. They wait ages just to get a paper signed. It’s like this in

everything.
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Despite her higher hopes for migrants’ well-being, this goal only increases the
efficiency of the larger migration apparatus by treating the symptoms of illegal
migration rather than its systemic causes. In any case, Maria’s story makes clear
that the EU’s migration apparatus not only contains and regulates migrants;
significantly, it regulates its own expert operators as well. Maria was simply
unable to reconcile her personal disposition with the demands of her job. She
resigned her post in 2008 to pursue postgraduate education. In similar frustra-
tion, an experienced project officer in an Austrian NGO concluded that “T’'m
not sure I want to take part in this. It’s a cynical business. We completely rely
on what the donors [EU member states] want.” This individual also resigned to
pursue postgraduate education.

THE MAINTENANCE OF DISPARITY

The harrowing situations in which illegal migrants find themselves cannot be
separated from the enormous infrastructure that precludes their entry into the
EU’s territorial space. The “system of systems,” which integrates national bor-
der control installations and facilitates informal communication among geo-
graphically disparate officials, decreases these migrants’ chances of a successful
entry and increases the risks incumbent in the journey. Frontex sea operations,
RABIT land operations, EUROSUR, MEDSEA, and so on strive to render the
EU external border nearly impermeable and the space beyond it almost entirely
visible. The system of systems monitors potentially everything and everyone
that moves within its scope. The sympathy that individual European officials
qua individuals express toward migrants cannot override the apparatus’s dehu-
manizing effects.

Part of the animus that invigorates the system of systems is located in risk
analysis itself. For risk analysis, like insurance, is a political technology that gen-
erates a mediated form of social solidarity, at best, or at least precludes a social
fragmentation that the state could not manage (Ewald 1991b, 207). That social
solidarity appears in the form of national (and perhaps European) identity,
which the system of systems juxtaposes against the threats it identifies in the il-
legal migrant. In so doing, risk analysis likewise elicits a national community,
as it were, by creating “a close solidarity of interests” rather than a society of
atomized individuals (207). The matter speaks to the consolidation of a national
labor force as well if we apply Ewald’s (204-5) argument that insurance covers
not the loss of limb per se, but rather the indemnified’s loss of profit-making ca-
pacity. Likewise, risk analysis in the form of border patrol protects the domes-
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tic labor market against the loss of (usually low-status) jobs thereby preserving
the profit-making capacity of the domestic laboring class. The treatment of the
alien as an external object of risk nevertheless generates an image of a world that
is fortuitously connected rather than causally related (Brenneis 1994, 24), which
thereby frees the risk assessor from responsibility toward that which is identified
as a risk object. Similarly, officials routinely justify external border control mea-
sures as necessary practices to keep threatening objects out of sovereign space
with no regard for how those objects are manifestations of issues relating that
space to places beyond (Heyman 2008, 325).

While migrants are sometimes lucky enough to find ways to get in—as
many academics and migration officials admiringly point out—apprecia-
tion of their ingenuity should not overshadow the gravity of their situation.
Though particular legal channels are available to circulate through the EU,
the apparatus functions to maintain a large-scale apartheid between the North
and South precisely because the prosperity of the former cannot be universal-
ized to include the latter, regardless of the hope invested in development proj-
ects (Chapter 6). Thus, while capitalist space is all but synonymous with global
space in the post—Cold War era, human circulation is contained within sub-
spaces that are actively forming along economic and geographic lines. In this
regard, the official who reasoned that Frontex is not building Fortress Europe
because of its partnerships with transit countries is partially correct. Those
partnerships, however, are designed to restrict migrant circulation while the
circulation of finance and commodities continues, most often in a North to
South direction.

The problem of circulation posed by today’s liberalized economy does not
fundamentally differ from the opening of towns and hamlets in the eighteenth
century as Foucault described. The Jowering of barriers—either the town walls
or the border check points—risks the entry of undesirable objects. Such entries
cannot be completely stopped, but their probability can be significantly low-
ered through comprehensive surveillance, intensive mathematical analysis, and
border control operations. These efforts grapple with questions of probabili-
ties: What is the likelihood, for example, that more migrants will travel to the
EU via the Libya—Italy route rather than the Senegal~Canary Islands route; or
via the Turkish coast to the Greek islands versus overland through Serbia and
Croatia up to Slovenia?

The many liberal-minded policy officials building the migration manage-
ment apparatus do not justify their work in exclusionary terms—“they are dif-
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ferent” or “they are inferior”—even though exclusion is the obvious effect of
their labor. Rather, they largely justify their labor in terms of migrants’ own
good: “They have made the dangerous decision to risk their lives by trying to il-
legally cross the border. We must save their lives before it is too late. We are the
innocent ones because of the position that this matter puts us in.” The EU solves
the humanitarian crisis at its doorstep with benevolent border control practices.
Nevertheless, the efforts to develop such a thorough border control regime ef-
fectively reinforce Kennan’s brutal point that “we”—the EU in this case—must
maintain these current conditions of disparity. This situation likewise gives cre-
dence to Zizek’s point that “unabashed economic egotism” prompted Frontex’s
creation and new border control practices more broadly (2002, 149).

However, the condemnation should be reserved for the practice not the
practitioners, many of whom genuinely struggle with the moral contradictions
involved in their work. Dispassionate rational calculations backed by implicit
ideological assumptions ultimately sustain the apparatus: What is the likeli-
hood that a mass of people on Libyan shores will embark for Italy? Do political
developments in Morocco threaten the border at Ceuta? Do our multivariate
analyses incorporate the proper data? Are our bureaucratic procedures suffi-
ciently lean? Do we agree upon a template for sharing intelligence from mari-
time surveillance? Insisting on the humanitarianism of these policy rationales
does not compensate for their dehumanizing effects, as Maria testifies. Alle-
giance to utilitarianism rather than irrepressible forms of nationalism might be
the greater factor foreclosing discussions on more equitable approaches to mi-
gration management.

If these border control measures treat migrant populations as an anony-
mous mass of indistinguishable entities, then biometric technology individu-
alizes the mass at official border crossing points. The next chapter shows how
biometric control mechanisms both thwart illegal crossings and expedite de-
sirable circulations. The organizational forms present in EU border control
practices—the galvanizing power of “crises”; the dense networks of material
infrastructure versus informal associations of nonce bureaucrats; the standard-
ized policy outlook; and the objectified migrant for analytic purposes versus
the humanitarian subject for rhetorical purposes—also play crucial roles in the
integration of biometric systems. The chapter also shows how access to the EU
is becoming even more explicitly a matter of income and education rather than
nationality with the rise of the registered traveler program.

BIOMETRICS
Where Isn’t the Security Threat?

Security is no longer a defensive measure. It's an enabling catalyst
for achievement.
Unisys 2009

TO TRAVEL IN GOOD FAITH

Developments in border control described in the previous chapter and devel-
opments in biometric information systems operate in complementary policy
spheres. While the former precludes the entry of proverbial masses of un-
wanted migrants, the latter scrutinizes the identity of every individual border
crosser to ensure that only those with proper documentation can enter. When
addressing industry leaders, the EC’s top official for biometric IT systems, Dr.
Frank Paul, alluded to the symbiosis: “Integrated border management is ob-
viously very closely linked to identity management. You cannot think about
proper border management if you do not at the same time think about proper
ID management.” This fusion of these policy spheres is inextricably linked to a
larger moral narrative framing the relationship between the state, the citizen,
and the third-country national. That narrative often downplays the importance
of national identity and ethnic or cultural background, while celebrating the
particular, individual cosmopolitan traveler in need of state protection from
invisible transnational criminal networks. Government, the EC, and industry
officials deploy this narrative to marshal citizens behind the biometrics cause.
The narrative also justifies greater surveillance over the migrant, whose integ-
rity also requires state protection from the threat of illicit trafficking and smug-
gling networks. That protection ostensibly secures the individual while his or
her creativity and productivity benefits self and society.

Biometric information systems expedite the circulation of bodies through
border control points first by recognizing the link between the traveler and the
travel document and then by checking the traveler’s identity against a central
database to determine if entry is permitted. Biometrics facilitates state surveil-
lance by isolating travelers and then dividing them into various categories of
border crossers, for example, short-term labor migrant, tourist, or refugee. This
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power does not serve the state as an end in itself but rather the liberal economy,
which the state’s regulatory functions secure and sustain. Within the context
of the territorialized social-democratic state, Poulantzas (1972, 131) argued that
“this effect of isolation which is designated by the term ‘competition’ covers the
whole spectrum of socio-economic relations.” In today’s global capitalism, bio-
metrics helps to organize transnational labor circulation through such isola-
tion and thus increases the availability of Southern labor at competitive, legal,
and transparent prices. To ensure the integrity of labor circulation, however,
these systems must check everyone (citizen and noncitizen) crossing an EU
border control point in order to find the paucity of travelers who either devi-
ate from or threaten the normative “virtuous traveler.” The distinction between
citizen and noncitizen blurs into the more inclusive category of mobile laborer,
among whom security threats lurk. In fact, everyone is suspect until the data-
base declares the person’s innocence. The initial policy question then becomes,
not where is but where isn’t the security threat?

Jan de Ceuster, once head of the EC’s borders and visas unit (now heading
the Visa Policy unit since 2010), explained how biometrics allows border of-
ficials to sail between the rock of preventing undesirable entries and the hard
place of admitting desirable ones:

On the one hand, there are security considerations. It will be a means of permit-
ting us to improve the fight against illegal immigration and threats to public
order. But on the other—and this must not be forgotten—it will be a means of
assisting the free movement of foreign nationals who need a visa, who travel in

good faith. (Lobjakas 2005)

Biometric information systems should also stop the traffickers and smugglers
who exploit virtuous individuals, and the tricksters who commit identity theft
through the use of fraudulent documents. These miscreants jeopardize the
circulation of bodies, cash, finance, and commodities upon which the global
economy so fully depends. As a $31.6 billion global industry, human traffick-
ing has become the third most profitable criminal activity in the world behind
illegal drugs and the black market sale of weapons (Ramdas 2007). Fittingly,
Franco Frattini, former European commissioner for justice, freedom and secu-
rity, proclaimed in an EU ministerial-level conference on border management
that “Europe needs a new approach to border management to better face the
challenges posed by globalization, increased mobility and ever changing secu-
rity threats. We need to be one step ahead to [sic] the increasingly better or-
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ganised networks of terrorists and criminals who have discovered the lucrative
trafficking in human beings, drugs and weapons.” He is jdined by Lin Homer,
chief executive of the UK Border Agency, who made the point more robustly
while illustrating the benefit of migration for the host country:

The UK wants to realize successfully the many benefits of migration—eco-
nomic, social, cultural—and to do that we think we need to protect the iden-
tity of individuals and to facilitate travelers we want such as business people,
investors, students, and those who will benefit the UK economy. And whilst we
do that we must protect public services against abuse and we must tackle the
problems caused by people traffickers and illegal working . . . and we must also
ensure that the public have confidence in our ability to protect them. ’

All in all, biometrics secures the mobility of the desired travelers and helps to
sift out the illicit networks that steal their identities for illicit purposes, includ-
ing the production of false travel documentation.

This chapter situates EU biometric systems in a historical context to exam-
ine how they function in migration management, how they encourage partic-
ular types of professional networks, how they objectify travelers and regulate
them through different administrative techniques, and how they induce par-
ticular subject-positions that sustain the EU’s current political economy. These
investigations reveal rather bizarre situations in which loose, ephemeral pro-
fessional networks create the conditions for the ever tighter integration of na-
tional biometric systems in which identities become alienated from individuals
as they request permission to cross from one sovereign space to another. This
chapter also describes the sheer volume of information capture at work, which
involves literally scores of millions of personal files. Nevertheless, the champi-
ons of biometrics in EC, national, and industrial bureaucracies insist that bio-
metrics secures travelers from the lurking threat of identity theft, thus allowing
them to become creative globe-trotting individuals, The result is the strange
marriage of liberal individualism and the advanced security state.

IMMUTABLE DATA

Broken down into its original Greek, “biometric” means simply “life measure-
ment.” Biometric systems are rapidly expanding in the fields of border con-
trol, business security (particularly banks and casinos), criminal investigation,
and the administration of detainees of all types. Biometric data are informa-
tion about an individual that does not change through time. It could include
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behavioral data, such as a person’s gait and voice pattern; physiological data
like hand vein patterns, iris patterns, retinal patterns, facial recognition, and
fingerprints; and even genetic data in the form of DNA patterns. Motorola, a
leading vendor of biometric information systems, explains that they are simply
“pattern recognition” systems. These systems chart and institutionalize “nor-
mal” human circulation and thus allow “deviance” to be established, detected,
and quarantined in relation to it. Biometrics emerged as an applied science at
the end of the nineteenth century with the French anthropologist (and police
clerk) Alphonse Bertillon developing a system to record anthropometric infor-
mation for purposes of criminal identification. Anthropometry measured gross
body parts, which rendered it relatively imprecise as advances in measurement
capability took hold. The British anthropologist Sir Francis Galton determined
that fingerprints were immutable and unique to an individual (up to 64 billion
individuals). He identified patterns based on particular points of intersection
among fingerprint ridges that he called minutiae, which remain the basis of
fingerprint recognition, or dactylography, to this day. Through time, then, units
of biometric data have become ever smaller, from gross anatomy to microanat-
omy to genetic structure. This shrinking of the size of the unit of biometric data
captured corresponds to the exponential growth of the number of individual
profiles that biometric information systems now process.

Electronic travel documents contain digitalized biometric information that
corresponds to the traveler and any databases that may contain the traveler’s
biometric profile. The document mediates the relationship between the state
and the traveler. The EU is now setting global standards through the Interna-
tional Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). EU travel documents contain dig-
italized records of all ten fingerprints as well as facial images in a microchip,
which is sealed in a travel document such as a visa sticker for third-country
nationals or a passport (now called an “e-passport” for EU citizens). A border
guard matches the information stored in the chip against the biometric data
taken from a traveler at the border control point through fingerprint or facial
scanners (see Thomas 2005 for a discussion on human rights, law, and bio-
metrics). If a match between the two is not detected, then the border guard
must proceed to a second level of inquiry to determine the traveler’s identity.
The traveler’s biometric information is also matched against EU-wide databases
to see if any entry restrictions are in place. The more technologically advanced
fingerprint scanners monitor body heat and blood flow below the surface of
the skin to detect any phenotypic discrepancies between the actual fingerprint
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and the digitalized record (Gleeson 2003). Though not infallible, biometric
data offer a very high probability of determining the presence or absence of a
one-to-one match between the traveler and the travel document. Exemplifying
the use of mathematical rationales as much as any explicit ideology to organize
society, algorithms are used to minimize the chances of a false positive or false
negative reading. However, as one biometric consultant explains:

The problem is that the better you get at rejecting [catching] criminals, the
more likely you are to reject [catch] innocent people and the other way around.
These rules and algorithms are influencing the lives of people. Imagine that you
know you are innocent and you put your fingerprints on the detector and it says

you are a criminal.

Indeed, while false positives are rare, border crossing is ultimately a game of
probabilities.

One effect of biometric identification systems is the disembodiment of the
individual traveler and the elimination of his or her qualitative personal his-
tory. Since the state recognizes the traveler through a digital representation, not
only are bodies disappearing (Lyon 2001, 8), but border crossers become people
without histofy, to reframe a Wolf (1982) title. For it is not the qualitative ex-
perience lived through a body that is the primary object of management but
rather the status that the state attributes to the quantitative, digitalized repre-
sentation of the body (for example, tourist, business traveler, citizen of a failed
state). The individual’s dynamic history is less important than the static cat-
egory assigned to the individual’s biometric representation. The consultant
explained that biometrics has “shifted the emphasis from habeas corpus to
‘habeas cognos.” Your existence was proved because you had a body. But today
you only exist if you have information [about your body].” The European Bio-
metrics Group, an industry booster, nevertheless celebrates this shift from the
qualitative to the quantitative as a mechanism through which individuals assert

themselves as unique actors:

Biometrics is the most used way to idéntify persons: you recognize a face, a
photograph, the sound of a voice, because it looks unique. Today, biometrics
technology enables [sic] to capture this uniqueness and digitalize these various
biometrics attributes: face, eyes, fingerprint etc. . . . With the venue of the infor-
mation society, identifying yourself with biometrics seems the safest way [sic]
safest means to protect your identity against theft. If a password is what you
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know, if a smart card is what you have, biometrics is what you are! (European
Biometrics Portal n.d.)

The fusion of one’s identity to one’s biometric data likewise fuses the state’s
objectification of the individual to that of the person’s subjectivity.

Biometric information systems, moreover, effectively guarantee the eter-
nal storage of biometric information, its instantaneous transmission across the
EU’s territorial space, and the near impossibility of sharing one’s data with an-
other person (unlike a passport photograph). Along with individualizing trav-
elers, the system renders them legible across the state territory through dense
computerized networks connecting border crossing points, police surveillance
points, and any location where the traveler might come into contact with state-
regulated institutions. How are biometric systems built in the first place?

SETTING STANDARDS AND LABORING ABSTRACTLY

Reminiscent of a Kafka novel, the permeation of biometric systems into the
body politic sits bizarrely with the fact that the experts who make it happen
rarely, if ever, meet each other in person, To be sure, the enormity of the so-
cial distance between the plethora of migration policy officials is only slightly
greater than that between biometric IT workers themselves. Most of their
expert labor occurs in cyberspace where they work to integrate, consolidate,
and strengthen biometric information systems across the EU. Hardt and Ne-
gri (2000, 295-96) argue that this type of work exemplifies the “informational
economy,” where networks replace formal organizations and where proximity
of workers to each other and to material infrastructure (railways, assembly
lines, storage depots, and so on) is no longer necessary. Workers engage in
“abstract cooperation” by communicating remotely, remaining unknown to
each other, and interacting without a central agent. Hardt and Negri point
out that in today’s immaterial labor—labor that produces services, cultural
products, knowledge, communication, and so on rather than durable goods—
“cooperation is completely immanent to the laboring activity itself” and is not
imposed from the outside (294-95). The European Biometrics Forum (EBF),
an independent agency created by the EC’s Directorate General Information
Society, harmonizes biometric standards and applications. In the EBF’s own
terms, it works to develop “a secure, user friendly, socially acceptable and ethi-
cal use of biometrics in Burope” (Buropean Biometrics Forum 2003). More
specifically, the EBF is designing a road map for the industry to fill gaps in re-

BIOMETRICS 123

search, expand commercial applications, and develop new ways of integrating
biometric information technology systems. Though headquartered in Dublin,
the EBF is composed of a lean network of experts located across Europe and
the world, acting as a forum for knowledge exchange, policy developments, and
public awareness. Unisys manages their main communication venue called the
European Biometrics Portal (EBP), which is a modest website providing infor-
mation on news updates, events, links, resources, and contacts.

The EBF relies on no solid organizational structure but rather on a field
of relevant actors that CEO Max Snijder can assemble according to particular
needs similar to RABITs. Staff levels are determined according to each particular
business plan, with extra help hired externally as necessary. With this approach,
the “core of the EBF can stay small, cost efficient and flexible” (Snijder 200s).
Snijder consults with many EU member-state governments and is a high-level
member of many international biometric organizations, such as the Consor-
tium on Security and Technology of the East/West Institute, the Porvoo Group,
and the CEN Working Group on Integrated Border Management. He is also
a founding member of the International Federation for Information Process-
ing Working Group on Identity Management. He formed the Biometric Exper-
tise Group (BEG) in 2004. The BEG consists of a small team of experts (about
twelve to fifteen) that offers “knowledge and experience in building biomet-
ric business cases/models and implementation designs” (Biometric Expertise
Group n.d.). According to its own self-description, it covers all aspects of the
biometrics enterprise: “financials, business models, SLAs [service legal agree-
ments], contract management, procurement, vendor selection, legal aspects,
organizational processes, functional processes and designs, standardization,
technology assessments, testing and evaluating, auditing etc.” (ibid.).

Apropos of the industry’s amorphous organization, the EBF itself does not
offer the EC or EU member states a product as such. Rather, it enables the de-
livery of biometrics products. Speaking to the example of SC 37 standards (see
below), which enable interoperability among separate national biometric sys-
tems, Snijder (2005) explains:

We do not see ourselves actually doing the certification and testing, but help-
ing to coordinate the process. This needs to be done very quickly. We have a lot
of knowledge throughout our network and we can mobilize this in order to
find organizations and help them create the appropriate test and certification

centres.
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He highlights the work of the Essen Group, composed of IT experts from the
UK, the Netherlands, and Germany (discussed below). This group, he explains,
“is working to create interoperability of ePassport solutions. They are very in-
terested in sharing this information with other Member States. This is exactly
the sort of role EBF can play”

While abstract cooperation enables the production of SC 37 standards,
these standards are crucial for achieving “interoperability” between national
databases, EU databases, and electronic travel documents. As Bowker and Star
(1999,13) put it, “A ‘standard’ is any set of agreed-upon rules for the production
of (textual or material) objects.” Standards allow things to work together across
distance, through time, and through heterogeneous metrics (14). Their fusion
effect across different communities of practice results from their being both
ambiguous and constant as well as both abstract and concrete. Bowker and Star
describe standards as “boundary objects,” which can obtain common-identi-
ties in different contexts because they are weakly defined in generic terms and
strongly defined in particularized, tailored applications. They interlock systems
that would otherwise fragment or never converge to begin with, and function
as a countermeasure to the broader alienation of workers that occurs in ab-
stract cooperation, and of mass society in general. As direct social relations
become estranged, standards reconnect people through much more mediated
and technologically driven forms of communication.

Standards also help the EC unify a hitherto fragmented biometrics industry.
The four largest biometrics companies operating in Europe—SAGEM, Motor-
ola, Cogent, and Gemalto—had been developing biometric systems for numer-
ous clients in national and local governments. The EC now has integrated these
various systems into such EU-wide entities as the Schengen Information Sys-
tem (SIS), the Visa Information System (VIS), or other registered traveler (RT)
programs. More specifically, SC 37 standards will enable biometric IT systems
produced by different vendors to exchange template fingerprint data rather
than digitalized fingerprint images. The difference lies in the size of the lat-
ter at 15 kilobytes versus the former at 3 kilobytes; the smaller size allows the
data to move more quickly through the network and take up less storage space
on a travel document’s radio frequency identification (RFID) chip. SC 37 stan-
dards facilitate the exchange of fingerprint minutiae points among the differ-
ent national systems that store biometric information, allowing border guards
to quickly match biometric information between the traveler, travel document,
and the biometric database.

BIOMETRICS 125

The name “SC 37” blandly refers to Subcommittee 37 of the Joint Technical
Committee 1 (JTC1) of the International Standards Organization (ISO), which is
an international network of national standards institutes from 157 countries. The
production process for SC 37 spreads far and wide, incorporating a diversity of
disciplines and industries. JTC1 consists of forty participating member states and
forty-two observer states along with other partners such as international com-
missions and industry associations for banking, telecommunications, nuclear
and geological sciences, and multimedia systems. It divides further into dozens
of subcommittees, working groups, and specialty groups. JTC 1 holds an annual
plenary meeting, but the bulk of its mutual cooperation takes place virtually on
its website, where reports of all kinds are posted, some of which are publicly
available. Other matters such as ballots, resolutions, and projects are discussed
through “livelinks” on the website, which require passwords and login IDs. Ironi-
cally, the enduring aspect of its abstract cooperation exists virtually in cyberspace
on its “Enterprise Workspace” for I'T (Information Technology Standards 2003a).
Since 1998, JTC 1 has published well over one hundred sets of international stan-
dards annually, mostly on information technology systems. JTC 1 draws on the
talents of roughly 2,100 technical experts from around the world (Information
Technology Standards 2003b). As of April 6, 2007, it had issued sixteen standards
on biometric technical interfacing, biometric data interchange formats, and bio-
metric performance testing and reporting. The names of these standards sound
painfully tedious to the uninitiated, for example: “Informational technology—
Common Biometric Exchange Formats Framework (CBEFF)—Part 1: Data Ele-
ment Specification” (Information Technology Laboratory 2007).

The Essen Group further illustrates abstract cooperation, as it amounts to
an informal network of IT specialists supported by governments and industry.
The group exists in no core location, office building, or physical space. Instead,
it created a website where it posts reports from tests and experiments on the in-
teroperability of passports and e-documents. The name “Essen” simply refers
to the German city in which the semiprivate secunet (Security Networks AG)
is based. This IT security company provides the domain services and IT secu-
rity for the Essen Group website on which the group’s reports are posted (secu-
net 2008). One significant report sums up the results of a 2006 test workshop
held in the Crown Plaza Hotel in Berlin (secunet 2006). The German Federal
Ministry of the Interior hosted the event with further support and cooperation
from the Brussels Interoperability Group, the EC, the ICAO’s New Technology
Group, and other public and private entities. In this event, titled the ePassport
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Interoperability Test Event, IT experts spent four days testing the exchange ca-
pability of the ICAO’s new digital information standards. The results of the test
conference are available on the Essen Group website, along with other up-to-
date results and notifications, for interested parties to study.

The test event illustrates the ad hoc and ephemeral connections that exist
between actors in the biometrics field. Most of the communications, prepa-
rations, and preliminary work that formed the substance of the conference
were conducted separately in dispersed labs and then communicated virtu-
ally. The actors know each other mainly through mediated forms of commu-
nication (e-mail, teleconferencing, website messaging, and so on). Their direct
interpersonal contact composes nothing more than a hectic conference, the
photographs from which show meeting rooms unceremoniously filled with
computer equipment strewn across tabletops. Again, the enduring substance of
their I'T work—the very information about how to technically create interoper-
able systems to process the biometric data in e-passports—exists on a website.
That substance is, ironically, virtual information rather than something mate-
rial. It is thus similar to the bodies of border crossers themselves, which are rep-
resented through digitalized biometric information more than through their
own corporeality (habeas cognos over habeas corpus).

Significantly, no formal organization was required to mobilize the vast
array of expertise that contributed to SC 37’s development. Specific location is
a second-hand issue; it is decided on an ad hoc basis, and functional consider-
ations are the main priority: where and how quickly can we assemble and dis-
assemble our computer stations? Information laborers work in a plethora of
private companies and public institutions and are drawn from these different
locations to pool their knowledge around a collective “problem.” It is the “prob-
lem” of irregular migration that animates the network and its “informational
economy” more broadly even if information laborers have no vested interest in
it. Nevertheless, like those working on the I-Map and the 3MP guidelines, the
flexible and decentralized character of this abstract cooperation remains piv-
otal to the assembly of a very specific, centralized, and territorialized goal: the
careful regulation of bodies across the EU’s external border.

SC 37 signals both an assertion of the EU as a global leader in biometric
technology and a major advance in the convergence of an EU-wide informa-
tion exchange system. The EC’s implicit reason for creating the EBF was to
build a European industry standard that could improve upon and be indepen-
dent of the more widely accepted US standards, according to one former EC
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official. The EU began pushing e-passport technology more quickly than any
other country in the world. Another EC official responsible for integrating bio-
metric information systems pointed out:

We were the first in the world [on large-scale interoperability]. Now ICAO will
take over our standards. The US [was] much later than us. They still have not
decided if they will take fingerprints. NIST [US National Institute of Standards
and Technology] standards weren’t for passports. Some in Canada. EU has
much influenced international standards. Balkan countries, Turkey, even US

were looking at us.

“CLAIM AN IDENTITY”

In addition to those who produce the capacity for large-scale biometric infor-
mation systems, others must justify those systems’ social value. These justifica-
tions emerge out of discussions between small business leaders, big business
leaders, industry boosters, and EC, national, and local officials. Though cer-
tain people among them possess the institutional capital and administrative
talent to take the lead in moving this process along, they are not O’Brien-like
Orwellian figures. Similarly, no éminence grise is pulling the strings from an
undisclosed location. Instead, these individuals overall embody middle-class
morality, liberal humanitarianism, and economic entrepreneurialism and see
the role of the police, security, and defense establishments in migration man-
agement as a matter of common sense. The ethnographic question is how a
rationale of governance functions in these officials’ mundane practices to legiti-
mize the isolation and securitization of the individual traveler, which in turn
facilitates the management of millions of travelers. The rationale is not simply
rhetoric that stands in contrast to material processes. Instead; the power of the
rationale is that it fuses together “reasonable” opinion and material practices so
tightly that mainstream debates cannot entertain their decoupling and the new
ideas that might follow.

Like the different experts described throughout the book, these business
and government professionals work in isolation of each other, so catching them
in rare moments of dense interaction offers valuable ethnographic opportuni-
ties to learn how such a rationale appears in policy discussions. One occasion
took place in a convention in London’s charming Covent Garden organized by
Science Media Partners, a consortium supporting the global biometrics indus-
try. The event buzzed with five hundred participants, mostly government of-
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ficials and industry leaders. They flocked around display booths to examine
microcameras, facial scanners, dactyloscopic readers, and other Bond-like gad-
gets. These devices measure biometric data such as the diameter of one’s iris,
the distance between the tip of the nose to the corner of the jawbone, and the
vein pattern in one’s hand. Large companies like Raytheon provided pamphlets
on information technology systems capable of handling millions of individual
profiles at a time. These participants support national border control programs
like the UK’s newly created e-Borders Programme, or the EU’s SIS, VIS, and Eu-
ropean Dactyloscopy (EURODAC).

Two catch phrases emerged from the convention’s plenary speeches, work-
shop discussions, and casual conversations: “claim an identity” and “identity
management.” Like the algorithms and technical language of IT experts, these
phrases both organize work in the biometrics industry and contribute to the trav-
eler’s objectification as they separate an identity from a body and establish it as an
object over which border crosser and border guard negotiate for control. The first
phrase refers to what a traveler actually does when requesting passage into the EU
at a border control point. A top industry official working on border control sys-
tems at Amsterdam’s Schiphol Airport explained to the convention audience the
bewildering challenge of verifying identities: “You will always have people from
other countries wave a document at you and say ‘Hey, I claim an identity.” Flip-
pant though his comment sounds, he actually synopsizes the experience perfectly.
Travelers, and migrants in particular, stand immobilized at a controlled border
crossing point and ask the state to recognize their identities. They cannot assert
their identity but rather request that the state accepts the claim as if one were re-
trieving a lost possession. Our identities are effectively lost when we move from
one sovereign space to another, and they must be reclaimed from the state at the
journey’s end. The phrase “claim an identity” betrays the alienation of the self
from the state, as the state is empowered to decide if the biological traveler is en-
titled to own that political identity. Everyone is at least temporarily a stranger and
a suspect for not being whoever he or she claims to be (Browne 2009, 145).

Nevertheless, many experts justify biometrics on the grounds that it pro-
tects, rather than alienates, the individual. I asked the marketing manager of
a contractor for EURODAC why anyone should trust the state with biometric
data. She replied:

Many people say that “something is being taken from me” when they give bio-
metric information, but I look at it the other way around. Biometrics protects
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my anonymity. Has someone ever entered your home and taken something
from you? This happened to me a week after my honeymoon. The police caught
him six months later from fingerprints that they matched against his biometric

information,

The irony of her argument that “biometrics protects [her] anonymity” is that
each individual’s personal security requires further isolation from others in
the eyes of the security state. The more biometric information we bequeath
to the state, the more individualized we become, and the better secured from
other members of society. Biometrics thus generates a mere collective of indi-
viduals, simplifying the task of policing their social relations.

One expert who helped design the EURODAC system reached the same
conclusion but through an inversion of the marketing manager’s reasoning:

If you have total privacy, then you have no identity, then [you] have no contact
with any other organization. I can’t have isolation. That’s why I like biometrics:
because it’s a physical attribution. You can have only physical attribute[s]. No
one can go against it. Given the complexities of modern life, T like biometrics.
You can’t get money, you can’t transfer money, you can’t pay for things, you
can’t cross a border, you can’t have a life event without documentation: birth,

marriage, divorce.

For this individual, biometrics activates social life rather than segregates so-
cial actors, even if the social is mediated through state surveillance to prevent
identity theft and other forms of deviance. These two advocates of biometrics
can reconcile their opposing starting points quite easily through Arendt’s ob-
servation on the “public,” which requires socially constructed things to mediate
human interaction: “as a table is located between those who sit around it; the
world, like every in-between, relates and separates men at the same time. . . .
The public realm, as the common world, gathers us together and yet prevents
our falling over each other, so to speak” (1958, 52). For the marketing manager,
biometrics guarantees the sanctity of her separation and privacy so the pub-
lic cannot violate that privacy and inhibit her from participating in the social
world on solid footing. For the EURODAC expert, biometrics provides her the
means to establish her connection to the public. The two views fit together be-
cause the social integration described by the latter presupposes the separation,
isolation, and individualism described by the former. However, these comple-
mentary processes objectify the individual to preclude the threat of qualitative
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difference between individuals in mass society. Biometrics celebrates plural-
ism as a unique but quantitative matter of biological difference—fingerprints,
faces, and irises. As such, it suppresses the uniqueness of the individual’s quali-
tative personal history, which is a pluralism that can very much change the
social world (Arendt 1958; see also Zizek 2002, 11).

Another business representative, who used to work in biometrics and now
runs a document security company, quite readily recognized the objectifying
effects of biometrics. “I used to use the term ‘material biometrics’ . . . but it

»

wasn’t politically correct [in the industry],” he remarked. I asked him why, and
he responded:

Purists get upset because “bio” is Greek for “life,” and therefore biometrics
means the measurement of life . . . they said that biometrics is about life and
people. . . . Since material is not live it’s deemed to be an incorrect use of the
word. My view [however] is that the expression “material biometrics” sums up

in only two words exactly what’s going on.

If his point holds that biometrics simply measures inert material rather than
something alive in a socially meaningful way, then the gentleman evokes the
ancient Greek distinction between mere biological life (z0€) and qualified po-
litical life (bios) (Agamben 1998). He effectively argues that biometric informa-
tion systems reduce human life rather than enhance it, thus undermining the
entire moral narrative of biometrics. Following this businessman’s logic to the
end, one can conclude that the social is made possible through the reduction of
the individual’s life from a set of qualitative experiences to an immutable quan-
titative representation. As discussed below, however, the discourse normalizing
the expansion of biometric technology frames the issue in precisely the op-
posite way: biometrics allows the state to liberate (not reduce) the individual’s
qualitative capacities.

“IDENTITY MANAGEMENT”:

POSTMODERNISM MEETS THE SURVEILLANCE STATE

The phrase “identity management,” which also circulated through this conven-
tion, describes IT systems that process biographical information on very large
numbers of people. In the case of migration management, the EU renders mil-
lions of travelers comprehensible as temporary laborers, asylum-seekers, stu-
dents, and others through the processing of their “identity claims” at border
crossing points. An estimated 140 million third-country nationals legally enter
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the EU every year while 160 million EU citizens do the same (Europa 2008b).
Corporations from the US military-industrial complex, such as Lockheed Mar-
tin, Motorola, and Northrop Grumman, along with major European compa-
nies such as SAGEM, Cogent, and Gemalto possess the technological capabil-
ity and the experience to cope with the sheer volume of information involved
in identity management systems. In the wake of declining orders for military
hardware in the post-Cold War era, these companies found an expanding
market in the fields of criminology and migration management. One “solu-
tion architect” for a major defense contractor explained that “the steps from
defense contracting to migration go through criminal justice with advanced
intelligence work, facial and other forms of identification, and systems integra-
tion.” The transition proved relatively smooth as these companies already pos-
sessed the relevant experience in systems engineering, data storage, personnel
training, budget management, and so on. One industry consultant hired from
a national defense background explained:

How do you bring all the stuff together, biometrics at 250 locations, commu-
nications networks so information comes in three seconds on request? How to
schedule control of your program? The hardware for that could fill up a whole
building. [Border control] is a natural extension of the intelligence business.
If you look at it from the system perspective it is the same thing. The tracking
doesn’t matter if it is a migrant, a MiG [Soviet fighter jet], or a terrorist.

Identity management for border crossing purposes involves a huge amount
of biological information stored in EU databases that is instantly transferable
across EU space. The labor power of postmodern, deterritorialized IT networks
is now fused to the modern state project of protecting territorial integrity. While
the work of Frontex and its affiliated institutions monitors space at the EU’s
external border and beyond, in complementary fashion biometric information
systems begin at the border to monitor incoming human flows through con-
trolled crossing points.

One example is Raytheon, a multibillion-dollar company with offices in
nineteen countries that is best known for designing weapons systems. It leads
Trusted Borders, a group of seven companies, in the £650 million e-Borders
project for the UK’s Home Office. (Lockheed Martin and Northrop Grumman
led unsuccessful consortia in the competition.) Perhaps the most comprehen-
sive border control program in existence, e-Borders operates at all points of
entry into the UK—rail, sea, and air-—to gather information on domestic and
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international passengers. It checks both arriving and departing passengers on
domestic and international flights. Through enhanced communications and
information management technologies it can combine the service of several
law enforcement agencies including police, customs and excise, and security
services. Trusted Borders aims to identify those who “have no right to be in the
UK and [to] assist in the fight against terrorists and criminals” (United King-
dom Home Office Press Office n.d.). Lin Homer, chief executive of the newly
formed UK Border Agency, proudly announced in April 2008 that since the
start of e-Borders earlier that year 23,000 alerts appeared in the system; 1,700
arrests took place; and many football hooligans were prevented from leaving
the UK for other countries. She also announced that the Biometric Visa Pro-
gram has been catching 150 cases of identity swap per month.

The EU’s major IT systems such as SIS, VIS, and EURODAC grew out of
earlier multinational efforts in Europe to share information on deviant in-
dividuals such as criminals, terrorists, spies, and refugees. In the 1970s, west
European police agencies relied on early versions of fax machines to transfer
information about socially marginal travelers. As technologies increased the
scale of information capture, so European governments widened the net to en-
close the entire population of travelers, Interior and justice ministers from the
then European Community held regular meetings beginning in 1975 to dis-
cuss international cooperation between their respective national police forces.
They found motivation in acute security crises such as left-wing Europe-based
terrorism and the Palestinian attacks on Jewish athletes at the 1972 Munich
Olympics. The first intergovernmental group of ministers to formally orga-
nize around such information-sharing was called TREVL “TREVI” stood for
the French acronym Terrorisme, Radicalisme, Extremisme et Violence Inter-
nationale, though it might also signify the famous fountain in Rome. This al-
lusion also coincidentally referred to the surname of the then director-general
of police in the Netherlands, which was “Fonteijn” (Benyon et al. 1993, 152).
Though TREVI originally focused on terrorism, prompted by talks of a com-
mon European market it expanded into other areas of law enforcement. Four
working groups soon composed TREVI: (I) antiterrorism; (II) public order,
equipment, and training; (III) drugs and organized crime; and (IV) the aboli-
tion of borders. The EU’s current definition of terrorism ranks as one of Work-
ing Group I’s enduring contributions to transnational surveillance: “the use or
attempt to use violence by an organized group to achieve political goals” (154).
Working Group I focused on the technical challenges of information exchange
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among hitherto incompatible national databases. Its first major opportunity to
harmonize communication arose in the aftermath of the 1985 Heysel football
stadium tragedy in Brussels. The rowdy behavior of Liverpool supporters re-
sulted in the collapse of a stadium retaining wall that crushed thirty-nine fans
to death. The working group organized a network of permanent correspon-
dents in each country to share information on hooligans suspected of com-
mitting violence and vandalism as they followed their favorite clubs around
Europe. This surveillance and monitoring of such class-based violence led to
agreements on common reporting formats that facilitate information exchange
(155). Working Group III also led to the standardization and harmonization of
information exchange as well as investigative techniques and criminal analysis.
It also absorbed the responsibilities of Working Group IV.

These efforts to combat terrorism, criminality, and political violence set the
precedent for the foundation of the Schengen Information System (SIS), which
records information about goods and people as they cross the Schengen border
(Joubert and Bevers 1996, 38-39). The Schengen Area (Chapters 1 and 3) func-
tions as a homogenous block of space collectively monitored at external border
control points, thus forming an internal complement to Frontex’s surveillance
of the EU’s external space. The group’s 1985 founding members—Belgium,
France, Germany, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands—abolished their com-
mon borders to permit the free movement of goods and persons, a move that
spawned efforts to create common visa regimes and a common asylum policy.
Italy joined in 1990, followed by Spain and Portugal in 1991 and Greece in 1992.
Now all EU countries are members of the Schengen Group, though the UK,
Ireland, and Denmark participate only on matters of police cooperation rather
than the free movement of persons. The Schengen Agreement was transposed
into EU law in 1999. The Schengen Group similarly established four working
groups: (I) policy and security; (II) movement of persons; (1II) transport; and
(IV) customs and movement of goods. Whereas TREVI focused on the crimi-
nal and terrorist dimension of cross-border flows, the Schengen Group started
the comprehensive process of monitoring flows of all kinds. Schengen’s remit,
therefore, includes everything from harmonizing police communication pro-
cedures to reducing the risks of global flows including agricultural products,
ship cargo, illegal drugs, and the various categories of international travelers.
To meet the needs of intensified communication, the Schengen Group was
among the first organizations to develop and systematically use an electronic
mail infrastructure (141).
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Following close in the footsteps of that revolutionary form of communi-
cation, the Schengen Group first developed SIS to process and share travelers’
personal data, though it has yet to make the planned switch from alphanumeric
to biometric data. Updated every five minutes and with seventeen million en-
tries, SIS keeps data on people’s name, nationality, place of birth, and known
aliases and on lost, stolen, or missing firearms, documents, motor vehicles, and
money. The Schengen Agreement ensures intra-EU cooperation on investiga-
tions of illegal migrants, on tracking and extraditing criminals, on filling Euro-
pean arrest warrants, and on monitoring “asylum shoppers.” By the end of 2011,
SIS II will include biometric facial images and fingerprints, with some states
considering iris or retinal scans. As of 200s, it utilized six different “alerts,” in-
cluding people wanted for arrest and extradition, people refused entry into the
Schengen Area, missing or dangerous persons, people wanted in court, people
placed under surveillance, and lost and stolen objects. The charter for SIS I al-
lows for the creation of new categories of alert including “football hooligans”
and “protestors” set to be included under the category of “violent troublemak-
ers.” SIS II had obtained one million records of persons under this category as
of 2005 (Hayes 2005). Seven member states have finalized SIS III, also known as
the Priim Treaty. Nine more states have declared their intention to sign. With
sixteen member states on board, they can have SIS III transposed into EU law,
which would permit the sharing of DNA, fingerprint, and license plate infor-
mation among participating states. Authorities in one signatory state will have
access to the relevant databases in others so that information can be matched
for identification purposes (Council of the European Union 2007). In effect,
the Priim Treaty further collapses the distinction between citizen and nonciti-
zen as it monitors EU and third country nationals alike.

The EU’s first large-scale biometric information system grew out of the
Dublin Convention (signed in 1990 and coming into force in 1997), which cre-
ated common procedures aimed at stopping asylum shopping. This convention
addressed public allegations that refugees were in fact economic migrants who
abused national asylum systems by placing claims in multiple countries or ap-
plying in subsequent countries after a denial. Out of the convention emerged
EURODAC, which went live in January 2003, The EURODAC biometric infor-
mation database stores generic personal data like name, date of birth, sex, and
home country as well as biometric data in the form of ten rolled fingerprints
and three slap prints. The applicant submits this information when claiming
asylum, and it is then matched against a central database to determine if the
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applicant has made a prior claim in a different EU country. In 2008, EURO-
DAC processed 219,557 sets of fingerprints, of which 75,919 belonged to people
illegally present on the member state’s territory and 61,945 to people trying to
cross borders irregularly (Europa 2009a). It is the first large-scale biometric in-
formation database that overcame the problem of interoperability described
earlier. While lower-caliber systems existed in the US between the FBI and local
police forces, “EURODAC was really pushing the boundaries,” as its chief archi-
tect concluded in an interview. The technical requirements for EURODAC are
now being used in SIS II, VIS, and the Biometric Matching System.

The “problem of visa shoppers” prompted work on the Visa Information
Systemn, scheduled to go live by 2012 at the earliest. The EC described VIS as
necessary “to prevent threats to internal security of any of the Member States”
(Commission of the European Communities 2004, 12). Since admission to one
Schengen Area country provides easier access to others, visa applicants might
apply in multiple countries to increase the likelihood of acceptance. Currently,
citizens from 134 countries require visas to enter the Schengen Area, and about
five million of the approximately twenty million annual visa requests are re-
jected (Lobjakas 2005). New applicants for a Schengen visa must travel to an
EU consulate in a third country and supply a digitalized facial scan and ten
digitalized fingerprints taken flat. Exceptions are made for children under six
years of age and individuals who cannot physically present the biometric infor-
mation to a scanner (European Commission 2006b). The European Commis-
sion maintains the Central Information System, the National Interface in each
member state, and the communication infrastructure between them (Commis-
sion of the European Communities 2004). VIS will process five types of visas
including short-stay visas, transit visas, airport transit visas, visas with limited
territorial validity, and national long-stay visas. Visa applicants will submit the
information according to the regulations of the state to which they are apply-
ing. The national authorities will create a file and link it to any other files on
that individual that might exist in the VIS, The file is to consist of the applica-
tion number, information on the visa status, and the authority to which the ap-
plication has been submitted. Also included are personal data such as surname
(and surname at birth); additional names; sex; date and country of birth, cur-
rent nationality, and nationality at birth; type, number, date of issue, and date
of expiry of the travel document; place and date of application; and type of
visa request. The system also records the details of the applicant’s sponsor who
will bear financial responsibility during the stay. Data are also gathered on rea-
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sons for a visa rejection, annulment, revocation, or extension. Finally, a photo-
graph and fingerprints are also entered in digitalized, biometric form. The data,
stored for five years, distill a three-dimensional life into a two-dimensional dig-
ital representation.

The potential numbers of non-EU citizens absorbed and abstracted into
biometric information systems are legion. VIS will likely become the world’s
largest biometric database as it stores data on people from over one hundred
countries across the globe. A high estimate for the number of profiles to be
stored in VIS reaches seventy million people. As of 2003, police officers, bor-
der guards, immigration officials, intelligence officials, security officials, vehi-
cle registration authorities, judicial authorities, and customs officials had an
astonishing 125,000 access points to SIS, a figure that includes only the fifteen
pre-2004 EU member states {(Council of the European Union 2003, 11). New
member states implemented the system in 2007, increased the tally to over
500,000 (Council of the European Union 2009, 3). The decision to provide se-
curity agencies with access did not occur through the requisite legislative pro-
cedures outlined in the Schengen Convention. Rather, according to Statewatch
(n.d.), SIS working groups composed of officials from member states agreed
informally to reinterpret Article 93 of the convention, which says that SIS is “to
maintain public order and security, including State security.” The change ex-
emplifies the ease with which key security decisions are rendered as technical
rather than political matters.

REGISTERED TRAVELER PROGRAMS:
FROM NATIONAL TO CLASS DIFFERENCES VIA INDIVIDUALIZATION

EC officials also design biometric information systems to expedite the circula-
tion of “wanted” travelers. These registered traveler (RT) programs facilitate
border crossing for individuals who have relatively high economic capital, a
move that emphasizes the individual over the collective, and class over na-
tion. EC and industry officials justify these programs as the next reasonable
step forward. Dr. Frank Paul, the EC’s unit head for Large-Scale Information
Technology Systems, oversees the administration of SIS, VIS, and EURODAC.
He projects a commanding but not egocentric presence, which suggests a dis-
passionate but not callous competence. His demeanor conveys to an audience
of industry leaders and government officials that he is a man “we can do busi-
ness with.” Much of his work focuses on the EC’s developing relations with
the biometrics industry. His dry wit and down-to-earth style help when he
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tells a group of industry leaders that the EU’s plans for an RT program will
take time: “Folks, we're talking about government activity here. OK? So, this is
not gonna happen tomorrow.” He added with a laugh, “That’s very difficult to
explain to people. I sometimes get calls from industry and people say ‘So, Mr.
Paul, are you rolling this out globally by the end of the year?” No we are not,
no we are not. We definitely are not.”

However, the low expectation that Paul sets for a delivery date belies the
unit’s ambitious plan for supporting RT programs. EC officials and industry
leaders in biometric and information technology envision these programs as
eventual replacements for what they see as an outdated visa system. They argue
that today’s visa programs place all travelers requiring visas into the same cat-
egory with the same prerequisite security clearances, which presents an unfair
hassle to the virtuous traveler. RT programs can rectify the obstacles that this
individual faces. Traditional visa policy in this view is too unsophisticated to
expedite border passages and identify “high risk” travelers. The solution lies in
shifting the emphasis in border regulation from nation to class by applauding
the virtuous traveler and by acting on simple common sense. As Paul explained:

Basically what you want to do is to allow those people who are low risk . . . you
want to allow them a speedy passage through the border. Now, “low risk,” what
does that mean? If you take a look at visa policy as such, and this is part of a
broader debate, we are basically looking at an outdated concept. Visa policy
today is country-based. And why do you ask for a certain nationality to have a
visa? Because you have found out that for a variety of reasons . . . there is a risk
of terrorism, economic migration, whatever . .. for a variety of reasons a certain
nationality needs a visa. That doesn’t make sense. That doesn’t make sense.

So you say, for example, all Lebanese for whatever reason need a visa. That
doesn’t make sense. That doesn’t make sense. Because a visa is an additional
security layer, you do a more thorough check than you normally do . . . when
someone pops up at the border [by] checking him beforehand. But it doesn’t
make sense to ask a visa from every Lebanese citizen because it means that
everyone is put into one pot and you apply the same rule to everyone in that
pot. And that means that the person who might indeed be a security risk has
to apply for a visa. That’s fine. That’s fair enough. You might also catch the one
person who is a terrorist—that’s fine—but it also means the same rule applies
to the rich businessman who just wants to take his wife to Paris six times a year

to go on a super-shopping spree. That means that the most welcome to come to
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the European Union also need to apply for a visa and they’ll just say “what the
heck, I'll go somewhere else where I don’t need a visa.” And thirdly, it means that
people who just want to visit their children who are studying in the European
Union all need to go through the same procedure and that doesn’t make sense,
So long term, and I think everyone agrees at least at the European political level,
we need to move away from the country-centric approach and to the person-
centric approach. It’s not the country, the nationality as such, that causes a risk,
it’s indeed the person, your behavior, what you're doing in your life. This is what
causes a risk or not. Registered traveler programs are the first move away from
the country-centric approach to the person-centric approach where you look
away from the country and you look at the person and that person’s history.

The goal of expediting the travel of high-end consumers (the “most welcome”
in Paul’s parlance) and international students’ parents utilizes a neoliberal dis-
course that further individualizes mass society. Yet it also goes one step fur-
ther by pushing a transnational class agenda that admits travelers-on a basis
of spending capacity rather than nationality. Lin Homer, chief executive of the
UK Border Agency, similarly remarked, “We want to make it easy for legitimate
travelers to the UK: businesspeople, students, investors.” Paul explained to a dif-
ferent industry audience how RT programs are an integral part of the EC’s Inte-
grated Border Management Strategy. As they were originally known as “trusted
traveler programs,” he struggled to dispel the notion that the EC maintains a
distinction between desirable and undesirable travelers. “In our perception, the
trusted traveler doesn’t exist. It doesn’t exist because it is politically incorrect.
It implies that there are trusted travelers and nontrusted travelers, which is not
quite the way we see it. The way we see it is that there are trusted travelers and
travelers we trust even more” Through ironic laughter he admitted that it is
difficult to put into a term, “so this is why we moved to ‘registered traveler.”
As Paul indicated, this increased individualization deployed to separate and
mobilize “wanted,” “trusted,” “business,” and “educated” travelers requires fur-
ther streamlining of the visa application process. Elaine Dezenski, a senior vice
president for Crossmatch Technologies, argued in April 2008 that even though
current enrollment in RT programs has reached only 700,000 out of a billion
travelers a year, “we can still make the argument that RT is entering the main-
stream.” This mathematically questionable statement nevertheless signals the
modes in which certain factual observations are normalized-—that is, through
sheer repetition by actors endowed with the requisite technical knowledge and
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administrative capital. The wealthy traveler appears as the norm, and is thus
mainstream, while the low- or middle-income traveler or illegal migrant is re-
moved from sight as a deviant or at least as abnormal. The economics support
her argument better than the mathematics. According to one biometrics con-
sultant, “RT travelers are only 16 percent of travelers to Europe [and] 80 percent
of the business of travel is supported by that 16 percent ... so RT makes it easier
for those people. It’s [about profit] with the excuse of terrorism.”

Dezenski also deploys the argument of convenience that highlights how ap-
paratuses designed for different purposes in one historical moment can trans-
form to take on a broader suite of reguiatory functions. Speaking at the same
event in a talk called “Registered Traveler: A,Path to Technology and Policy
Convergence?” she casually said, “Let’s have a think,” to show the simplicity of
the reasoning that had hitherto evaded the policy conversation:

What normally happens when you apply for a visa? You provide ten fingerprints,
at least when you come to the US. You go through an interview with a consular
officer. You provide a significant amount of biographic data. Your fingerprints are
checked against a relevant database or two or three. And a decision is made. What
happens when you typically apply to a registered traveler program? You provide
ten fingerprints. You go in for an interview. You provide documentation . . . lots
of biographic data. Those biometrics are run against a relevant database. So, you
are seeing the point here. I think that there is a convergence of processes. And one
question that perhaps, again, we can think about for our panel discussion is “at
what point does an RT process look like a visa process, and at what point do we
see a convergence of these processing activities that are taking place in advance of
the actual travel?” If the goal is to make the passenger processing run as smoothly
as possible to get the most out of our infrastructure.. .. to use the available tech-
nology for multipurposes, we need to be thinking even beyond where we are now
as to how we get to that convergent point, if that is what we want.

Registered traveler programs in Europe are currently designed to expedite bor-
der crossing for travelers who do not need a visa to enter the Schengen Area.
(The EC aims to extend these programs for qualified travelers who do need
them.) Travelers who qualify for these programs can pass through automated
border crossings at an average speed of eight seconds since the process requires
no interaction with a passport control officer. “If you are a businessman, then
you know it very well . . . every minute counts. Whether you have to queue two
hours or ten minutes makes a huge, huge difference in your schedule,” Paul
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explained. RT programs provide members with cards containing the required
biometric information. Schengen passport holders would submit the biometric
indicator chosen by their particular program. In the case of third-country na-
tionals this would include digitalized recordings of the traveler’s facial scan,
fingerprints, and flat prints (recordings of the four fingers on each hand and
each thumb lined up next to each other).

The Automated Border Passage Project at Amsterdam’s Schiphol Airport,
also known as the Privium Program, is a leading example of an RT program
available to travelers not requiring a Schengen visa. It serves “trusted travelers”
across the internal borders of the European Economic Area (Airport Technol-
ogy 2008) and exemplifies the hyperrefined strategies at work in expediting
their circulation. Privium offers three categories of membership: Basic (€99),
Plus (€119), and Partner (€s5), the latter being an extra membership attached
to either Basic or Plus. Basic membership entitles the traveler to pass through
border control with an iris scan while Plus membership includes several extra
features: parking in Schiphol’s P2 car park adjacent to the arrival and departure
halls; business class check (even with an economy class ticket) with eighteen
participating airlines; discounted valet parking at Schiphol Airport; discounted
rates on mobile phone calls; discounted rates on luggage sealing; automatic
check-in and seat selection; and discounted wireless Internet rates at 32,000
hotspots with a single password and user name. Special offers are also avail-
able to Privium members, such as discount rates at airport spas and on Italian
jewelry (Schiphol Airport n.d. a). “Airports are turning into shopping malls;
by every thousand people we get through quicker, we make that much more
money,” remarked another EC official working on biometric information sys-
tems. The Privium Program not only creates frictionless travel for passengers
with economic capital, but it also pads that experience with extra comfort. In-
deed, as global capitalism continues to eradicate barriers to the movement of
commodities and financial capital, the travel experience of capitalism’s tech-
nocratic elite must create a sense of privilege and entitlement lest travel begin
to feel burdensome and mundane. Gold-level travelers receive personal greet-
ings from flight attendants (even when seated in economy class), and red car-
pets often resembling worn doormats are provided when they step through the
boarding gate to the jetway.

Applicants accepted to the Privium Program make a fifteen-minute appoint-
ment at the Privium Service Point at Schiphol Airport. (Acceptance requires
only a payment of the membership fee, a valid passport, and a height of a meter
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and a half.) A representative then scans the passenger’s iris to digitally record
the spatial geometry of 256 measuring points. These are used to reproduce the
lightness-darkness patterns unique to each individual. The scan is preserved in
a biometric chip sewn into the Privium card. The one-and-a-half-meter height
requirement ensures that the iris scanner, fixed at 130 centimeters, can read the
traveler’s eye. The border passage reader scans the iris and photographs the eye
four times in a second. These images are compared against the digital image
stored in the card to verify identity. Border crossing through the Privium Pro-
gram takes an estimated ten to fifteen seconds. The surveillance of the individual
traveler, moreover, occurs with as little intrusion as possible. No blinding flash
is used to photograph the eye, only three “weak” red lights positioned at differ-
ent angles. Neither eyeglasses nor colored contact lenses need to be removed
when facing the automatic border passage reader. Iris scans require no physical
contact with the scanning equipment, unlike fingerprinting, which risks trans-
mitting bacteria or viruses left on the finger scanner. The only possible inconve-
nience is bending over to position one’s eye within ten to fifteen centimeters of
the scanner. If the scan fails to work, then an agent will escort the traveler to the
front of the line for a border crossing using a regular document check (Schiphol
Airport n.d. b). In effect, the Privium Program exemplifies the marriage of lib-
eralism and advanced state security; the traveler’s border crossing experience is
free from the state’s physical intrusion while still meeting its security conditions.

The EC envisions a sea change in overall border management practices
along these lines that would allow for massive financial savings. Paul announced
boldly, though in a subdued tone:

In a way we are introducing a revolution, we are introducing a revolution at the
border. Border checks [have remained] relatively unchanged:. . . we are intro-
ducing a revolution where most of the checks will be done automatically. ... We
have shown in our studies that huge investments in a fully automated system
would pay itself off in less than two years, because the savings would be so huge
because you need much less people at the border. At the time being, we believe
that one border guard will be sufficient to supervise up to eighteen e-gates.

He drew on the example of the administrative border between Hong Kong
and mainland China where a million travelers arrive each morning and are
processed through approximately eighty fingerprint-based e-gates requiring
only five or six border guards. “It’s absolutely amazing. So border guards can be
freed up to really focus on the risk cases so that at the end of the day we will en-
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hance security while making it easier for bona fide passengers to cross borders,”
Paul explained. He concluded the point by stressing, “If we don’t do anything,
we will have chaos in our airports in five to ten years.” The fact that he high-
lights China—as did the official in Chapter 3—as a model for successful border
management suggests eerie similarities in regulating mass society between two
politically opposite polities. Both polities appeal to the same normative border
crosser in the form of the frequent business traveler, from such places as Hong
Kong or Lebanon, who bring in large amounts of cash but stay for short periods
of time. This new subjectivity, of course, contrasts quite sharply with the border
crosser of lesser social status or economic means. While some travelers may
experience a sense of liberation, others confront serious restrictions.

“A CHAIN OF TRUST":
THE NORMATIVE BIOMETRIC SUBJECT AND OTHERS

Biometric IT systems do not just encourage particular social categories and
hierarchies. They project a new normative subjectivity backed by the power of
the state, inclusive of its formal governing institutions, business lobbyists, tech-
nical experts, marketing specialists, and so on. Of course, the extent to which
people actually internalize this subjectivity remains an empirical question, but
they must contend with it in one way or another. While understanding the
policymaker as a subject is crucial in comprehending the emergence of the EU’s
migration management apparatus, no less important is drawing out the arche-
typical migrant that this system demands.

A video presentation of the Portuguese Electronic Passport (PEP) best il-
lustrates this normative subject (Portuguese Consulate in Sydney 2007). Since
April 2005, the Portuguese government has been issuing state-of-the-art elec-
tronic passports that fully comply with EU and international standards and
have become a model for other national governments. Currently, EU passports
must contain a digitally scanned facial image and two digitalized fingerprints,
usually from the right and left index fingers (Europa 2009b). The video shows a
merger of the biotechnical and the qualitatively unique individual in which the
former is necessary to liberate the latter from criminals and terrorists lurking
in a sea of anonymous travelers. The effect is to meld the self-actualized indi-
vidual with the high-tech security state. Against a soundtrack mixing the noises
of jungle animals with mysterious melodies, the video begins with blurry foot-
age of travelers moving through airport corridors. The narrators, who alternate
between a male and female voice, explain that “in order to answer the citizens’
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needs as well as issues of free circulation and collective security, the European
Union and other international organizations have defined a new security pol-
icy for travel and identification documents.” The video then shows the EU flag
(a circle of thirteen gold stars against a solid royal blue field) from which a new
PEP emerges. The passport draws closer to the viewer, and its personal identi-
fication page opens. The viewer then sees a close-up shot of the bearer’s photo
before the video segues to a collage of heterogeneous people moving through
their daily lives, most of them with smiles or looks of compassionate concern.
The narrator says, “A passport that serves the citizens! A safe document!” The
video then shows a digital representation of a human body, a photograph of
an actual human face, and the contents of the carrier’s personal information,
all inside the circuitry of the PEP’s microchip. The narrator explains its abil-
ity to withstand forgery and counterfeiting by detailing its graphic paper, poly-
carbonate coating, digitalized photographs, security threads, geometric lathe
patterns, and other security features. He punctuates the list by asserting that
“Personal elements are visible, yet secure! In a nutshell, a process that ensures a
valid document, in the hands of the right person!” This point is made against
a soundtrack of dramatic and uplifting techno-rhythms.

To retain national identity in a world of globalization and hybridity, the
passport remains faithful to Portuguese culture by incorporating sketches of
the great poets Luis de Camdes and Fernando Pessoa. The video shifts back to
technical matters by introducing a data-gathering system that is “fast and clear,”
demonstrated by a passport control officer easily processing information stored
in a PEP. It explains how the traveler’s digital facial image can be matched against
an image of the bearer taken at a border crossing point. The narrator assures the
viewer of the PEP’s reliable data protection systems, which allow the passport
to “defeat identity usurpation, data theft, and illicit practice.” The narrator then
explains that the PEP “articulates” with other e-government programs in Portu-
gal and meets the standards for the US Visa Waiver program. Returning to a full
shot of the passport, the narrator says the “PEP helps create a chain of trust be-
tween public administration and citizens, as well as stronger bonds with other
countries and international organizations.” Reinforcing the Portuguese-ness of
the document, however, the video simultaneously shows a handsome, rugged,
and individualistic image of artist Jilio Pomar. It also presents the PEP pages
that feature maps of Portugal’s historic voyages around Africa’s Cape of Good
Hope, of the emigration routes of its diaspora, and of Internet communication
routes. The video concludes with “The New Image of Portugal in the World”
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The PEP video showcases a subject whose life chances, creativity, and
self-actualization are enhanced precisely through the state’s use of advanced
technology. Neoliberalism is fused to the police state and integrated into an
international surveillance system. Biometrics ensures the individual’s safety
from the external threats of identity theft, fraud, terrorisim, and human traf-
ficking networks. Protection against a loss of the self requires a union between
the state’s (or the EU’s) public administration and the citizen, which allows the
latter unique creative expression, as exemplified in the artist Pomar. Further-
more, the liberated self is set free to travel and to circulate. Concealed in the
apotheosis of the normative subject are the travel restrictions placed on peo-
ple from poorer countries and countries suspected of harboring terrorists or
international criminals. The racialization built into this norm will in theory
be eradicated as RT programs become institutionalized as the EC hopes. At
that point, discrimination will be class-based, with easy border passage made
available to anyone with economic means or educational level regardless of
cultural-cum-racial background.

However, the link between class and racial background is evident in the dif-
ficulties faced by skilled workers immigrating to Europe. While the rhetoric
surrounding biometric data and e-passports celebrates the expedited flows of
creative individuals, the experience of submitting one’s personal information
to the authorities feels like the same identity theft that the state is trying to pre-
vent, Dr. Melek Dogru, the Turkish scientist working in the Netherlands men-
tioned in Chapter 1, explained:

My parents visited me for the Xmas holidays. If you could see the informa-
tion that they had to hand over to a private company that the Embassy hired
in Ankara to manage the visa applications you would not believe in your eyes!
Copies of credit cards, bank accounts, papers to prove ownership of housing,
their jobs, income, insurance papers, health papers, papers from the employ-
ers to say that they are aware of this trip, etc. etc. . . . Plus the papers that we
had to sign over here . .. no privacy at alll I called the Embassy and protested.
I mean, you hand over information to the Embassy, I understand, but who can
guarantee the security of this information in a private company? The answer I
got was expected and simple: if you want your parents to visit you, you have to
go through this.

Dogru sees this as a global problem reflecting growing disparities between the
North and South. She continued, “I guess it is not very much known how little
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privacy we ‘non-Buropeans’ have and how much we go through to get visas and
how much we are humiliated in border checks even far before 9/11 and yet today
all around Europe.”

More drastic are the stories of those lacking a promising future outside the
EU who succumb to human traffickers to bring them inside the union. Pros-
titution is a depressing example. While extended participant-observation with
migrant street prostitutes is a difficult proposition (though see Lindquist 2009
for an illuminating ethnography), undercover police officers investigating il-
legal migration and transnational crime exposed me to the decrepit material
circumstances in which these prostitutes live and the horrific impact that pros-
titution has on their lives. “It was there;” officer Ricardo said while pointing to
an old town outdoor café, “where the boss told her that she will have to pros-
titute herself.” “She” is a teenager from Romania now working in a southern
EU member state for a transnational crime ring. “Romanian bosses threaten
to harm the girls’ family back home if they do not comply,” explained Ricardo,
who has been working undercover for five years. “She broke down in tears after
he told her that. We had it on video and audio. She might get 30 percent of her
pay and will give over 70 percent to the pimp.”

Street prostitutes in this national capital work from about 11:00 P.M. to
4:00 A.M. and may see as many as ten clients a night. Cars drive slowly through
the seediest parts of town, surveying the selection quite literally on the basis
of national background. “Nigerians run the area near the technical university,”
Ricardo explained as we watched a male figure approach a woman standing
just far enough from a bus stop to suggest that she was not actually waiting for
public transportation. Making our way out of that district, we moved through
a narrow street strewn with trash but home to a number of night clubs out of
which Ukrainian bosses run prostitution rings. Not much further away was an
intersection populated by Brazilian prostitutes. “Since the US started tighten-
ing its border, we’ve seen an increase of illegal Brazilian immigration in south-
ern Europe. Much of it starts in Portugal.” Waiting in pairs in doorways and
alleys, these women glance discreetly at the potential clients driving by:

If they accept a client, then they go to a nearby pension run by the ring. There,
the pimp can protect them from violent clients and make sure that they do not
run away. Most don’t, though, because they have nowhere to go and they fear
for the families back home. If he is a regular client, then the pimp might let her
go somewhere else with the client but he’ll have to pay more.
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The usual pensions where prostitutes take their clients are dilapidated
buildings that one would expect an EU municipality to condemn as unfit for
habitation. Moreover, these are often the same types of buildings in which the
prostitutes live. “Pull over there,” Ricardo asked his partner driving the car. He
then got out of the car and hung his police officer’s badge around his neck.
Crossing the street, Ricardo looked into the front door of a seven-story build-
ing, one of many in a row. His partner then got out and encouraged me to come
along. The foyer stank of mildew, and trash and debris were piled in the corner.
A bank of mailboxes dangled from a few odd nails in the wall. As we ascended
a narrow and dirty staircase, Ricardo’s handgun was visibly tucked into his belt.
The floorboards at the base of each flight of steps had broken through, and
flimsy sheets of plywood were placed on top of the holes. Plaster had fallen
from the walls. Some doors to the flats were smashed, but as we climbed each
flight it was clear that no one lived, or could live, in this building. One could
see through the cracked doors that most of the rooms were filled with debris.
However, at the seventh floor, we stopped in front of one door, beneath which
light was shining out. “Four or five prostitutes live there,” Ricardo explained. “If
you go in there, it will stink from the dirty dishes and rotten food in the kitchen.
You wouldn’t want to live there.”

The contrasts are clear between the virtuous PEP-carrying traveler, the
Turkish scientist working in the Netherlands, and the street prostitutes traf-
ficked in from abroad. The desired migrant is a person of honest individualism,
deserving of efficient service and in need of protection from lurking identity
thieves. This person is also implicitly an individual of economic means who
lubricates the flow of cash and capital. RT programs assume the normality of
that individual even though registered travelers constitute a small percentage
of total travelers. Some travelers are subject to a higher level of scrutiny when
entering the EU; others are forced into a dangerous and unsavory life in the EU
underworld.

THE ALTRUISTIC STATE AND THE HELPLESS INDIVIDUAL

European Commission officials well know the hardships that so many migrants
face. They nevertheless rely on key rhetorical devices to argue that the benefits
of properly managed migration outweigh the costs in human suffering. This
justification involves a deft weaving of many disparate aspects of migration
management that show how the individual is to be protected from all possible
crises, how this goal requires ever more surveillance, how the sanctity of the
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law is maintained, and how the state remains innocent through the entire pro-
cess, Frank Paul shows empathy in the face of a human crisis, an empathy that
quickly transforms into suspicion:

You have all seen those terrible pictures of people drowning in the Mediter-
ranean trying to reach . .. Lampedusa and then in the Atlantic as well to the
Canary Islands, etc. These are absolute tragedies. We have to do everything to
stop it. And one of the ideas is the need to develop a very sophisticated maritime
surveillance system that will allow us not only to detect those movements as
early as possible but also before actually people really . . . get to the Mediter-
ranean, have more intelligence on their whereabouts. Today as we speak there
are an estimated 250,000 people—zso,ooo—.who are hanging out in Lit;ya basi-
cally just waiting for passage to Europe. And we know more or less about their
whereabouts but we would like to have more information, more intelligence
about what exactly they’re planning, when they’re planning to go to Europe,
how do they do this, when do they embark . . . and by doing that and having
that information we would be able to intervene much earlier and then not only
with idea of building . . . an absolute fortress around Europe because this is not
our intention, but it is simply to save lives and make sure that these people don’t
drown and direct them to legal ways of emigrating. Because today the biggest
problem is that it is very difficult to legally emigrate to Europe and therefore
organized crime today has a higher revenue . . . a higher revenue . . . very few
people know this . . . from smuggling people, from trafficking people than actu-
ally they have from drugs. Today smuggling people is a much more profitable

business.

Paul’s narrative morally justifies the displacing effect of narrowly defined legal
migration channels; that is, the production of ambiguous geographic spaces
like deserts, seas, and decrepit urban areas and of a dispensable labor force
willing to traverse those spaces at all costs. The state—in the form of coopera-
tion among EU member states—innocently strives to save the lives of people
who have made “bad choices,” in a neoliberal register, or who are passive vic-
tims of invisible evildoers such as smugglers traveling incognito. As such, the
invocation of the maritime surveillance system and biometric identification
systems is justified as a humanitarian measure to protect, rather patronizingly,
individuals from themselves, invoking a neocolonial register. This is the only
conclusion Paul qua EC official can reach, because he must avoid two things:
one, portraying the migrant as an evildoer, which is not politically correct; and
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two, acknowledging the structural inequalities at work, because this could lead
to a moral justification for illegal migration.

Skepticism of these large-scale population management systems can be
found at high levels. Baroness Sarah Ludford MEP argued that “the VIS is a bor-
der management system, and its principle is not to combat terrorism and crime.
Let us remember that 99.9 percent of visitors to the EU are legitimate travelers
who do not have any connection with criminality whatsoever, nor indeed do
illegal immigrants or unauthorized entrants.” An EC official who drafted legis-
lation for biometric standards on EU passports similarly confessed that “all of
this is done for .0o01 percent of travelers. For me, it’s something like [firing] a
cannon to a fly. It’s not my decision.” The former EC official who spearheaded
the creation of EURODAC explained her motivation in terms of protecting the
reputation of asylum applicants from neo-nationalist defamation:

When I started I was naive because I thought EURODAC would validate the
true asylum-seeker and challenge the bad reputation they were getting in the
press ... I think EURODAC did prove that there is an underclass of people who
move around, but it is much smaller than imagined. This helps manage migra-
tion because we need migrants to produce wealth because we are not producing
babies. EURODAC actually changed the discussion this way and rather quickly.
Only 230,000 a year in the thirty countries. Are you really being swamped? The
neo-Nazis [now use] the expansion eastward—Poles, Estonians, etc.—in their
diatribes, not so much Chinese and Indians.

Despite their intents, none of these high-status individuals can impede or re-
fine the proliferation of biometric information systems. This process happens
in a political context that allows border management to be treated as a technical
problem. The ultimate concern at stake shifts ethics (the terms in which people
should relate to each other) to administration (the most efficient procedures
for managing a mass of undifferentiated people).

The EU’s large-scale biometric information systems complement the Frontex
mission described in Chapter 4. While the latter monitors all incoming travel-
ers located in the space beyond the external border, biometric systems regulate
all travelers crossing controlled checkpoints to circulate within the space of that
border. As a technical endeavor these systems result from the labor of loosely
affiliated workers in the informational economy, all of whom engage in ab-
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stract cooperation. Standards, functioning as boundary objects, enable these
systems to fuse together across vast geographic settings and disparate policy
arenas (Bowker and Star 1999, 15-16). The ephemeral character of networks
of IT experts belies the synthetic strength of the surveillance systems that they
build. Advocates in the European, national, and industrial bureaucracies insist
that biometrics guarantees individual security, enables individuals to partici-
pate in social life, and allows them to activate their creative potential. In effect,
however, the pluralism of peoples’ biology is substituted for the pluralism of
their personal histories, thus neutralizing any given individual’s potential for
social transformation for the sake of public administration.

Biometric systems objectify travelers by .reducing their identities-to digi-
talized information, by separating identities from bodies and storing them in
electronic travel documents as biometric ‘data. Those data then mediate rela-
tions between the individual travelers and the state; the former must regain
their identities at border crossing points in order to move from one sovereign
space to another. Border crossing proceeds not only along national lines but
also along class lines; wealthy travelers are encouraged to submit biometric data
to RT programs as part of a sustained effort to increase the speed with which
they consume goods and stimulate the EU economy. Biometrics thus helps di-
vide global space into vertical layers in which the weaithiest can move relatively
easily throughout the top strata. Those in the lower strata must either travel
under tight restrictions or clandestinely cross the external border only to live
a life in the underworld. The next chapter demonstrates how those restrictive
conditions fit into the EU’s circular migration agenda through which migrant
labor power is extracted at minimum cost and with minimal presence on EU
territory.



THE RIGHT SOLUTION, OR,
THE FANTASY OF CIRCULAR MIGRATION

We have a responsibility. The key continent we need to work on is Africa.
We contributed to the problems it is facing. Africa has always been
Europe’s problem.

former European Commission migration official

THE IDEA OF CIRCULAR MIGRATION AND THE ENTERPRISE-UNIT

“Migration to another country is not a decision for life,” announced a jovial
state-level minister in Germany to a Metropolis delegation (Chapter 2). “We
need to improve the conditions for mobility . . . and prevent brain drain. . . .
Let the Malian doctor work in Manchester and at home.” Along with “circular
migration” and “temporary migration,” “mobility” has become a choice buzz-
word in migration policy discussions, not least because it implies permanent
circulation rather than permanent settlement. The idea of circular migration
holds that migrants do not wish to settle in their destination countries, Rather,
they wish to travel to wealthier countries to remit higher wages and to gain
skills that will help them return home better equipped to develop their com-
munities and countries. The increase in these migrant-entrepreneurs’ human
and financial capital also better supports development in the global South than
centrally planned programs conjured up in distant European capitals. Fur-
thermore, this idea of circular migration allows migration policy officials to
speak for the good of the South’s poor migrant masses, to be cognizant of their
dignity, to work to provide them opportunity, and to appear to transcend the
parochial nation-state. Posing as a great equalizer of economic inequalities, it
is not simply an idea but rather a fantasy that EU policymakers must appear to
believe. Yet more pragmatically, circular migration functions as a tacit compro-
mise between nationalist conservatives (neo-nationalists) concerned that mi-
grants will become permanent fixtures of society and economic conservatives
(neoliberals) concerned that cheap labor will not be available for economic
growth. It resolves their most significant disagreement, specifically the length
of time a migrant should be permitted to stay on national soil. It serves as
the “right solution” (pun intended) to their basic disagreement, allowing the
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broader architecture of migration management to remain intact. Given how
it ties together the loose ends of so many policy problems, circular migration
functions as the conceptual lynchpin of the EU’s efforts to harmonize migra-
tion management.

This chapter examines the institutionalization of neoliberal economic ra-
tionales in EU circular migration policies that result from negotiations between
EU member states and migration-sending and transit countries. Officials from
countries located along all points on the transnational migration chain coop-
erate to build a regime of manageable, transparent, and efficient circulation of
labor often with the support of NGQOs and IGOs in the process. Their efforts
aim to empower migrant laborers with increased human capital so that they
can both contribute to the receiving national economy and return home to de-
velop their home countries. The supporting infrastructure lubricates not only
migrant circulation but also the attendant flows of cash, finance, and technical
knowledge. The chapter then investigates how efforts to build a circulation re-
gime shape different institutions and programs that encourage temporary labor
migration and discourage attempts at illegal border crossing. These range from
the creation of migration information centers in Saharan Africa, to the signing
of “mobility partnerships” with third countries, to the uploading of web-based
job portals that match non-EU temporary laborers with EU employers. Draw-
ing on the Blue Card debate in the European Parliament, the chapter also dem-
onstrates how a conservative political discourse contains the range of opinions
impacting EU migration policy.

Unlike in years past, today’s circular migration programs cast individual
migrants as potential entrepreneurs. Officials shift the object of policy analy-
sis from the laborer as a resource between capital and production—or a pas-
sive object of planning—to the laborer as one who uses the means available
to him to achieve policy goals—or as an active subject in planning (Foucault
2008, 223). The laborer is now recognized as a bearer of capital to be encour-
aged and rewarded with more knowledge, skills, and income. Moreover, the la-
borer is, conceptually speaking, an “entrepreneur” in a (global) society made
up of “enterprise-units” (225). Far from symbolizing Homo economicus of
classical theory, who is an actor embedded in relationships of exchange, the
entrepreneur-unit exists for himself: for his own capital, his own earning, and
his own production, especially the production of his own satisfaction (225~
26). This shift also reinforces the commodification of not merely the worker
but rather the worker’s various skills and thus reduces this individual to a skill
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set to be sold on the labor market (Urciuoli 2008, 212). It also functions as the
dominant policy paradigm between EU policy officials and their counterparts
in third countries with whom circular migration programs are developed.

CELEBRATING THE CIRCULAR MIGRANT
IN INTERNATIONAL POLICY DISCUSSIONS

Circular migration programs draw on new strategies in organizing labor forces
through the individualization of the migrant workforce. Like so many policy ini-
tiatives in adjacent domains, circular migration programs work by creating the
conditions for the delivery of the product rather than the product itself. Recall
that the EBF did not aim to produce biometric devices for the EU or its member
states. Rather, it organized the experts in the field to do so on an ad hoc basis.
The EMN strives only to create a common vocabulary with its Asylum and Mi-
gration Glossary so that member states can coordinate their particular policy-
making endeavors. It does not aim to deliver policy solutions from the center to
the member states. Rather than asserting what constitutes better border control
practices, 3MP’s I-Map is only a clearinghouse to be used on an “as needed” basis
for border control. In the case of circular migration, the EU creates the conditions
to generate a locally defined labor migration objective rather than dictating the
specific need and delivering the solution. This move transpires through a wide-
spread adherence to a liberal rationale about economy, subjectivity, and mobility
that can be incorporated into disparate migration projects pertaining to remit-
tances, development, knowledge enhancement, and so on. Its plasticity accounts
for its polymorphic appearances. This rationale furthermore assumes a migrant-
subject who is an active, self-starting entrepreneur rather than a mere worker
selling his labor to the highest bidder. Foucault describes the situation as follows:

The mobility of a population and its ability to make choices of mobility as in-
vestment choices for improving income enable the phenomena of migration
to be brought back into economic analysis, not as pure and simple effects of
economic mechanisms which extend beyond individuals and which, as it were,
bind them to an immense machine which they do not control, but as behaviour
in terms of individual enterprise, of enterprise of oneself with investments and
income. (2008, 230)

The whole strategy of organizing circular migration in such a way as to
minimize the length of a migrant’s stay needs justification to the European
public, third-country governments, and the labor migrants themselves. Like
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the German official’s call to “Let the Malian doctor work,” liberal migration
officials adopt a populist stance in their implicit battles with neo-nationalists.
Franco Frattini (2007), former European commissioner for justice, freedom
and security, invoked “mobility” to announce that a wholesale new paradigm
of migration thinking was necessary:

We have to shift—even if not completely—our traditional way of thinking of
migration as a world of loss and sorrow. Let us be realistic in a visionary way.
Let us try to use, a new expression: EU mobility. We have to look at immigra-
tion as an enrichment and as a [sic] inescapable phenomenon of today’s world

not as a threat.

Frattini was quick to link this new vision to the global North’s internal compe-
tition for labor from the global South:

We should take more account of what statistics tell us: 85 percent of unskilled
labour goes to the EU and only 5 percent to the USA, whereas 55 percent of
SKILLED labour goes to the USA and only 5 percent to the EU. . .. Europe has
to compete against Australia, Canada, the USA and the rising powers in Asia.

The increased market value of migrants qua laborers mixes with a broader
narrative of valuing migrants qua vital human beings. However, statements
about the value of the migrant’s life carry ambiguously coded messages. Offi-
cials, on the one hand, can speak of migrants in positive terms as “contributors”
and “resources” and, on the other, support policies that recruit migrants for par-
ticular short-term labor needs. A blurry line separates the claim of cherishing
individual migrants as global entrepreneurs from a policy effect of extracting
maximum labor gain at the lowest possible cost. The average of these two posi-
tions might be an agreement among liberal officials to discard the condescend-
ing term “illegal” in favor of the more neutral term “irregular” Migrants are thus
not “bad” in a legal or moralistic sense, but they are not “normal” in an adminis-
trative sense. One OSCE official explained in an interview with me:

“Irregular” is a broader term. Some states like to use the term. This is of con-
cern to many of our participating states. The political environment may not be
conducive to migration. But, it might be of interest to the business community.
Sometimes a more liberal approach is better.

By illuminating the individual migrant as a positive economic force, liberal
officials can avoid referring to the negative structural factors that systemati-
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cally degrade poor migrants’ material well-being. The framing of the migrant
as global traveler also provides crucial support to EU efforts to globalize mi-
gration policy or, in practice, to integrate the policies of transit and sending
countries into its own. Reasoning through a similar neoliberal perspective, the
Global Commission on International Migration (GCIM), established by Kofi
Annan at the very end of his second term as UN secretary-general, reported
that “the international community [should] capitalise on the resourcefulness of
people who seek to improve their lives by moving from one country to another”
(Global Commission on International Migration 2005, 5). It is the “people” in
the form of a mythical group of migrants who would otherwise uplift them-
selves if nation-states only overcame their parochialism. The passage calls only
for the opportunity to circulate—not to resettie—and plays right along with
circular migration’s compromise between neoliberals and neo-nationalists.

Lant Pritchett of the Center for Global Development offers the most lib-
eral argument for circular migration to have entered the policy debate. In a
book with the Moses-inspired title Let Their People Come, he argues that if the
world’s rich countries would allow just a 3 percent rise in temporary labor mi-
gration, then the world’s poor countries would receive $300 billion in return
(2006, 3-5). This yield would far exceed the annual $70 billion in aid and de-
velopment funds. Moreover, this small increase in labor migration would yield
$50 billion to the rich countries that admitted the additional migrants. Ac-
cording to Pritchett, public officials should tackle political reluctance by ar-
guing that freer labor mobility is no more dangerous than the rich world’s
current free trade regime. Morally framed in terms of the well-being of every-
one living below the poverty line of rich countries, “which is the large bulk of
the world’s population” (2), this book has excited officials working in interna-
tional organizations who feel much less pressure from neo-nationalists than
their counterparts working in national government ministries. “We think it is
a great idea but try getting states to go along with it,” explained one such offi-
cial based in Vienna.,

This idea of circular migration shapes formal cooperative agreements be-
tween top-level EU and African migration officials. In lofty preambles to in-
ternational agreements, acknowledgment of structural inequalities often
precedes more detailed references to neoliberal solutions. For example, the
Joint Africa-EU Declaration on Migration and Development (2006), an-
nounced from Tripoli on 22 and 23 November 2006, affirmed the new prior-
ity of linking these two “problems” in a trans-Mediterranean relationship. The
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declaration opens: “RECOGNISING that the fundamental causes of migra-
tion within and from Africa are poverty and underdevelopment, aggravated by
demographic and economic imbalances, unequal terms of global trade, con-
flicts, environmental factors, poor governance, uneven impact of globaliza-
tion and humanitarian disasters . ..” The declaration of the 2006 Euro-Africa
Ministerial Conference on Migration and Development held in Rabat, Mo-
rocco, further codified the union of these two policy priorities. At the meeting,
more than fifty foreign ministers and other high-level officials from Europe
and North, West, and Central Africa stressed the necessity of making “better
use of the potential of migration as a factor for the development, modern-
ization, and innovation of the societies of origin, transit and the host societ-
ies.” They also affirmed their concern with “the phenomenon of brain-drain
which holds back the development of countries of origin by depriving them of
quality skills, leadership and experienced workers” (Euro-African Partnership
on Migration and Development 2006). The IOM puts the tenets into prac-
tice through its Handbook on Establishing Effective Labour Migration Policies
in Countries of Origin and Destination, which was written in cooperation with
OSCE and the ILO. The handbook elaborates three reasons commonly heard
in migration policy discussions why circular migration presents a win-win
sitination for the three involved parties (OSCE/IOM/ILO 2006, 113). First, re-
ceiving countries meet their labor needs and avoid the problem of long-term
migrant integration (a tip to the neo-right). Second, countries of origin do not
suffer from brain drain and benefit from the transfer of knowledge and remit-
tances. Third, migrant workers and their families benefit from the increased
wages and increased human capital.

This idea of circular migration was further ensconced in Article 13 of the
Cotonou Agreement, which helped to finalize a Joint Declaration on “Migra-
tion and Development” signed by France, Spain, the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS), the European Commission (EC), and Mali
on 8 February 2007. Article 13 captured a familiar gamut of policy arenas. It
called for the signatory parties to protect human rights and eliminate racism;
to treat third-country nationals fairly and integrate them on terms comparable
to citizens; and to consider strategies for reducing poverty, improving living
and working conditions, and developing training opportunities—all of which
should contribute to “normalizing” migratory flows. These stipulations match
the circular migration narrative as they uphold the right of any individual to
flourish, even if these are intended to keep people within their national borders,
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as stated in the fourth point: “the Parties shall ensure that such action is geared
towards the vocational integration of ACP [signatory African, Caribbean, and
Pacific states] nationals in their countries of origin” (Cotonou Agreement 2000,
22). The policing of illegal migrants, however, is also written into Article 13. It
asks for a committee to develop policies to prevent illegal flows, without spec-
ifying what these policies might entail, and for a humane return policy that
respects human rights. It asks that African countries readmit their nationals
without further formalities. The commitments outlined in these international
agreements set the direction of circular migration programs, as shown below.
As a result, liberal economic policy emerges as an essential part of migration
management, even as the individual migrant upon whom the economic growth
rests is encased and monitored through such police procedures as humane re-
turn for illegals and enhancement of the border police.

Security has not been removed from the agenda, but it is moved to the back-
ground and interwoven into a comprehensive approach to migration man-
agement. A quote from the director-general of the International Centre for
Migration Policy Development (2008, 2) illustrates the discretion with which
security backstops the migration and development paradigm:

Considering the nexus between migration and development, we are also ex-
ploring how to make development work for better managed migration. The
question obviously has, and still does, alert the attention of policy makers and
administrations dealing with asylum and migration policies in countries of des-
tination. Some answers do suggest that in many cases economic development
increases the propensity for migration for a sustained period. Experience also
shows that dialogues and capacity building efforts supporting good governance
in areas such as migration and security are indeed quite often preconditions for
enhanced inter-governmental co-operation. This will lead to genuine migration
partnerships for the benefit of the countries concerned and, last but not least,
for the migrants themselves. [CMPD draws this conclusion out of its numerous

activities to back up structural reforms.

The passive voice reporting that “migration and security are indeed quite often
preconditions for enhanced inter-governmental co-operation” is the voice of
Europe, which makes its cooperation on migration-cum-development condi-
tional on African cooperation on migration-cum-security. The hidden secu-
rity premise conditions the migrant’s own beneficial experience similar to the
policy justifications found in the domains of border security and biometrics.
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Industry leaders augment the narratives of creating opportunities for in-
dividual migrants and building a global infrastructure to regulate their cir-
culation. Unisys Belgium, a high-tech business services corporation, and the
Migration Policy Group (MPG), a prestigious migration policy think tank, are
jointly developing a web portal to inform potential migrants about EU and
national migration policies, legal migration opportunities, and the risks of il-
legal migration. According to Ann Mennens, project manager of the Immi-
gration Portal, “People who are thinking about moving to EU member states
deserve the most up-to-date information on opportunities, requirements and
processes. This portal will provide potential immigrants with a comprehensive
tool that will support them when making the decision to move abroad” (Unisys
2008). Much like the Portuguese electronic passport, industry leaders conceive
of the Immigration Portal as an enterprise uniting all stakeholders—industry,
government, and migrants. Patrice-Emmanuel Schmitz, Unisys director of EU

management consulting, made the point:

Immigration management is one of the EU’s major challenges in the years to
come. Europe will need to invest significantly in order to manage existing mi-
gration flows and deal with new waves of migration. Together with our partner
MPG, Unisys intends to create a portal that gives all stakeholders a clear, cross-
community understanding of the benefits and implications of immigration in the
EU, without forgetting the risks and consequences of illegal immigration. (ibid.)

The above quotes, spoken and written by disparate policy officials at dis-
parate times and places, are not random and disconnected. They must be read
synergistically in all their appearances in policy documents, in newspaper ar-
ticles, at migration conferences, and in public statements from officials at all
levels. When they are stitched together, a picture emerges of who the ideal mi-
grant actually is and what kind of political economy sustains that idealization.
Again, the point of this exercise is not to determine empirically if this ideal
migrant corresponds to the modal migrant that might emerge out of the mil-
lions traveling annually through the EU. In other words, the point is not to ask,
“Do the policymakers understand the proverbial ‘on the ground’ reality?” Simi-
larly, the question here is not, “Will circular migration programs work per se?”
Rather, the task is to tease out what officials assume about these migrants when
producing circular migration policies and, in turn, what type of subjectivity
migrants actually confront when engaging with these policies. It is furthermore
to ask, “How does the concept of circular migration hold together the broader
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migration management apparatus and the.EU’s contemporary political econo-
my?” It counts as a victory for neoliberalism that the ideal circular migrant and
the ideal citizen-traveler carrying an e-passport are almost entirely identical
subjects. Both are cast as creative individuals trying to maximize their capaci-
ties through global travel; both are endangered by nefarious transnational net-
works; and both find security and protection from the surveillance state and
well-managed borders. While only one benefits from citizenship in a wealthy
country, both are reduced to circulating objects whose value is determined by
their productivity and entrepreneurialism.

CIRCULAR MIGRATION IN PRACTICE

Circular migration is not new. As the French sociologist Philippe Fargues ex-
plained to an audience of policymakers, NGO leaders, and academics at a 2008
Metropolis International conference, circular migration was invented by mi-
grants themselves. Chinese migrants between 1860 and 1920 evaded the US Ex-
clusion Act by smuggling themselves into the US and then back to China only to
be replaced by younger migrant workers, This steady supply of replacement la-
bor kept cash flowing back home indefinitely as it maintained a stable age pyra-
mid in the US. Moch (1992, 76--88) documents a host of temporary and seasonal
migration patterns throughout the regions of western Europe during the second
half of the eighteenth century. These systems took hold as land enclosures forced
the conversion of peasants into proletarians, as population increased in indus-
trial areas, and as rural manufacturing expanded as a result of new production
processes. Middle East and North African countries have a long history of cir-
cular migration throughout these regions well predating colonization. However,
the arrival of Buropeans drastically altered these patterns. For example, French
colons (settlers) in Algeria, including Algerian coastal cities, drew seasonal and
circular migrants from Morocco throughout the second half of the nineteenth
century and into the twentieth (de Haas 2005). During and after the French
colonial period, Malians migrated throughout French colonies and France itself.
One particular form of circular migration involved Malians working seasonally
on the peanut plantations of the Senegambia and the cotton and cocoa planta-
tions of the Ivory Coast (Findley 2004). In short, migration has played a central
role in the making of Europe for centuries despite nationalist myths to the con-
trary (Sassen 1999; Zolberg 1983). The policy challenge for European officials has
been directing migratory flows to serve the purposes of nation-states.

Today the EU is moving vigorously to regularize, encourage, and direct cir-
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cular migration in order to meet its own economic needs. Advances in travel
and communication technologies allow many migrants to maintain contact
with their countries of origin, a fact which the EU and some sending-country
governments hope to use in support of development and foreign policy agen-
das. The EU meets this goal in three steps: first, it defines the term “circular mi-
gration,” then normalizes it through institutional practices, and finally exports
the new norm to third countries through mobility partnerships and other ini-
tiatives described below. The evidence that circular migration programs will
narrow structural economic inequality is lacking. For example, Saskia Sassen
(2008) points out that the low-end jobs available to migrants in the North are
concomitant with a relative loss of household income for the families receiving
remittances back home. This vulnerable position is hardly an endemic condi-
tion of a poor country; rather, it is a consequence of economic restructuring
programs imposed on Southern countries by Northern-dominated institutions
such as the WTO and IME. The reliance on remittances is doubly problematic.
Families in sending countries are dependent on impermanent, low-end jobs,
which add up to major portions of poor countries’ gross domestic products;
for example, Tonga (31.1%), Moldova (27.1%), Lesotho (25.8%), Haiti (24.8%),
and Bosnia-Herzegovina (22.5%) (ibid.). The narrative that circular migration
solves an economic problem external to the EU by empowering the migrant,
however, glosses over these economic relations between the EU and its mi-
grant-sending countries. Sassen calls the bluff in no uncertain terms:

Stances that regard immigrants as exogenous to our own global practices are not
going to help us develop a better immigration policy. Our starting point should
actually be: how do we address the massive economic losses we have imposed
on global south countries through our unremitting pursuit of IMF and World
Bank restructuring programmes. (2008)

Nevertheless, the EU buries these structural problems in a series of programs
designed to address their effects rather than their causes.

The EC modestly defines circular migration “as a form of migration that is
managed in a way allowing some degree of legal mobility back and forth be-
tween two countries” (European Commission 2007, 4). It divides circular migra-
tion into two types that are “most relevant in the EU context™: circular migration
involves either third-country nationals settled in the EU who can temporarily
return to the home country to transfer their professional skills as a step toward
development, or people living in third countries who temporarily work, study,
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or train in the EU. The EC funds numerous projects for both types of circular
migration that are usually carried out through an implementing partner—an
NGO, IGO, or an agency of the third country’s government—in cooperation
with migration-sending countries. Most of the circular migration projects on-
going through 2007 supported efforts to institutionalize the movement between
the EU and countries in its “neighborhood”—that is, adjacent to its external
border—such as the western Balkan countries, Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, and
Ukraine, and also countries such as Colombia and those in the Caucasus. The
IOM served as the implementing partner for four of the nine projects (Euro-
pean Commission 2007).

The EC invested €10 million from the European Development Fund and
opened CIGEM—DMigration Information and Management Centre—in Mali’s
capital city, Bamako, as a pilot project, which could lead to similar centers in
countries geographically close to the EU, or in the “European neighborhood”
as the EC now calls it. The first center of its kind, CIGEM provides information
for Malians and other West Africans about the EU labor market and the risks
associated with illegal migration to the EU. The EC strategically chose to locate
it in the Malian capital because it is one of three nodal cities on West African
illegal migration routes. (The other two cities are Gao and Tessalit, both in
Mali.) CIGEM establishes a model for partnership between the EU and a coun-
try that itself is the home of a large number of illegal migrants in the EU. More
than 1,500 Malians were returned in 2007 alone. The EC would prefer the less
expensive proposition of better regulating immigration from Mali, on the as-
sumption that readily available information would discourage potential ille-
gal migrants, rather than the costlier option of apprehending, detaining, and
returning illegal migrants. Through information centers like CIGEM, the EC
will try to export managed migration to third countries by appealing to Euro-
pean neoliberal norms. Arguing that managed migration has been crafted to
improve the situation for Malian migrants, Giacomo Durazzo, head of the EU
delegation in Mali (European Commission 2008), explained that

The situation became dramatic because no one wanted to manage the phenom-
enon. And now we find ourselves in situations where people are forced to leave
[the European Union]. Actually if we developed and structured immigration
properly ten or fifteen years ago we wouldn’t be in this situation today.

Diplomats and high-level migration officials typically use the passive and col-
lective voice when championing managed migration. This grammar allows
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them to objectify the problem, separate the EU from any responsibility for it,
and claim common cause with migrants.

In keeping with humanitarian rationales of managed migration, CIGEM’s
(2008, 13) own promotional materials explain that its primary aim is “to define
a Malian migration policy addressing the concerns of potential imigrants, re-
turning migrants, and migrants residing outside Mali. It will serve as a one-stop
shop for information and guidance for migrants.” Its mission reflects the EU’s
comprehensive approach to legal, managed migration as explicated by EC offi-
cial Ilse Cougé (Europafrica 2008):

The CIGEM is a pilot project. For the first time the EU will help a sub-Saharan
African country to solve its problems of both legal and illegal migration, by ap-
proaching the phenomenon in all its aspects. The centre aims to promote the
mutual gains of legal migration, to discoui‘zkge illegal migration, to profit from
the transmission of diasporas’ funds and knowledge and to strive for a better
understanding of the migration processes to develop an adequate policy.

If successful, the EC will have created a Malian counterpart that has empowered
itself to run its own operations—but on the EU’s terms, thus exporting a liberal
rationale of economic and population regulation. No less significant, CIGEM
will help Mali “to define and implement [its] migration policy and ‘adapt’ it to
international, regional, and national dynamics” through the exportation of Eu-
ropean norms on managed migration (European Commission 2008). Equally
concerned with the recirculation of people and finance back to Mali, CIGEM
also informs would-be migrants about the potential role of the diaspora in
local development and provides advice about one’s return migration to Mali.
CIGEM’s proindividual rationale grew out of a concerted effort among Euro-
pean and Malian policymakers to refrain from “demonizing” migration and to
shift the discussion to the question of how to make migration “work” for every-
one involved. Indeed, Malian officials reinforce the same neoliberal discourse
used by their European counterparts. Badra Alou Macalou, minister for expatri-
ate Malians and African integration, argues, “This illegal migration is currently
prospering because legal migration is not sufficiently available to users. By that,
I mean potential candidates” (European Commission 2008). Abdoulaye Konaté,
director of CIGEM, similarly explains, “Today we would not be able to deal with
migration questions in a sustainable way without taking into account people’s
desire to develop themselves and find employment and training, which largely
explains the reasons they want to leave” (ibid.). Thus, the migrant-entrepreneur
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is celebrated across an international field of strategically located policy players.
That individual’s success assumes well-lubricated systems to circulate migrant
labor across the Mediterranean and to transfer remittances from the EU back
to the sending country.

CIGEM’s inaugural press release mentions that “partnerships on mobility
are also envisaged—agreements would include commitments in terms of re-
admission as well as opportunities created by legal migration” (CIGEM 2008,
15). CIGEM symbolizes global cooperation on migration management in the
form of cooperative agreements between nation-states. However, as noted,
European officials and African officials diverge sharply on the issue of devel-
opment. The former make any financial support for economic development
contingent on the latter’s improved performance in accepting return migrants
and tightening border control. (EU member states have become particularly
averse to paying for migrant detention and return.) The EU, through Frontex,
is exporting policing methods to North African countries, particularly Mo-
rocco, Libya, and Algeria.

As a technology of public administration, CIGEM resembles Portugal’s
Centro Nacional de Apoio ao Imigrante (CNAI) known colloquially in EU pol-
icy circles as a “one-stop shop” for migration. Free from the legislative and pol-
icy decisions structuring the country’s intake, CNAT’s function is to manage
migrants as efficiently and humanely as possible. It is housed in a single build-
ing in downtown Lisbon. Upon arriving at the center, immigrants are directed
to a room by the front door called the “sorting office” where they talk to a
“sociocultural” mediator. Almost always an immigrant and usually a woman,
the sociocultural mediator explains which office will serve the visitor’s needs
and what documents he or she will need to present. All the offices are located
in the three-story center. These include education offices for issues about chil-
dren’s schooling; health care offices for direction on obtaining medical atten-
tion; an office for legal advice on such matters as employment, housing, and
discrimination; an intercultural office that puts migrants in contact with im-
migrant integration programs; and the Servico de Estrangeiros e Fronteiras
(Immigration and Border Control Service) office that processes the paperwork
pertaining to their status in Portugal. CNAI also hosts a bank branch designed
especially to help migrants open an account.

On most days a mass of immigrants fills the center. The waiting room sits in
the building’s atrium on the ground floor, open to the third-floor ceiling above.
It is equipped with a large play area for children, lest they get bored while their
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parents are occupied. Immigrants also wait in the open corridors of the upper
floors, peering down over the railing as they wait for their number to be called.
Though crowded, CNAL is efficiently run and is perhaps the most sophisticated
center of its kind in the EU. However, while employees treat migrants with indi-
vidual respect, the migrants themselves feel the degradation of being processed
as case numbers and living outside the pale of law. “Useless. That is how it feels
to be illegal. You can be fired from your job. You cannot complain. You cannot
take care of your family,” explained one sociocultural mediator, a former illegal
immigrant herself. She expressed the frustration illegal immigrants feel when
they stop her on the street where she lives to ask questions. “They think I can
do more, but I can’t” To demonstrate her point she thrust her arms forward
and crossed them at the wrists as if to say that her hands were tied. Of course,
CNAT’s sociocultural mediators cannot change a migrant’s legal status in Por-
tugal. At best, they can provide help in adapting to those conditions.

As a regulator of labor circulation, CIGEM traces its roots to Morocco’s
ANAPEC (Agence Nationale de Promotion de 'Emploi et des Compétences),
which established an agreement with the Spanish government to run bilateral
circular migration programs. By the end of 2006, approximately 31,000 peo-
ple had received jobs in ten thousand businesses with the assistance of four
hundred advisers. Seasonal work in agriculture, restaurants, and food markets
comprised the majority of job offerings (Gonzilez Enriquez and Ramoén 2010).
One circular migration program illustrates an increased gendering of the in-
ternational migration-development nexus (Bailey 2010). From 2001 to 2007 it
recruited about one thousand Moroccan workers to Spain for six-month sea-
sonal employment planting and harvesting fruit and berries (Touahri 2007).
Only women from the countryside with families are eligible to participate. The
choice of laborer, of course, is intended to maximize the chance that the fruit
gatherer returns home so that the benefit of the individual’s labor is not offset
by the cost of policing visa-overstayers. No explicit mention is made of the so-
cial and even economic costs of removing a mother from her family or the pos-
sibly discriminatory labor practice of hiring workers on the basis of their
family status rather than their own qualifications. Proponents point out that
Moroccan workers received training, health care, administrative support for
paperwork, and Internet facilities to communicate with families back home
(Gonzélez Enriquez and Ramoén 2010). Moreover, proponents can celebrate the
woman’s “choice” to improve her family’s material condition through partici-
pation in the program.
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Despite institutional efforts to increase workers’ human capital, criticism of
circular migration programs is readily available. The Malian Association of Em-
igrants, which by some estimates could claim to represent one-quarter of Mali’s
twelve million people, has opposed CIGEM and warned about the rise of dispos-
able “Kleenex workers” who are tossed aside after one use (Anrys 2008). Other
refugee organizations refer to CIGEM as an “outpost watchtower of Fortress
Europe” (Buropafrica 2008). Still others argue that the point of CIGEM-—and
circular migration in general—is to provide the EU with “migration a la carte”
paid for out of its development fund (No-Racism 2008). Individual Malians who
have unsuccessfully attempted to enter the EU also voice doubts about CIGEM’s
efficacy. Nouhoum Diaby, a recently repatriated Malian migrant, told the IRIN
news agency that he tried to enter Libya three times without a visa, and that
CIGEM cannot influence people intent on migrating: “I have not heard about
the centre. But that will not change anything. If I could get the money tomorrow,
1 would leave immediately. . . . Europe can post a security guard at each metre
of its borders and we will gladly pay each of them a visit” (IRIN 2008). Off-
hand remarks from European officials suggest skepticism on their part as well.
A UNODC delegate indicated that CIGEM would also function (intentionally
or not) as a data-collection center that would support mapping exercises such
as those described in Chapter 3 (Hess 2008). Another IGO project leader sighed
with futility: “To be honest . . . there are a couple of terms in the migration world
that I don’t understand: circular migration; migration and development; global
approach to migration.”

Nevertheless, a significant part of the infrastructure of a trans-Mediterra-
nean economy is advanced through information centers like CIGEM. Propo-
nents of circular migration programs argue that secured borders throughout
North Africa would help to regularize flows within that continent as well as
curtail illegal flows across the sea to the EU. The human and financial capi-
tal accumulated by circular migrants would augment, and increasingly replace,
development aid that would increase as the borders are “normalized.” While
this policy wish might not materialize as neatly as planned, it nevertheless di-
rects the fusion of a migration management apparatus toward the EU’s inter-
ests while claiming to serve the needs of Malian migrants.

MOBILITY PARTNERSHIPS

Policy initiatives called “mobility partnerships” help to put the apparatus in-
frastructure into place. On behalf of particular EU member states, the EC ne-
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gotiates agreements with third countries in order to gain their cooperation in
controlling illegal migratory flows in exchange for more favorable conditions
for legal migration. This broad scope grows out of earlier policy statements
such as the “Global Approach to Migration,” which calls for international
cooperation to manage migration in all its facets. The partnerships are also
designed to serve the EU’s development policy agenda as well as its “exter-
nal dimension” of immigration and asylum policy (see Boswell 2003). One

veteran EC official involved in the early stages of harmonization conveys the
daunting challenge:

We need to look at incentives to make it worthwhile to legalize illegals, and to
make it attractive to business to not exploit' cheap labor. In the long term, we
may be desperate to get the people we need [even though] the public doesn’t
want Africans looking after their mothers. People want Christians, Filipinos,
Brazilians, etc. There will be global competition for these people. On the other
hand, we don’t want to be seen as exploiting the sending countries so we [need
to] get our development agenda working properly. We have to go back to a
partnership without it being a colonial practice. At the moment, Europe is the
only immigration “country” linking immigration and development, not the US,
Canada, Australia, and certainly not the Asian countries. China and India are
not going to be worrying about this.

While partnerships would vary, the list of potential commitments from any
third country is long. The EU is likely to ask for cooperation in identifying and
readmitting their own nationals, and for assistance in determining the nation-
alities for unidentified migrants. Many third countries have shown little interest
on this score, thus complicating matters for member states intent on carrying
out the returns. Third countries could be asked to participate in information
campaigns to discourage illegal migration and to cooperate with Frontex to im-
prove border control. Also, they may be required to improve the security of the
travel documents they issue to protect them against fraud and forgery or make
them biometrically compatible with EU databases. The EU or a member state
may require that the third country cooperate in information exchange for secu-
rity purposes or take increased measures to fight human trafficking and smug-
gling. The third country may also be required to make economic adjustments

that might help reduce the incentive to migrate to the EU. Mobility partner-
ships thus play a central role not only in creating the conditions for a neoliberal
mobile workforce but also in a bourgeoning EU foreign policy (Hess 2008).
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EU member states and the EC also have commitments in mobility part-
nerships. First, EU member states might offer better opportunities for third-
country nationals by giving them favorable treatment in certain visa categories.
Second, a member state could assist legal migrants coming from the third
country. This could include providing information about a member state’s
labor market, job-matching services, or technical or linguistic training. Third,
the EU can support measures to reduce brain drain from sending countries,
which usually entails a commitment to support circular migration, Fourth,
visa-processing procedures for short stays can be eased or improved, and simi-
larly, consular services in the third country can be better organized. The terms
and conditions of any given mobility partnership can draw from a range of op-
tions according to particular needs, thereby allowing EU officials to argue that
these agreements are tailored to the third country and not constrained by a
one-size-fits-all model. ;

The EC is running mobility partnerships as pilot projects with Moldova
and Cape Verde. Other specific projects will likely be incorporated to create
full mobility partnerships. The EU-Moldovan mobility partnership illustrates
the comprehensive and decentralized character of these agreements. Much of
its content draws upon existing projects with EU member states. For exam-
ple, the Swedish Employment Agency works with its Moldovan counterparts
to strengthen the latter’s ability to accept returned migrants and reintegrate
short-term labor migrants back into the Moldovan economy. The Polish Min-
istry of Internal Affairs and Administration supports Moldovan measures to
detain illegal migrants and to cooperate in the fight against human trafficking,.
The Portuguese Servico de Estrangeiros e Fronteiras (Immigration and Border
Control Service) cooperates with the Moldovan Ministry of Internal Affairs
to incorporate EU standards on unspecified migration issues. The Moldovan
Border Guard Service signed an agreement with Frontex to implement proce-
dures for risk analysis, planning and participation in joint operations, training
of personnel, and research and development. Portugal and Moldova signed an
agreement on social security as part of the broader package (Republica Mol-
dova 2009). Moldova’s biggest incentive is to increase its own capacity to secure
its borders, to manage flows through its territory, and to create more efficient
mechanisms for remittance transfers. It can also realize one of its fundamental
foreign policy goals as it moves away from the Russian and into the EU sphere
of influence. EU integration allows, again, for the exportation of EU standards
on global matters ranging from trade practices, to border security, to absorbing
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foreign investment, to government downsizing and support for nongovern-
mental organizations. In short, it liberalizes Moldovan society on terms favor-
able to the EU.

Cape Verde’s mobility partnership features a similar framework, with the
goals of facilitating legal migration flows, linking migration and development,
and countering illegal immigration. The EU will pay €51 million out of the Eu-
ropean Development Fund from 2008 to 2013 for this partnership, which is co-
ordinated from Lisbon by the Portuguese Institute for Development Support
(IPAD). A major aspect of facilitating legal migration is the creation of centers
similar to CIGEM. Located in Praia, these centers accept applications for short-
term stays in the EU and function as clearinghouses of information to provide
order and clarity to potential migration. This information might include mate-
rials on job opportunities, on migrant workers’ rights, and on the rights of re-
turned migrants. The centers also support migration and development, which
would heavily involve the Cape Verdean diaspora. Both EU and Cape Verdean
officials see the diaspora as a resource, especially as its numbers equal those of
citizens living at home (De Queiroz 2008). After the signing of the partnership,
IPAD director Manuel Correia was quick to point out that it aims to “stream-
line the migration process, but not to eliminate the need for EU visas for mi-
grants from Cape Verde, nor to establish an extraordinary legalization process
for undocumented migrants” (ibid.). He also added this refrain commonly
heard in high-level policy circles:

The idea is also to provide Cape Verde with well-qualified workers from among
its own nationals living in other countries. A Cape Verdean medical specialist
working in Europe would be able to go home for a while without having to
worry about getting back into the EU. [Circular migration would enable] better
control of the flow of migration, which, as is well known, includes illegal traf-
ficking and subsequent exploitation of human beings. (ibid.)

The Cape Verdean president, Pedro Pires, echoed the positive feelings, announc-
ing in June 2008 that he hopes French president Sarkozy will offer solid support
for his country’s work in “creating the conditions for legal Cape Verdean mi-
gration” (ibid.). Pires also reiterated that Cape Verde will cooperate in prevent-
ing the island country from being used as a “trampoline” for illegal migrants to
jump to Europe and will provide Europe with another ally in the global fight
against illegal migration (ibid.). Cape Verde Properties Direct saw the mobility
partnership as a marketing asset in attracting tourists and investors to its beach-
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front locales. Its website announced the partnership as a sign of further assur-
ance to potential clients that the country is “economically and politically stable,
the country is rapidly gaining increasing interest from investors searching for
high potential capital gains along with a growing tourism market” (Cape Verde
Property 2009a,b). In its “Country Brief” the World Bank also mentions the
Cape Verde mobility partnership with the EU as one sign of prosperity, others
including having pegged its escudo to the euro, having an 8o/70 percent export/
import relationship with the EU, having joined the WTO in 2007, and having 8o
percent of its economy in the service sector, around which most circular migra-
tion programs are designed (World Bank 2009).

DEVELOPMENT AND DIASPORAS

The IOM also places great faith in circular migration and “co-development”
with respect to seasonal agricultural labor (OSCE/IOM/ILO 2006,124). In 1999,
the Uni de Pagesos (Farmers’ Union) of Catalonia, Spain, in cooperation with
farmers’ unions of Valencia and Mallorca, began managing the recruitment of
labor from Colombia, Morocco, and Romania for work in the fruit-growing
sector. By 2008, the program provided 5,250 housing units for the more than
eleven thousand migrants. The program evaluates labor needs in the sector
and, along with the Catalonian Ministry of Labor, determines quotas and deals
with the logistics of issuing visas, arranging transportation and housing, and
monitoring work conditions. The union’s philanthropic arm, Fundacié Ag-
ricultors Solidaris, provides migrants with an orientation on services such as
health care and language training, on remittance transfers, and on labor laws,
and it organizes social and cultural activities. It also supports codevelopment
opportunities in the migrants’ home countries with cofinancing and technical
assistance for the creation of small businesses, agricultural enterprises, and civil
society organizations. For example, it provided additional support to build a
women’s information center, an association of small milk producers, and a co-
operative on the marketing and selling of fruits (ILO 2009). The IOM draws on
these examples of development to justify circular migration to policy officials.
It explains that

Co-development begins with the movement of seasonal workers between ori-
gin and host communities. They remain, on average, six months in the host
society and six months at home. As a result, two parallel flows are created: [first]

An econoric flow: seasonal workers contribute with their work to the sustain-
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ability of the fruit sector in the host country. In return, they receive wages,
which, to a large extent, become remittances for their families [; second} A more
intangible flow, namely the interchange of knowledge and experiences. In host
countries, the presence of seasonal workers approximates citizenship with the
realities of less favoured and vulnerable communities. It promotes the devel-
opment of these communities with collective projects co-financed by the host
communities. (ibid.)

Another example of institutionalizing informal circular migration routes is
found in the Integrated Management Information System (IMIS) cofunded by
the IOM, the Egyptian government, and the Italian government. IMIS functions
to circulate specifically targeted Egyptiaﬁ labor to fill particular labor niches in
the Italian economy. The program serves the aim of “regularizing” illegal Egyp-
tian migrants in Italy but also of facilitating the return of detained illegal mi-
grants, as the two countries signed a readmission agreement in 2007. Over the
following year 2,400 Egyptians were returned (ILO 2009, 7 fn. 30). According to
data from the Egyptian government, in the year 2000 around 90,000 Egyptian
migrants were living in Italy, while the OECD reported that only 32,800 Egyp-
tians held residence permits in the same year. This left some 60,000 Egyptians
living in Italy without documentation (Roman 2009, 91). Italy has attracted
both high- and low-skilled Egyptian labor because of high unemployment rates
in Egypt since 2000, the loss of jobs in the Gulf oil economies due to the ar-
rival of cheaper labor from Southeast Asia, and the relative ease of traveling to
Italy from Libya via boat (90). Rafaat Radwan, chairman of the Information
and Decision Support Centre, a government agency supporting economic and
social development in Egypt, praised IMIS as a chance to “bridge the gap be-
tween North and South” and play a role in the “dialogue of civilisations” (Abdou
2003). The IMIS project moved in two phases (Roman 2008, 3). The first, which
ran from 2001 until 2005, established the program’s infrastructure. Egypt’s aptly
named Ministry of Manpower and Emigration built the employer-employee
information exchange website and supporting systems, and the IOM informed
Italian entrepreneurs of the IMIS system.

In this international job seeker’s website Egyptian workers upload a user
profile including a current résumé. They then select two job titles from a menu
of fifty and have the option of choosing up to ten job specializations (Egyptian
Ministry of Manpower and Emigration 2009a). To complete the online appli-
cation, the job seeker should read and write in both Arabic and English. The
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ministry examines each profile and provides the Italian employer with those
that match the job description. Employers must also create accounts to post job
openings and learn the characteristics of the available Egyptian labor pool. The
employer then short-lists the top candidates and can interview them directly
or indirectly through an Egyptian recruitment firm. The ministry ensures the
validity of the job seeker’s profile. The final match is made with almost no con-
tact between the laborer and the employer.

IMIS is mainly designed to promote seasonal migration (such as agricul-
ture, tourism, hotels), about which the Italian government has strict policies.
The temporary permit is valid for twenty days to nine months, after which
employees must return to their home country. They will be given priority to
return next year if the terms of the permit have been met, which includes hav-
ing promptly left Italy by the visa’s expiry date. The permit allows work only
in the specific job for which it is granted, though a worker can change em-
ployers with their consent. Employers seeking temporary foreign labor must
be registered with the Italian Ministry of the Interior. The IOM stresses in its
description of the IMIS project that it “does not create a binding relationship
between the employer and the potential candidate. Foreign employers reserve
the right to choose the employers [sic] according to their recruitment needs”
(IOM 2008, 1). The online system functions to erase nearly all contact between
the employer, the employee, and the managing agency. The indirect angle from
which it works increases its efficiency by removing the unpredictable element
of human interaction.

IMIS’s second phase, which ran from 2008 to 2010, created mechanisms to
facilitate remittances from Italy to Egypt and to strengthen links between the
Egyptian diaspora in Italy and Egypt itself. This phase was carefully calibrated
in light of global economic trends. While global remittances have increased
tremendously over the last several decades—from $2 billion in 1970 (Zohry
2003, 48) to $280 billion in 2006 (Migration Policy Institute 2010)—Egypt has
experienced a slight downturn in its own intake since 1992. In that year it re-
ceived its peak amount of $6.1 billion, though it would suffer a greater than
50 percent reduction of $2.8 billion in 2001 (Zohry 2003, 50). This decline is no
small matter when considering that along with receipts from the Suez Canal
and tourism revenues, remittances are one of Egypt’s largest sources of for-
eign currency. The 2001 remittance figure equaled $42 per capita in Egypt and
4 percent of its GDP (50). Remittances support families back home at a sub-
sistence level, that is, with food, medical expenses, clothes, and home improve-
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ment rather than with investment income. While the figure in the overall GDP
is rather low, the funds received by families are vitally important. Zohry (2003)
reports that the fall in oil prices early in the new millennium caused the de-
cline, as did the aftermath of the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Both episodes correlate
to a reduction of both emigration to and remittances from Saudi Arabia and
the Gulf region in general.

Through its Prevention of Irregular Migration Project (IDOM), the Egyp-
tian government is attempting to compensate for the loss in remittances by
transforming transnational migrant networks into a formal labor circulation
program run by the governments of Egypt and Italy. The IOM, the Italian gov-
ernment, and the Emigration Sector of the Ministry of Manpower and Emi-
gration of Egypt cooperate on the Information Dissemination component of
IDOM, which broadly aims to coordinate legal labor emigration from Egypt
to Italy. Like CIGEM and the Praia information centers, Information Dissemi-
nation aims to “positively” influence Egyptian migration choices by notifying
people of the opportunities and procedures for legal migration and alerting
them to the threats of human trafficking and smuggling as well as the conse-
quences of illegal migration (Zohry 2007, 40). Egypt and Italy have comple-
mentary interests in the project: Italy lacks labor in many economic sectors,
largely because of an aging population, while Egypt has a large unemployment
rate and a younger, poorer, and underemployed population. IMIS and IDOM,
with the IOM’s help, effectively arrange for an orderly transfer of labor and re-
mittances across the Mediterranean Sea by appropriating organically formed
transnational networks into their own programs.

Working in concert with the IDOM project, the Emigration Sector of the
Egyptian government has been authorized to develop a comprehensive emi-
gration strategy, which suggests the desire among officials from all sides to es-
tablish a steady migratory stream of labor from South to North. The stated
aim on the Egyptian side is not only to “encourage Egyptian migration . .. on
the assumption that emigration is a natural and stable phenomenon” but also
“to achieve the maximum capitalization on Egyptian potential abroad, where
in relation to scientific and research knowledge transfer or to the contribution
in savings to Egyptian development strategies; to support capacities inside
and outside Egypt” (Egyptian Ministry of Manpower and Emigration 2009b).
Elsewhere the Emigration Sector states that it is “encouraging the Egyptian
labour migration, especially among youth, as a security valve for the eco-
nomic and social conditions in Egypt” (2009¢). A further planned usage of the
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IDOM is to examine labor markets abroad for emigrating Egyptians and to
influence migration legislation in destination countries (2009b). The overall
Egyptian emigration plan aims to stabilize the conduits for young Egyptians
to move abroad and still retain their Egyptian identity by supporting émigré-
related NGOs and facilitating their continued contact with the homeland. In
one manifestation of what Glick Schiller and Fouron (2001) have called “long-
distance nationalism,” the Egyptian government is actively fostering Egyptian
nationhood abroad to augment the state’s own development strategy, appro-
priating an organic economic process. Much of migration management thus
involves governments actively building what Coutin (2007, 4) terms “nations
of emigrants” to resolve demographic and economic challenges.

In addition to supporting the circular migration of migrants to Europe, the
EC supports the circulation of diasporas on its soil back to their sending coun-
tries. The Migration for Development in Africa (MIDA) Great Lakes project il-
lustrates the strongly neoliberal character of such managed migration in what
is known in migration policy circles as “knowledge creation and transfer” (Wil-
liams 2006). The Belgian government funds the project while the IOM manages
it on behalf of Belgium (as the host country) and Burundi, Rwanda, and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (as the targeted sending countries). MIDA
handles the applications from migrants residing legally in Belgium and will-
ing to temporarily return to their homeland to train people in their area of
technical expertise. These professionals include biostatisticians; lecturers in law,
economics, and agricultural sciences; and specialists in public health, hydroge-
ology, chemistry, and international relations. The project experienced difficulty
finding suitable candidates from Rwanda, as the IOM could not find enough
professionals among the diaspora in Belgium and concluded that Rwandans
do not want to return despite government encouragement, Only one candidate
was selected out of thirty-nine.

The skilled migrants’ home countries determine the kinds of professionals
admitted to the program. In Rwanda these include engineers and technicians;
in Burundi and Rwanda, professionals in justice, education, and health are in
short supply; while the government of the Democratic Republic of the Congo
(DRC) requested expertise in health and education. IOM Brussels seeks women
candidates in particular to equalize the gender imbalance among highly edu-
cated professionals in the sending countries. The host institution in the send-
ing country writes the terms of reference for returning migrant workers while
IOM Brussels assembles their selection committee. The committee consists of
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one representative from the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, two represen-
tatives of the Belgian interuniversity council, one Great Lakes specialist, three
nationals of the three Great Lakes countries, two representatives of umbrella
organizations, and one IOM representative. The selection committee chooses
candidates and oversees the implementation of the program. Chosen partici-
pants are given an average of €5,000 to cover the cost of transportation, meals,
accommodation, and other incidental expenses.

All participants agree that the MIDA Great Lakes project has a positive im-
pact, though the extent of its significance is difficult to gauge. Given partici-
pants” high levels of education (60% held either master’s or doctoral degrees)
and understanding of the local situation compared to European professionals,
they believe they have improved the targeted institutions’ performance. Fur-
thermore, the project frees the employer’s resources for investment in other
areas, since the Belgian government covers the participant’s cost (including the
salary). For example, at Burundi’s Ngozi University eight lecturers taught 525
students, saving the university €4,200; at the Studio Ujambo, also in Burundi,
one journalist benefited eight local journalists and saved €1,340; at the DRC’s
University of Lumbumbashi eight lecturers benefited 337 students and 12 engi-
neers, saving €2,400; and at its Ministry of Labour and Social Security one spe-
cialist benefited four local specialists, saving the ministry €320 (MIDA 2002).
The project disseminates these figures to show “concrete” results of a develop-
ment program operated by indigenous experts with Western education and
“local” knowledge. The MIDA project also manages a “Diaspora Database”
helping governments, private sector employers, and NGOs find diaspora mem-
bers with the requisite skills, education, and experience to support particular
projects aimed at developing sending countries.

In the last ten years, Northern states have been keen to draw the diasporic
populations living on their territories into their development policies aimed
at the diasporic homelands. The diaspora serves as a vehicle to transfer funds,
skills, and knowledge gained in the host society to the sending country. From a
neoliberal perspective, this move frees up the creativity of the ambitious indi-
vidual for the benefit of everyone: the individual develops his or her full ability
and enjoys the chance to “self-actualize”; the host country receives a temporary
solution to its labor needs; while the sending country benefits from the inputs
delivered by the diaspora. Moreover, politicians and senior officials can explain
to voters how their efforts decrease immigration as they cut off migration’s
root cause through development.
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BLUE CARD

Functioning in tandem with circular migration is the EC’s Blue Card initia-
tive, which aims to standardize, simplify, and expedite procedures to bring in
highly skilled labor from abroad. Like registered traveler programs (Chapter 5),
it would circulate travelers and migrants of high economic or educational capi-
tal throughout the union, Frattini’s worry, mentioned above, is that 85 percent
of unskilled labor goes to the EU versus 5 percent to the US, whereas the US ab-
sorbs 55 percent of skilled labor including engineers, technicians, and informa-
tion and communications technologies specialists. As Euractiv, the EU’s news
organization, puts it, “The Blue Card is the EU’s main policy initiative in the
global competition for the best, highly mobile brains” (2008a). The EC hopes
to attract twenty million highly skilled workers from outside the EU with an
offer that is more open-ended than formal circular migration programs (ibid.).
However, its more restrictive conditions might hamper it in competition with
the US’s Green Card. While the Blue Card is valid for two years and does not
give automatic permanent residency, the Green Card is valid for ten years and
includes permanent residency. While the Blue Card provides the opportunity
for permanent residency after five years, the Green Card offers citizenship after
the same amount of time. A Blue Card applicant must possess a recognized di-
ploma, proof of three years’ professional experience, and a one-year EU-based
job contract with a salary three times greater than the minimum wage. The Blue
Card is attached to the individual rather than the job thus allowing some labor
mobility. An applicant for a Green Card has five routes to obtain the card: em-
ployment, family links, a lottery, investment, or residence since before 1972. One
advantage of the Blue Card over the Green Card is that the former also allows the
holder’s family to live, work, and travel in the EU. The Blue Card at least offers a
path to permanent residency in an EU member state, unlike the circular migra-
tion programs, which are designed to preclude permanence altogether. Like all
efforts to institutionalize certain forms of migration to the EU, individual rights
are sacrosanct. The Blue Card Directive guarantees: (1) working conditions, in-
cluding pay and dismissal; (2) freedom of association; (3) education, training,
and recognition of qualifications; (4) a number of provisions in national law re-
garding social security and pensions; (5) access to goods and services, including
procedures for obtaining housing, information, and counseling services; and
(6) free access to the entire territory of the member state concerned, within the
limits provided for by national law (Delegation of the European Union 2009).
The European Council issued the directive for the Blue Card on 25 May
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2009, and it obligates member states to transpose its conditions into national
law within two years. (The EU’s job portal for online registrations opened in
January 2010 at www.apply.cu.) In fact, the Blue Card does little to reduce a
member state’s control over its labor admissions. It harmonizes admission cri-
teria rather than admission rates or recruited job categories. The criteria are
rather minimal, consisting of the need for a work contract, relevant profes-
sional qualifications, and a minimum salary level (Delegation of the European
Union 2009). The member states decide for themselves how to recognize skills
and educational credentials, and they decide what their own labor needs are.
The Blue Card holder may work in a single member state only and must apply
separately (though through an expedited process) if he or she wishes to work
in a second member state. Therefore, the flow of even highly skilled labor is
contained within national borders, or at the least the holder is permitted to
cross those borders only after a careful vetting process. Given the wide range of
average gross salaries among EU members states—Luxembourg and Bulgaria
were €43,000 and €2,000, respectively, in 2006—EC officials do not want the
Blue Card to permit intra-EU labor mobility for third-country nationals (Col-
lett 2009). The European Parliament voted to support the Blue Card initiative,
though with reservations and recommendations beyond the EC’s own proposal.
The initiative passed with a majority of 388 to 56 (largely due to a pact between
the Party of European Socialists and the center-right European People’s Party).
The Liberals and the Greens led an abstention of 124 votes. While the European
Parliament’s vote is only consultative and not binding, it still succeeded in per-
suading the EC to increase the requisite number of years of an applicant’s prior
professional experience from three to five and to increase the salary threshold
from 1.5 to 1.7 times the average national wage (EurActiv 2008b).

The contours of the debate in the European Parliament reflect the discur-
sive field within which political alliances are formed and counterarguments
made. Conservative members of European Parliament (MEPs), through their
spokesman Phillip Bradbourn, argued that the Blue Card initiative is entirely
secondary to the need for tighter border controls, which must stop “the wave
of illegal migration into the EU before we tackle skills shortages” (EurActiv
2008a). He then mustered an argument that combines neo-nationalist fears
with liberal humanitarian sentiments:

The proposal as it stands will open a Pandora’s box to those who seek to migrate
to the EU without any of the controls necessary to ensure that those who em-
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ploy illegal migrants are tackled and those illegal migrants who are caught are
sent back to their country of origin. The proposal will encourage more people
to undertake hazardous journeys from all corners of the world in the hope that
they will get a work permit which once issued will give them free range to move

across the whole of Europe. (ibid.)

Manfred Weber, German MEP from the center-right European People’s Party
(European Democrats Group), insisted that “the new rules must not put ad-
ditional pressure on the millions of unemployed in the EU member states.
In addition, only member states must have the competence to decide on the
size of immigration flows” (EurActiv 2008a). Sverker Rudeberg of Business
Europe argued that the Blue Card should contain provisions for swift family
reunification and avoid setting a minimum wage level “that was far too high
and exclude some people from jobs without any reason” (ibid.). The fact that
the Liberal faction abstained does not suggest a retreat from this position but
rather a stated concern that the initiative does not sufficiently protect migrants’
rights. Their spokesman, Dutch MEP Jeanine Hennis Plasschaert, argued that
the Blue Card would lead to “all kinds of restrictions and bureaucracy, rather
than opening the doors to highly skilled workers” (EurActiv 2008b). Another
significant criticism came from the Buropean Trade Union Confederation,
which argued that it is difficult to justify such a plan for immigrant labor while
many member states face high unemployment rates. Catelene Passchier, the
spokeswoman for the confederation, also noted that “people are concerned
that high-level positions will be occupied by migrant workers who are paid
less than Community citizens. Equal treatment is very important, to prevent
unfair competition.” She “would have preferred a horizontal directive” rather
than a sectoral approach, as the former would have prevented employers from
favoring cheaper immigrant labor in particular niches while overlooking the
needs of domestic labor in others (EurActiv 2008a).

Perhaps most significant were the positions of the European Commission
president José Manuel Barroso and Socialist MEP Claudio Fava. Barroso, un-
derstandably, sought to appease as many factions as possible, arguing that the
Blue Card will boost economic competitiveness by encouraging labor migra-
tion while also solving the EU’s demographic problem with its aging workforce.
To satisfy the pull of the neo-right in national labor policy debates, he added,
“Let me be clear:; I am not announcing today that we are opening the doors to
20 million high-skilled workers. The Blue Card is not a ‘blank cheque. It is not
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a right to admission, but a demand-driven approach and a common European
procedure.” Barroso continued that “member states will have broad flexibil-
ity to determine their labor market needs and decide on the number of high-
skilled workers they would like to welcome” (EurActiv 2008a). Fava argued
against myopic national barriers that preclude both easy mobility throughout
EU territory and “an economically and competitively advanced Europe” (ibid.).
He pushed even further to open the Blue Card for low-skilled workers to avoid
the exploitation of immigrant labor on the black market, a cause which liber-
als also champion. One key issue left ambiguous is the threat that the Blue Card
program will encourage brain drain by offering a chance at permanent resi-
dency and family reunification. Barroso was eryptic on this score:

With regard to developing countries we.are very much aware of the need to
avoid negative “brain drain” effects. Therefore, the proposal promotes ethical
recruitment standards to limit—if not ban—active recruitment by member
states in developing countries in some sensitive sectors. It also contains mea-
sures to facilitate so-called “circular migration.” Europe stands ready to cooper-
ate with developing countries in this area. (EurActiv 2008a)

The contours of the Blue Card debate reveal the salient role of liberal ratio-
nales with some strategic nods to neo-nationalist interests in managed labor
migration. First, those contours push out neo-right arguments by allowing even
highly skilled labor to compete against domestic labor. Again, the Blue Card
holder’s minimum salary is calculated on the basis of the average salary of the
national workforce, so that the holder can easily work for less than the aver-
age highly skilled (and relatively highly paid) domestic worker. Recalling from
Chapter 2, the ranks of Europe’s neo-right are filled with the highly educated
and highly skilled younger workers now disaffected by liberal economics, as
much as they are filled with blue-collar workers abandoned by fractious and in-
decisive social democrats. Second, socialists and liberals share a common cause
in encouraging free movement of highly skilled third-country nationals within
the EU. The former see it as a worker’s right to as wide a labor market as possible,
while the latter believe that increased labor mobility stimulates growth. Third,
while the conservative MEP decried the Blue Card’s lack of attention to stopping
illegal flows, he failed to recognize that member states in fact cooperate easily
on that matter, as shown by EU-wide developments on border and passport
control policy. He also introduced a curious blend of xenophobic paranoia and
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sentimental liberalism to argue for border restrictions for the sake of national-
ism and the safety of the migrant. This position signifies again the marriage of
neoliberals and neo-nationalists. In sum, the Blue Card debate illuminates the
parameters through which disagreements on such matters are contained.

A REDEMPTIVE IDEA

The fantasy of circular migration presupposes the self-starting, industrious mi-
grant animated through neoliberal economic opportunities and enlightened
state policies. This individual will have done the necessary research either on-
line or at EU information centers abroad to discover the legal channels leading
to work in the EU. He or she is an enterprising soul who scans the horizon for
opportunities rather than waiting for the state (sending or receiving) to pro-
vide assistance (Rose 1992). Like the global traveler protected and enabled by
the e-passport, the migrant can ostensibly improve his or her own situation, as
well as society more broadly, if only granted the opportunity to freely circu-
late across borders to exploit opportunities. Policymakers now frame migrants
not simply as laboring resources between capital and investment but rather
as entrepreneurs increasing and diversifying their own capital through higher
wages, knowledge gains, and skills development. Migration officials located in
countries along the transnational migratory chain jointly institutionalize con-
ditions of labor circulation that render this narrative an obvious interpreta-
tion of an objective economic situation. As a result, a transnational regime of
labor mobility is emerging that is backstopped by EU border control practices
and exported to sending and transit countries. The EU achieves greater con-
trol over these flows through the global adoption of its norms and regulatory
procedures.

Circular migration also functions as the conceptual lynchpin of the EU’s
efforts to create a harmonized, comprehensive migration policy: it solves the
problem of the EU’s aging workforce because it recruits labor; it solves the
problem of brain drain out of developing countries because migrant labor re-
turns home; it solves the root economic push factor of South~North migra-
tion because low- and high-skilled laborers bring their European experiences
back to their home countries; and, thus, it reduces the EU’s need to police il-
legal migration and to directly fund development projects because migrants
contribute to economic growth at home in their own countries. Most crucially,
circular migration policy resolves the conflict between neoliberals, who wish
to circulate labor migrants into the EU, and neo-nationalists, who wish to keep
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them out—thereby functioning as the “right” solution to the migration “prob-
lem.” All mainstream policy perspectives in migration discussions are accom-
modated, clearing the path to develop a harmonized migration management
system. Given the vital importance of the Global Commission on International
Migration in this entire discursive edifice, it is little wonder that it celebrates
mobility, but not settlement, as a fundamental attribute of human nature. Its
report asserts that “The human race has always been curious, and eager to visit
different places, gain new experiences and encounter unfamiliar cultures. As a
result of the globalisation process, much larger numbers of people can realise
those ambitions” (Global Commission on International Migration 2003, 6-7).

According to this historically Western perspective, circular migration allows
people the world over to liberate their exploratory soul in the openness of glo-
balization. However, the very fragility of the circular migration concept per-
haps demanded this naturalized conceptual anchor, just as any ethical system
must ultimately appeal to a god, a moral imperative, or a prime mover lest the
whole enterprise become a castle made of sand.

Outside their conferences, meetings, and offices, few mid-level policymak-
ers see circular migration as the silver-bullet solution to Europe’s “migration
problem” and Southern poverty. Nevertheless, the fantasy of circular migra-
tion still commands the policy process with its promise of a new world order.
The costs of migration are steep but remain outside the purview of the neo-
liberal lens, which sees individual achievement and occludes social obligation.
For example, the loss of daily wages that the would-be migrant would incur to
travel to the embassy or to an Internet station would appear inconsequential;
the migrant’s family would not appear to suffer economically from his or her
absence because the remittances would far exceed the migrant’s local wage; the
social cost of separating people from their families, kinsfolk, and other social
networks would appear to be of secondary importance. When in the host Eu-
ropean country, migrants would work dutifully and never stray in thought or
deed from the terms of the contract. If problems were to arise, the policy re-
sponse would be simple: “the sooner we gét these systems working properly, the
better off migrants will be” The fantasy itself is not the problem but rather the
obstacles to its materialization.



WHEN THERE 1S NO THERE THERE
Nonlocal Ethnography in a World of Apparatuses

It is in the nature of the human surveying capacity that it can function only if
man disentangles himself from all involvement in and concern with the close at
hand and withdraws himself to a distance from everything near him.

Hannah Arendt 1958, 251

THE CRYSTALLIZATION OF A RESEARCH OBJECT

This nonlocal ethnography of the EU’s migration management apparatus has
not primarily traced connections between actors, places, and events. An ap-
paratus cannot be adequately explained as a series of effects triggered in se-
quential order or as the product of tightly woven social networks. The primary
ethnographic challenge was not to connect the dots of an unknown picture
but rather to determine how an apparatus crystallizes out of ubiquitous ra-
tionales, discourses, and narratives as well as dynamic forms of technical and
bureaucratic organization. These intangible phenomena inform work in dispa-
rate policy settings so as to generate family resemblances in multifarious policy
outcomes. The resulting variation testifies to human creativity while the famil-
iarity facilitates these outcomes’ articulation into a larger apparatus. At once
ephemeral and convergent, the apparatus requires a nonlocal ethnography to
illuminate its organizing logics and heterogeneous practices even if these do
not lend themselves easily to thick description. Where depth is lacking—and
policymaking is a superficial practice by design—nonlocal ethnography allows
us to move across domains to examine an apparatus’s emergence in, and fusion
of, disparate spheres and domains.

This book showcases the converging EU migration management appara-
tus, composed of a bewildering array of actors, knowledge practices, technical
requirements, labor regulations, security discourses, normative subjectivities,
and repurposed institutions that create the conditions for the orderly move-
ment of bodies by the millions. Though the vast majority of its officials, tech-
nocrats, and other specialists do not work together in face-to-face settings, one
still observes among them a great policy conversation taking place indirectly,
in dispersed sites, across many policy domains, and in many venues (policy

180

WHEN THERE IS NO THERE THERE 181

statements, public statements, press releases, government brochures, national
legislations, international conferences, and so on). The apparatus serves a dras-
tically imbalanced global economy, the displacing effects of which are treated
through negative border control measures, narrowly defined visa requirements,
and pervasive biometric surveillance. However, its legitimation is framed in
such positive terms as safeguarding the creative entrepreneur, preventing brain
drain, enhancing migrants’ skills, and saving people from smugglers, traffick-
ers, identity theft, and risky clandestine border crossings.

The negative and positive measures complement each other in the EU’s ef-
fort to plug the holes in its aging workforce through temporary work visas. Back-
stopping circular migration programs are enhanced border protection measures
like RABITS, integrated radar systems, satellite surveillance of offshore embarka-
tion points, and patrol missions on the edges of international waters. Biomet-
ric information systems make illegal transgressions at controlled border points
virtually impossible. Unique and immutable physical attributes are recorded,
transmitted, and shared instantaneously among police authorities across EU ter-
ritory, thus matching a traveler to a document that itself was issued under tight
conditions. To help guarantee that only potential immigrants with the desired
skills apply, the EU establishes job mobility portals in immigrant-sending coun-
tries. The apparatus does not of course materialize in such a complete, enclosed,
and totalized form, but the full weight of mainstream discourses of public order,
vast arrays of institutional resources, and established political and economic
practices strongly push it in that direction. All travelers must deal with it even if
some successfully evade it.

A speech by Graham Watson, MEP and group leader for the Alliance of Lib-
erals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE), shows how the diverse parts of such
a monstrous social construction work together as an integrated moral whole.
He weaves in key themes such as security, humanitarianism, and economy that
compose the broader migration debate while wrapping them around a specific
crisis. The fusion does not indicate that a unified bureaucracy or singular pol-
icy exists (or will exist) but rather that similar rationales of governance can be
applied to different migration policy domains. From the floor of the European
Parliament in Strasbourg he gravely recalled the 2007 case of Tunisian fisher-
men arrested for human smuggling, when in fact they had rescued migrants, as
required by international maritime law, from drowning in the Mediterranean
Sea. Watson (2007) began the speech by asking, “Mr President, what could bet-
ter iflustrate the need for a common European immigration policy than the
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case of the Tunisian fishermen?” He then explained, “Everything about that
tragic event—from the migrants on a rubber boat on the high seas, to the peo-
ple smugglers who put them there and the authorities who jailed their rescu-
ers—is testament to the failure of Europe’s approach to migration.” Pumping a
clenched fist in the air, Watson continued:

With every human tragedy, during a desperate do-nothing decade, Liberals
and Democrats have asked one simple question: how many people must perish
before governments see that lifting the drawbridge of Fortress Europe serves
nobody’s interests? Managing migration is as much in our interests as in the in-
terests of those seeking our shores or prepared to die trying. While populism has
propelled a policy forged in the furnace of fear, let us face the facts. Let us make
no mistake: the Commission’s cozy calculation that we can take the best and
leave the rest will not work. Pushed by poverty, hunger, squalor and war, people
will keep crossing the Mediterranean whether they fit our criteria or not. Why?
Because our agricultural and fisheries policies are out-pricing their products
and raiding their natural resources. Of course we must patrol Europe’s borders.
The Moreno Sdnchez report is right to demand that Frontex be given the budget,
the staff and the equipment needed to do its job. ... Longer term, however, only
a comprehensive EU policy that punishes the people smugglers, provides legal
routes in and creates hope where there is despair can counter prevailing trends.

Pushing for the easy circulation of goods and people, Watson also condenses
key themes into a single speech and wraps them in a blanket of outraged hu-
manitarian concern: protecting people who risk their lives trying to enter
Europe (humanitarianism); economic opportunities for European and migrant
prosperity (liberalism); tighter border control to prevent illegal entries (secu-
rity); fighting human smuggling networks (legality); and Europe’s responsi-
bilities to the South (development). He globalizes the migration problem by
upholding its humanitarian and economic dimensions, distances himself from
neo-nationalism by subtly condemning the impact of “populism” (the liberal
code word for neo-nationalism) on EU migration policy, and announces his
continuing support of Frontex to ensure an orderly framework for the circula-
tion of individuals. The crisis of the Tunisian fishermen serves as a centripetal
force that fuses these themes together. Politicians, policymakers, business lead-
ers, and various sectors of the general public might disagree as to how much
weight any given theme should carry. Nevertheless, the fact that they fit snugly
into a single speech at the European Parliament suggests their compatibility in
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a harmonized EU migration policy. Uplifting and enabling Watson’s high-scale
morality, which conceptually integrates such a wide variety of global problems,
is a social construct that is available to empirical study. The remainder of this
chapter reviews recent ethnographic trends to set up an argument for nonlocal
ethnography as a methodology for studying global regimes of governance, or
apparatuses.

FROM METHODS TO METHODOLOGY
IN AN ETHNOGRAPHY OF MASS SOCIETY
By the late 1980s and 1990s, anthropology fully recognized globalization as much
more than a force that acts upon the local. It blasted away the concept of the
local as a bounded, self-contained, ahistorical unit (Appadurai 1996; Hannerz
1996). This created space for significant reflection on the role of ethnography
in a world where social connections stretch around the globe rather than re-
main presumably trapped inside territorial containers. Two subsequent develop-
ments have been particularly influential in realigning ethnography for the global
arena while retaining its key traditional elements. First, in American cultural
anthropology George Marcus’s (1995) multisited ethnography remains the sa-
lient methodological response to globalization. This approach firstly focuses on
connections between people geographically separated and highlights circulation
over singular location: follow the people, the commodity, the story, the meta-
phor. Secondly, it regards the system (or context) in which these actors operate
not as a reified container but rather as a construction of those actors’ own mak-
ing. Multisited ethnography self-consciously collapses the distinction between
lifeworld and system in order to retain the actor’s agency (98). Like traditional
participant-observation, it “is designed around the chains, paths, threads, con-
junctions, or juxtaposition of locations in which the ethnographer establishes
some form of literal presence” (105, emphasis added). Invaluable in illuminat-
ing social connections not confined to singular places, multisited ethnography
remains committed to the empiricist conviction that knowledge obtained from
direct sensory experience leads to the most insightful conclusions. Crucial in
contrasting actual human practice against theoretical imposition, it nevertheless
risks inverting the problem it aims to solve: instead of positing a system that con-
tains the individual, it posits a system that emits directly from the actor’s agency.
Second, for sociology and social anthropology Michael Burawoy (2000)
suggests the return and revision of the extended case method originally dem-
onstrated in Max Gluckman’s 1940 seminal piece Analysis of a Social Situation



184 WHEN THERE IS NO THERE THERE

in Zululand. Among other virtues, this method accounted for an indigenous
group’s integration into wider colonial capitalism and can explain how micro
forces are structured in relation to macro forces (Burawoy 2000,16). Indeed, “the
discovery of extralocal determination is an essential moment of the extended
case method” because it recognizes the inseparability of the local and the global
and hence the invalidity of the distinction itself (27). To update the extended
case method, Burawoy offers three modes of problematizing global forces. The
first follows an ethnographic chain from a high-level public or corporate of-
ficial to a local resister. The second tracks how global forces are constituted
through specific connections. The third examines how images of globalization
are produced and distributed, and how their effects are instantiated (29-32).
These modes directly address the local, lived experience, as Burawoy urges the
traveling ethnographer to focus on how “global domination is resisted, avoided,
and negotiated” (29). Where firsthand observation is obscured, measured theo-
retical insights are invoked to fill in the blanks, nodding to Abrams’s (1988, 62)
point that “when the gaff is blown” state secrets turn out to be trivial or theo-
retically predictable anyway. Evens and Handelman (2006) further advance the
call for a revitalized extended case method. They note that American anthro-
pology has somehow forgotten the Manchester School’s foundational work in
ethnographic praxis theory, which has much to offer the task of unpacking the
interplay between individual agency and structural forces.

Multisited ethnography and the extended case method have emerged as
datum points in the discussions on adapting ethnography to the global arena
(Amit 1999; Faubion and Marcus 2009; Gupta and Ferguson 1997; Tsing 2005).
As such, attention continues to focus on the problem of tracing tangible con-
nections between actors, as in classic ethnography, and so most efforts continue
to privilege evidence obtained through direct sensory contact and try to link
actors through discrete, cause-and-effect connections. These new approaches
revise earlier ethnographies that depicted communities as bounded, timeless,
and unaffected by colonial and capitalist systems, though we should recall that
the carlier ethnographies did so to counteract the determinism of nineteenth-
century evolutionism. These updates in method reflect updates in moral com-
mitment. If cultural relativism had been deployed to illuminate the blind spots
of European and North American ethnocentrism, then today’s ethnographies
expose its global consequences.

However, the crucial change in the new world order to which ethnographers
must adapt is not necessarily the globalization of social connections that di-
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rectly link people through bartering practices, rituals, rites of passage, and so on.
Rather, the disorienting change has been the institutionalization of social rela-
tions mediated by abstract third agents such as statistics, policy representations,
exchange value, high-scale morality, and so on. This fact raises the question
of whether our commitment to highlighting direct connections is a sufficient
strategy in a world operating through mediated communications, alienated re-
lations, estrangement of individuals, and ever-shifting social organization.

By the late 1990s and the early 2000s some anthropologists began to argue
that equally significant efforts at state, international, and corporate regulation
were rivaling the color and chaos of globalization (Comaroff and Comaroff
2009; Friedman 2003; Perry and Mauer 2003). What Zygmunt Bauman (1991,
7; see also Douglas 1966) had eatlier described in philosophical terms—that
the negativity of chaos is unintelligible without the positivity of order—many
anthropologists began to take more seriously through studies of how the state
orders global flows and thus defines disorder and chaos in the very act. The
ethnographic work of Brenda Chalfin (2006; 2010) in Ghana and Yael Navaro-
Yashin (2003) in Cyprus are cases in point. Yet, an explicit methodology is still
needed to help identify what are casually called large-scale “regimes” or “sys-
tems” that regulate global flows; and to help us select the right methods to
get a handle on them. Where, for example, do we study the problem of how
a “migrant” gets framed as a particular policy problem requiring a particular
policy solution? What is the object of study to answer such a question? Most
of the thousands of high-level bureaucrats, Members of European Parliament,
experts and officers on border controls, labor officials, academics, IT experts,
health officials, and countless others involved do not know each other, do not
work in the same policy domain, do not possess any significant influence as in-
dividuals, and do not even occupy the same moral universe as private individ-
uals (Shore and Wright 1997, 14). Furthermore, policymaking often involves a
strange process of coauthorship whereby multiple and disparately located au-
thors contribute to a document—for example, administrators, oversight com-
mittees, academics, and consultants—yet-their varying viewpoints are limited
by the document’s a priori framing (Brenneis 2006, 42-43). This situation high-
lights a strongly ungrounded dimension of policy processes.

Xiang Biao acknowledges this problem of ungroundedness in his study of
a multinational I'T labor system. He confesses that his ethnography of a system
“does not contain much material to bring to the reader a flavor of the research
sites and a sense of ‘being there’ as most ethnographies do. For the same reason,
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[his] informants’ experiences are fragmented in different chapters to serve [his]
thematically organized argument” (2007, 117). As in the present ethnography of
a migration management apparatus, we find that grounded, individual experi-
ences quite often contribute to the fusion of larger systems of population regula-
tion that a person effectively upholds. In this vein, Biao correctly notes the limits
of anthropology’s stress on local “embeddedness” and its insistence that con-
crete human connections still shape economic processes no matter how global,
virtual, or abstract (3). He writes that “people may need to be told that ethnic
networks still matter in migration, but they are keener to know why, say, IT pro-
fessionals were constantly on the move and why they made a fortune by creating
nothing but Web sites” (3). Riles (2000, 21) also argues that transnational legal
networks simply defy “context” as the term is understood in traditional ethno-
graphic parlance. From the ethnographer’s standpoint, the intangibility of these
kinds of social processes means—either worryingly or opportunistically—that
there are no core locations, or even particularly good locations per se, in which
to do participant-observation. “Being there,” as Clifford Geertz once said of eth-
nographic fieldwork, is rather difficult because, as Gertrude Stein famously said
about Qakland, California, “there is no there there.”

Nevertheless, the ethnographic response to globalization and to the for-
mation of decentralized regimes of power still assumes, if only implicitly, a di-
rectly connected set of practices appearing in discrete moments of space-time
in which the ethnographer can be immersed. We still retain—or at least have
not fully situated—the ethnographic premise that extended immersion in par-
ticular places is possible, that social connections are ultimately mappable, and
that this approach can adequately illuminate contemporary power structures.
This leaves ethnographers in a double bind: we must track ethnographic chains
that wrap around the globe while simultaneously insisting that we immerse
ourselves in every link along the way. The observations of Gupta and Ferguson
(1997, 4; see also Amit 1999) speak to the issue:

On the one hand, anthropology appears determined to give up its old ideas of
territorially fixed communities and stable, localized cultures. . . . At the same
time, though, in a defensive response to challenges to its “turf” from other dis-
ciplines, anthropology has come to lean more heavily than ever on a method-

ological commitment to spend long periods in one localized setting.

The point here is not that it is wrong to follow the object of study, that directly
linked chains are not at work, or that one should not immerse oneself in a par-
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ticular place. Rather, the point is that this strategy alone does not fully appreci-
ate how globalization has generated qualitatively new forms of social regula-
tion, economic transaction, governance, and identity production, all of which
evade “location” as conventionally perceived and, by extension, participant-
observation, even if the ethnographer has a limitless supply of time, tenacity,
and travel funds. The global is more than local writ large. Contemporary eth-
nography must grapple with how amorphous regimes of global governance ab-
sorb millions of people within their purview—that is, indirectly, with extreme
decentralization, and through powerful rationales that integrate what were
once described as autonomous ethnographic circuits. Therefore, the problem
before us is more than (and not even fundamentally) the logistical problem of
chasing our object of study around the globe. Rather, the problem is how to
create an ethnographic account of empirical processes that cannot be fully ap-
prehended through empiricist methods, or through direct sensory contact with
the processes in question (Feldman 2008, 315-18; 2011).

Challenges to contemporary ethnography are readily understood when
placed alongside the changes in sovereign power outlined by the likes of Fou-
cault and others interested in the power/knowledge nexus. As has been well ar-
gued, sovereign power no longer resides in the body of the king, the prince, or
the emperor who rules the polis from an external position of authority through
traceable Machiavellian relations of co-optation, coercion, and reward. Like-
wise, power cannot be reduced to the interplay between the headman and
the villagers or between the corporate CEO and the workers and consumers.
Nevertheless, as Jean and John Comaroff remind us (2003, 153), ethnography
was born from the idea that a full picture of power relations can be mapped if
one stays long enough with the proverbial tribe, or any other social network or
system. In contrast, modern sovereignty draws on technical expertise to regu-
late the population by isolating and collectivizing it, a process which transpires
through countless policy domains often sharing neoliberal rationales of gover-
nance (Ferguson 1994; Li 2007; Mitchell 2002; Trouillot 2001). These practices
occur over wide geographic spaces and with the input of dispersed and nomi-
nally connected actors, thus raising the question of where to do ethnography.

Indeed, these difficult empirical situations have prompted some anthropol-
ogists to directly question the limits of empiricism in global ethnographies.
Gavin Smith (2006, 621) points out that anthropologists must develop meth-
ods that will expose the material conditions of capitalist reproduction, which
are not immediately available to experience. Greenhalgh (2003, 210) argues that
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anthropologists have overwhelmingly focused on the micropractices that dis-
cipline individuals, as these are amenable to participant-observation, while
the more elusive processes of population regulation have “languished in dis-
ciplinary obscurity” In positing an ethnography of the state in the global era,
Trouillot (2001, 135) cautions that reducing “the object of study to the object of
observation . . . reduces matters of methodology to matters of research tech-
niques and mistakenly assumes all empirical studies to be necessarily empiricist
in one form or another.” Most assertively, Jean and John Comaroff argue that
anthropology’s response to globalization and the power regimes it engenders
“has been conservative” and dogged by a “hidebound empiricism” (2003, 154,
155). They explicitly add that “anthropology has, for the most part, remained
unrelentingly positivist in spirit” (153). Answering these critiques requires a
clear epistemological basis for an ethnographic methodology that guides the
selection of particular research methods, participant-observation among.oth-
ers, for any particular research agenda. This methodology should account more
for enduring (but less tangible) rationales and processes generative of an appa-
ratus than for tangible (but less enduring) objects and locations symptomatic
of an apparatus.

NONLOCAL ETHNOGRAPHY AND ITS OBJECT OF OBSERVATION

Foucault’s notion of the apparatus (dispositif) is directly apposite to the chal-
lenge of identifying an object of observation that is not easily captured in a sin~
gular place or series of places. Rabinow (2003, 50~51) describes it as a patchwork
contrivance that produces docile bodies, orderly populations, and economic
productivity. Its disparate elements fuse together in moments of “crisis.” In-
deed, today’s regular identification of crisis—financial crisis, health care crisis,
crisis in the Middle East, and so on—justifies and sustains the integration of
national systems as a positively humanitarian, or at least humane, effort rather
than a negative police effort. Furthermore, these acts of identification are nec-
essary to legitimize state apparatuses, which effectively renders security rather
than insecurity the state’s greatest source of worry (Campbell 1998; Grinker
1998; Weber 1995). If security is achieved, then there is no need for the appara-
tus. Those pushing for a common EU migration policy identified crises in the
illegal migrations to the Canary Islands, the case of the Tunisian fishermen, the
aging of the EU’s own workforce, and the preying of human traffickers upon
innocent victims. The apparatus’s technologies work by “first specifying (and
to that extent creating) those targets and then controlling (distributing and
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regulating) them” (Rabinow 2003, 50--51). Crucially, its elements are “resolutely
heterogeneous,” incorporating “discourses, institutions, architectural arrange-
ments, policy decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements,
moral and philosophic propositions” (Foucault cited in Rabinow 2003, 51; see
also Collier, Lakoff, and Rabinow 2004). More than a collection of political
technologies, however, the apparatus is “the network that can be established
between these elements” (Rabinow 2003, 51; see also Agamben 2009).

That said, how does this “network” manage to connect these different ele-
ments to give an apparatus such powers of integration and convergence? How,
for example, is the EC’s “system of systems” welded together? How are global
relations held together? There are several mechanisms that generate the net-
work effect for an apparatus. First, certain technical devices function either as
“boundary objects,” that is, devices that travel-acioss social worlds (for example,
policy domains) and retain a constant identity while satisfying particular policy
needs (Bowker and Star 1999, 15-16), or as “immutable mobiles.” which create
links between different places in time and space and transmit data and images
for a synoptic presentation with “fantastic acceleration” (Latour 1990, 32). These
devices share a certain plasticity that allows them to be applied to diverse pol-
icy contexts and a certain generality that allows them to integrate these contexts
into a larger apparatus, often by default. For example, rationales of governance
are ubiquitous because they are simple, convenient, and sufficiently vague to
allow officials to work them into countless different migration policy situa-
tions. These require no abstract thinking, second thoughts, or central enforcer,
so local actors can become active agents in their operationalization. These de-
vices also include IT technical standards that disparate officials can adapt to
their national databases but can still function to integrate those contexts into a
larger system of population management. Similarly, IT systems virtually orga-
nize the information flows of massive numbers of unconnected officials with-
out the friction built into social connections. Linguistic devices like “shifters”
function similarly: these phrases—“migration that works for everyone”; “hu-

«

manitarian approaches to border control”; “enabling migrants to help them-
selves”-—are conspicuously vacuous yet possess an ability to integrate disparate
discursive fields (see Brenneis 2006, 45; Urciuoli 2008, 214; M. Silverstein 1976).

Second, people themselves can be circulated rapidly and organized as needed,
whether they are technicians or targets of circulation migration programs.
“Nonce experts” work according to immediate need in ad hoc networks (for

example, RABITs and EMN members) that offer greater labor flexibility than
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white-collar workers in top-down bureaucracies. Such experts find the work to
be a fulfilling and organic experience, which simplifies the extraction of their
labor and facilitates the proliferation of the apparatus into new domains. This
spontaneity, as it were, creates a pleasurable community of experts of like talents
(Brenneis 1994, 33-34). The possibility for an enriching experience facilitates
their call to action, reduces labor costs and worker disgruntlement, and merges
the laborer’s moral universe with that attributed to the apparatus. Furthermore,
as workers are increasingly identified as (and reduced to) carriers of a skill set,
they must make themselves available for new tasks with increasing frequency.
For high-skilled workers in particular, their “skill referents” are ways of speaking
about an inchoate set of skills that they must sell in the diverse labor markets as
they constantly readapt to shifting modes of production. Therefore, “the noun
skill once denoted a specific manual or machine operation and now denotes
any practice, form of knowledge, or way of being constituting productive labor”
(Urciuoli 2008, 212). Skill referents are organized more by loose associational
chains, in which the elements can be rearranged according to immediate need,
rather than by a coherent, more determinative semantic field (LaDousa cited in
ibid.). As a result of these forms of labor organization, the apparatus’s material
infrastructure is more tightly connected than the social relations among the in-
dividuals it employs (either as laborers or as objects of regulation, or both).
Third, apparatuses also constantly realign people in relation to ever-changing
norms for the sake of expediting public administration. Whereas the norm once
referred to a standard from which conformity and nonconformity could be dis-
tinguished, the reference point is now simply the “average” or the “play of op-
positions between the normal and the abnormal or pathological” (Ewald 1991a,
140). No longer seeking the “good” but merely the functional or the utilitarian,
the apparatus never risks obsolescence. Defense corporations can shift the ob-
ject of surveillance from MiGs to migrants, and the TREVI group can expand
into SIS as needs change and proliferate. The apparatus needs only to transmute
to encourage behavior that contributes to the goals of social tranquility and
economic productivity. In the process, it identifies and objectifies risk as the op-
posite of those two goals: unidentified people are thus potential security threats
in the form of criminals, terrorists, or illegal laborers. The first group threatens
property; the second, life and limb; and the third, equal opportunities for sus-
tenance (in the cultural space that the apparatus serves anyway). All individuals
within its purview are analyzed through quantitative means to determine the
extent to which they threaten these objectives.
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Fourth, and related to the third mechanism, documents.ensconce the guide-
lines for producing such norms in the policy lexicon, giving those guidelines
(or discourses more fundamentally) a sense of factuality and consistency in an
otherwise vast field of writing (Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983, 159). For this reason
documents are quintessentially “paradigmatic artifacts of modern knowledge
practices” (Riles 2006a, 2). When we compare such artifacts to the function of
documents in Fijian gift-giving ceremonies (Miyazaki 2006), we better see their
role in mass society. Gift exchange among Fijians entails a period of uncertainty
while the giver hopes that the receiver will find the gift worthy of the social con-
nection that it is supposed to cement. The process works similarly in reverse:
the gift-receiver must send a thank you letter to the gift-giver to express due ap-
preciation and to honor the significance of the giver’s clan. Until the moment
that full acceptance occurs, social continuity remains in doubt. Miyazaki dem-
onstrates that documents serve the purpose not only of recording the exchange
but also of replicating the forms of rituals, which hold the social field together
during the hiatus. In other words, documents do not simply record gifts but
also are the aesthetic forms through which gift-giving transpires. Documents
therefore function as a “meta-level objectification” of processes of social rep-
lication processes (222-23). Following Miyazaki’s suggestion that we consider
how documents serve this purpose across different forms of knowledge (223),
we see that in highly technocratic settings the document still functions as an
objectifier of replication, but it does so as a second-order, rather than first-
order, agent in social mediation (Der Derian 1987, 7). In other words, in the
Fijian example, the documentary record helps people arbitrate their relations
directly, as parties can determine the relative value of the recorded gift and the
character of the exchange ritual. However, in a mass technocratic setting, in-
dividuals are not positioned to use documents as part of direct interpersonal
negotiations. Instead, each person must always situate him- or herself in rela-
tion to abstract social norms or commodity values expressed in law, policy, or
the market, which in turn mediate relations between isolated individuals (for
example, a judge arbitrates on the basis of a legal code, which the disputants
themselves cannot manipulate, revise, or edit). Individuals appeal to an exter-
nal abstraction to mediate the given issue rather than resolve it directly between
themselves. Therefore, while in both cases documents are central agents in so-
cial replication, in the Fijian case their role is combined with the direct social
engagement between the actors themselves, while in mass technocratic society
their role is to mediate socially estranged actors who cannot mutually dictate
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the terms of their engagement. Documents therefore codify the technical and
moral means through which an apparatus indirectly relates estranged individ-
uals to each other.

Getting a handle on the “network”—or the network effect—that pulls an
apparatus together makes for an unusual ethnographic challenge. However,
given the organizational power of apparatuses and their ability to absorb count-
less people and resources, we would be wise to take them seriously and ap-
proach them confidently. Recent developments in global ethnography provide
key tools to take up this task even if it requires applying them in fairly novel
ways. Nonlocal ethnography shifts the accent of analysis from location-specific
practices to rationales that enable, organize, and effectively integrate many dis-
parate practices, in order to identify unmappable ethnographic terrain, as it
were. “Nonlocal” describes rationales and practices that are present in multiple
locations but are not of any particular location. In other words, it does not call
for the ethnographer’s immersion in “place” per se but rather in rationales that
enable the apparatus—a situation leading to both real places (meetings, offices,
events, conferences, and so on) and virtual places (websites, circulating doc-
uments, video representations, media outlets). Studying the formation of an
apparatus requires that we shift the ethnographic focus from objects and struc-
tures to processes that create the conditions for certain kinds of objectifications
and institutional and network configurations.

The example of commodity production in a neoliberal economy illustrates
the point. As production is coordinated remotely among multiple locations,
communication follows a generic template so that dispersed and unconnected
workers can organize themselves ad hoc, remotely, and virtually through IT sys-
tems (Hardt and Negri 2000, 295-96). EMN’s migration glossary, 3MP’s I-Map,
the Ttalian-Egyptian job portal, and Frontex’s risk analyses exemplify the point
with respect to migration management. Generic templates compensate for the
policy group’s inability to develop its own idiosyncratic traditions and com-
municative practices for lack of personal connection, shared history, and close
physical proximity. A generic template also ensures that the group will not stray
from the apparatus’s demands. With the decline of pyramid bureaucracy and
the stand-alone factory, flexible labor practices are decidedly vague in appear-
ance and evade efforts to map their direct connections. Yet far from creating a
disorderly economy free from regulatory intrusions, this kind of neoliberalism
requires that the state—in whatever form it operates—provide optimal condi-
tions for the productive behavior of the entrepreneur-unit rather than specific
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instructions for the subject to follow. This situation requires a constant adap-
tation, for example, “of the legal order to scientific discoveries, to the progress
of economic organization and technique, to changes in the structure of soci-
ety, and to the requirements of contemporary consciousness” (Foucault 2008,
161-62). (Neo)liberalism has hardly resulted in unrestrained circulation; rather,
it involves “imposing a Highway Code while accepting that at a time of faster
means of transport this code will not necessarily be the same as in the time of
stagecoaches” (162, emphasis original).

Ananya Roy (2010, 34) finds an apt metaphor for this bizarre ethnographic
terrain in Kandinsky’s compositions, particularly Small Worlds IV. These works
capture the “ensembles of centralities anid multiplicities” of monopolistic forms
of power/knowledge that are reproduced though mutated in varied locations.
Riles (2000, 20), likewise utilizing the metaphor of modern art, describes the
ethnographic endeavor of explaining familiar, modern, transnational relations
not as a matter of detailed, thick descriptions of foreign lifeways but rather of
selectively erasing detail so as to expose the contours of modern social con-
structs, which consume the ethnographer and the ethnographic subject alike.
The resulting terrain includes an ever-shifting collage of institutions, offices,
and organizations, of omnipresent prescriptions for a normative life, of appro-
priations of local practices, of imitations and reinterpretations of high-level
policy prescriptions, and of the subversions of laws and norms that usually
confine transgressors to lives in the margins. This terrain may seem superficial
and insubstantial, but again, that appearance is the ultimate embodiment of
the very superficiality that policymaking actively generates. It reduces the com-
plexities of social life to thin representations of people as policy targets, statis-
tics, and stereotypes, and it demands little substantial connection among its
coordinating policymakers, officials, and technocrats. How such superficiality
manifests an enormous hold over millions of people is the frightening ethno-
graphic question to be asked.

NONLOCAL ETHNOGRAPHY AND THE VIRTUES OF
DISPLACEMENT AND CONTINGENCY

When anthropologists have pursued the study of institutions or of hard-to-
access elites, they have often developed a pragmatic ethnographic approach:
choose any method that suits the research question and do not anguish over
participant-observation. Indeed, forty years ago Nader (1972, 306~7) compel-
lingly argued that if we are to address the most important contemporary prob-
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lems, then we might have to “study up” and “shuffle around the value placed
on participant-observation that leads us to forget that there are other methods
more useful” for the problems we need to investigate. To deal with the problem
of access, Gusterson (1997, 116) suggests “polymorphous engagement,” which
involves meeting ethnographic informants “across a number of dispersed sites,
not just in local communities, and sometimes in virtual form; and it means
collecting data eclectically from a disparate array of sources in many differ-
ent ways.” Shore (2006; see also Amit 1999, 15) argues that social anthropology
should not be equated with ethnography, so that it may bypass the constraints
of empiricism and better capture wider social processes. Gupta and Ferguson
(1997, 37) suggest demoting “the field” (that is, the commitment to particular
places) to just “one element in a multistranded methodology for the construc-
tion of what Donna Haraway [1988] has called ‘situated knowledges.” This
move would create space for additional methods such as archival work, statisti-
cal analysis, media analysis, and interviews (38; Shore 2000, 7). This pragmatic
and welcome use of varied methods still needs a clear epistemological basis lest
we ignore the troubling question of what isn’t ethnography. The pivotal ques-
tion here is not how to compensate for participant-observation when access
is impeded. That is a technical question of method. Rather, the key question
is what kind of knowledge we seek through ethnography. That is a logically
prior question of methodology, the answer to which suggests the most suitable
methods for any particular research program.

To cope with this challenging and surreal terrain, nonlocal ethnography
must avoid two pitfalls: on the one hand, it must not equate itself with par-
ticipant-observation and thus start from an empiricist premise; while on the
other, it must not fetishize documents, knowledge practices, and virtual forms
of data and thus fail to see how these actually mediate social relations in the
empirical world. To be clear, nonlocal ethnography does not involve the aban-
donment of participant-observation. Rather, it calls for a review of the kind of
knowledge that participant-observation traditionally delivered in order to cre-
ate a flexible methodology that can still retrieve it, even if place is far less stable
than it appeared in anthropology’s classic field sites. Traditionally, participant-
observation has served the dual purposes of (1) displacing the ethnographer
in order to break down preexisting biases for better reception of alternative
ideas, values, practices, and so on; and of (2) showing the importance of his-
torical contingency in either reproducing or altering the status quo. A review
of these key assets of participant-observation suggests how we can equally in-
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corporate additional research methods under the umbrella of ethnographic
methodology.

First, displacement invokes the notion of distinct geographic-cum-cul-
tural space, which today is a more problematic concept than ever. The eth-
nographer used to rely on an outsider’s perspective on a presumably insular
group in order to produce theoretical statements free from the constraints of
emic categories. Contemporary global ethnography, however, involves study-
ing people and processes that are already enmeshed in the ethnographer’s in-
herited web of meaning (cf. Riles 2000). The question becomes whether one
can stand outside the sociocultural milieu in which one was socialized. Riles
suggests that the answer is “yes” if the ethnographer focuses on “the aesthetics
of bureaucratic practices” so as to uncover the designs that make information
practices possible and ultimately turn “the network inside out” (16). Nonlocal
ethnography starts from a different, though not incompatible, position. Fol-
lowing Clifford (1997, 218), ethnography is one manifestation of a long tra-
dition of Western travel practices that have been understood as “more or less
voluntary practices of leaving familiar ground in search of difference, wisdom,
power, adventure, an altered perspective.” On the one hand, his point reveals
participant-observation’s traditional empiricist assumptions and comparative
aims: learning through direct personal experience and immersion in cultural
difference. This view of displacement also shows the importance of develop-
ing critical perspectives on one’s social reality through removal from it. On the
other, Clifford also argues that “travel needs to be rethought in different tradi-
tions and historical predicaments” (218). From here we can ask if the desired
displacement is achieved solely through entry into an ostensibly alien cultural
setting. On the grounds that it is not, nonlocal ethnography recognizes “dis-
placement” as any research (or personal) practice that dislodges the assump-
tions, discourses, and rationales which the researcher would otherwise take for
granted. Nonlocal ethnographers, who might not necessarily travel to remote
places, would thus not duplicate the observations of other commentators be-
cause their inquiry already aims to destabilize the received assumptions fram-
ing the matter in question. In contrast to journalists, for example, who speak
“to existing publics in a language they already believe they understand . . . and
so are rarely at odds with conventional wisdom,” anthropologists have a duty
not to be immediately accessible so that they can produce novel insights rather
than reveal only unknown facts (Rabinow et al. 2008, 56—57). Displacement—
the removal from familiarity and instant accessibility—need not be reduced to
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matters of crossing geographically demarcated cultural boundaries but, rather,
deepened to include any experience in which discourse—the taken-for-granted
assumptions that establish norms and deviation—is interrogated, problema-
tized, or in a word, “situated.” Ironically, to displace is to situate.

Second, participant-observation foregrounds the importance of historical
contingency in human affairs, because “being there” shows the ethnographer
what is actually happening in contested moments. It reveals that while the social
may appear static (for example, the state), the putative stasis is only achieved
through ongoing struggle, conflict, and violence. This perspective renders eth-
nography a genealogical methodology in the Nietzschean vein that sees history
as the “story of petty malice, of violently imposed interpretations, of vicious
intentions, of high sounding stories masking the lowest motives” {Dreyfus and
Rabinow 1983, 108). It shows how moments of rupture, conflict, and discord
result in power inequalities concealed through different political technolo-
gies. However, ethnography need not be reduced to participant-observation
to achieve this kind of insight. Many methods can account for change through
time in local, national, or global contexts. In fact, deep immersion might oc-
clude views of other domains and modes in which conflict is performed, re-
vealed, or concealed.

Nonlocal ethnography can show how an amorphous, polymorphous, and
ungrounded apparatus emerges as a device of population management. It is
quintessentially an ethnographic methodology because, like participant-obser-
vation, it critiques the hegemony of “common knowledge” and traces the role
of contingency in human affairs. However, nonlocal ethnography is not con-
strained by the limits of participant-observation because it does not assume
that the singularly most valuable type of evidence is found through direct sen-
sory contact, It is an empirical methodology without the limitations of empiri-
cism. Defined by the twin pillars of displacement and contingency, nonlocal
ethnography prioritizes any method that suits the particular research design as
long as it illuminates the rationales and fluid processes through which an appa-
ratus materializes. Such an approach would help keep pace with the ephemeral-
ity of post/modern times, in which, as Arendt (1958, 304) observed,

the emphasis shifted entirely away from the product and from the permanent,
guiding model to the fabrication process, away from the question of what a thing
is and what kind of thing was to be produced to the question of how and through
which means and processes it had come into being and could be reproduced.
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Nonlocal ethnography may seem to attribute agency to the migration appa-
ratus over and above human intervention. To be sure, this book often describes
it as an active subject to help convey the pervasive role of abstract mediating
agents in human relations. Apparatuses, of course, do not inherently reduce
humans to automatons, but they do encourage the sacrifice of one’s powers
of original thought for the cause of utility and efficiency. We risk sacrificing
our capacity for moral judgment on the contradictions that compose daily
life. The local/particular and the abstract/virtual become ever more difficult
to distinguish as the latter comes to enable the former. Stanley Kubrick (1968)
dramatized the point in 2001: A Space Odyssey with the HAL computer. HAL is
certainly not a literal portrayal of the apparatus. Instead, it is a metaphorfor the
apparatus’s ostensibly affectionate disposition, which conceals its diversity of
economical and dispassionate modi operandi. For example, HAL's reassuring
voice masks its amoral decision-making criteria, as the liberal’s universal hu-
manitarianism is never fully distinguished from the cold logic of productivity,
secutity, and particularity:

Heuristically Programmed Algorithmic Computer aka HAL: 1 enjoy working with
people. I have a stimulating relationship with Dr. Poole and Dr. Bowman.
My mission responsibilities range over the entire operation of the ship so
I am constantly occupied. I am putting myself to the fullest possible use,
which is all, I think, that any conscious entity can ever hope to do. ...

BBC reporter: Do you believe that HAL has genuine emotions?

Bowman: Well, he acts like he has genuine emotions. Uh, of course, he’s pro-
grammed that way to make it easier for us to talk to him. But as to whether
or not he has real feelings is something I don’t think anyone can truthfully
answer.

HAL later determines that Bowman wishes to sabotage the mission because
he has lost confidence in HALs decision-making capability. HAL therefore at-
tempts to terminate Bowman'’s life, but not by killing him with a direct assault
on his body. Instead, it shuts down the ship’s life-support systems so that he
would die a bloodless, passive death. In self-defense, Bowman manages to dis-
mantle HALs operating systems to save himself. He not only keeps himself alive
in a strict biological sense but also restores his own agency. He recovers himself
as a unique person but only to sacrifice himself at a later point. As his journey
continues beyond Jupiter, he ultimately witnesses the completion of his own
aging process, thus standing external to himself. The film concludes with the
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infant Bowman suspended in a luminous orb in outer space and staring back
at a beautiful earth all aglow. This scene, famously enhanced by Strauss’s Also
Sprach Zarathustra, deceptively suggests the promise of a new beginning. How-
ever, it more likely represents in Arendtian terms (1958, ch. 6) the shrinkage of
the Earth, for any practical human purpose, to an externalized orb-object and
the concomitant dissipation of directly connected social life that it once sus-
tained. The infant Bowman, enclosed in his own glowing orb, has become fully
transparent and isolated, a literal world unto himself. He is alienated from the
Earth as a natural entity and from the world as a social entity.

Understanding the conditions that facilitate our slide from active agents to
passive technicians is the first step toward reversing that harrowing trajectory.
The incumbent processes are structured by rationalized, generic, and abstract
methods designed to manage globalization’s apparent madness. Agamben
(1998) seeks to explain the logic of these methods in his inquiry into the con-
ditions that create Homo sacer: that dispensible soul who may be killed or ne-
glected but categorically cannot be sacrificed. This strangely universal character
includes everyone, not only migrants, refugees, and inmates (ibid., 115). While
some people are still herded into delineated camps (the particular site through
which Agamben demonstrated his original argument), this spatial category
also functions in undefined areas: either physical spaces such as deserts and
seas, where migrants anonymously perish, or the social spaces of mass society
that work by breaking down social connections to leave people isolated, uncon-
nected, confused, and ultimately disposable. Disturbingly, the vast inequalities
that the migration apparatus sustains today perhaps result more from the vio-
lence of social indifference than the targeted, tangible brutality of collective ha-
tred. In this age of right versus right, it takes its toll through the benign neglect
of liberalism as much as through the sting of nationalism.

EPILOGUE
The Comparative Advantages of the Academic
and the Policymaker

The fact that apparatuses and nonlocal ethnography are wedded to policy pro-
cesses raises the important issue of “policy engagement” in academic research.
Anyone familiar with it knows that the relationship between the academic and
the policymaker can be difficult and prone to misunderstanding. It easily stalls
at two particular roadblocks. First, it can collapse into mutual antagonism: the
academic dismisses the policymaker as an unenlightened creature of bureau-
cratic habit; or the policymaker tries to mold the academic into an advisor to
the prince when searching for simplified, utilitarian input—“Give me research
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I can use!” Second, the academic’s specific policy advice is often neither unique
nor particularly helpful. My advice is obvious as well: “Level out global eco-
nomic inequality so people can lead dignified lives wherever they are.” Policy-
makers are often already aware of the academic’s advice but find it impractical
even if agreeable. They also quickly realize that their purposes are better served
by think tanks, professional consultants, or in-house research units.

A possible way of improving this relationship would build off Foucault’s
notion of the “specific intellectual,” who is an individual with “a direct and lo-
calised relation to scientific knowledge and institutions” (1980, 128; see 126-33
for a full discussion). The policymaker embodies the specific intellectual rather
than the academic, because the former possesses unique knowledge in navigat-
ing the local technocratic terrain and is likely to avoid “major ideological po-
lemics” by focusing on particular sectoral questions (Rabinow 1989, 251). In this
situation, the role of the academic is to give the policymaker the opportunity
to reflect upon the banality of bureaucratic work outside its particular episte-
mological and ethical frame. Many interviewees for this book seemed to enjoy
these opportunities especially when scheduled after work hours and away from
the office. Both partners have to make adjustments for this conversation to take
hold. On the one hand, academics must communicate the insights of critical
theory in ordinary terms during ethnographic fieldwork and in the written eth-
nography. Often a divisive term, “critical theory” can simply refer to investiga-
tions of social reality that start by questioning, rather than taking for granted,
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