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Povzetek
Meje v gibanju: od fizičnih meja do sociotehničnih režimov
Članekopisujepremikvupravljanjuevropskihmeja,kjersestatičnamejaspreminjav
fluideninproženmejnirežim.Vnjemsemnožijoinkrepijoštevilnenotranjeinzunanje
meje,pričemersodelujejoštevilnizasebniinjavni,evropskiinnacionalniakterji,tehno-
logijeindiskurzi.Upravljanjesodobnegamejnegarežimasejespremenilovprostorust-
varjanjapravnihokvirovinkategorijprebivalstva.Razvilsejevčezmejni»industrijski
kompleks«,kiseraztezapreksamihmejnihobmočij,zeksternalizacijoevropskegauprav-
ljanjamigracijpatudivsosednjedržaveinceline.Včlankusoopisanenekatereglavne
značilnosti premikajočih se meja: njihova deteritorializacija, privatizacija, eksternali-
zacija in digitalizacija. Zaključuje se z analizo sodobnega razvoja evropskegamejnega
režimavjugovzhodniEvropiinnabalkanskipoti.
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Abstract
ThearticledescribestheshiftinEuropeanbordermanagement,whereastaticborderis
transformedintoafluidandflexibleregimewithnumerousinternalandexternalbor-
ders.Thisnewregimeinvolvesamyriadofpublicandprivateactors,bothEuropeanand
national,alongwithadvancedtechnologiesanddiversediscourses.Itsadministrationis
increasinglybecominga space for theproductionof legal frameworks andpopulation
categories.Thiscross-border‘industrialcomplex’extendsbeyondtheborderareasthem-
selves,acrossthewholeofEurope,and,withtheexternalizationofEuropeanmigration
management, toneighbouring countries and continents.Thearticledescribes someof
themainfeaturesofmovingborders:theirdeterritorialisation,privatisation,externali-
sation,anddigitalisation.Itconcludeswithananalysisofcontemporarydevelopmentsof
theEuropeanborderregimeinSouth-EastEuropeandalongtheBalkanRoute.

Keywords: EuropeanBorderRegime,externalisation,biometrics,digitalisation,Balkan
Route
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Overthelastthreedecades,theEU’sattempttomanageglobalmigrationhas
produceda rangeofnewborderpoliciesandpractices, includingawideran-
ge of private andpublic, European andnational actors, technologies anddis-
courses.Thecoremanifestationofthisprocessistheshiftfromastaticborder
to a fluid and flexible border regime,where numerous internal and external
borders multiply and intensify, assuming both physical and legal forms (see
Hess,2012,2016;HessandKasparek,2017).Thisregimeisevolvingintoadyna-
micpanopticonthatexertscontroloverallphysicalandvirtualspacesofmobi-
lity. Its effectiveness isbolsteredby theparticipationof actors acrossvarious
stateandsocial subsystems, from lawenforcementagencies tosocialwelfare,
health,andeducationinstitutions,aswellastransportcompaniesandprivate
employers.Inthiscontext,boththeconstructionandadministrationofborders
haveundergoneradicalchanges.Themodernborderhasevolvedintoahighly
sophisticatedandincreasinglyprecisemechanism.Itsadministration–through
theconstantissuanceandprocessingofdocuments,certificates,visas,permits,
checkpoints,andzones,aswellastheadoptionoflaws,procedures,practices,
andrules–asshiftedfrombeingmerelyaninstrumentofcontrolandrepres-
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sion.Itisincreasinglybecomingaspacefortheproductionoflegalframeworks
and population categories, effectively serving as a ‘means of producing rela-
tions.’(seeLuhmann,1982:237).
Thus, theborderregime, increasinglycharacterisedbyregulationandman-

agement,hasbecomeakeyinstrumentforsystematicallycategorisingindividu-
als,asitcontinuouslyanduniversallyassignsthemstatusesthatdeterminethe
scopeoftheirrightswithintheboundariesofwelfarestates.Ithasevolvedinto
across-border‘industrialcomplex’thatextendsbeyondtheborderareasthem-
selves,across thewholeofEurope,and,with theexternalisationofEuropean
migrationmanagement,toneighbouringcountriesandcontinents.Withinthis
expansiveborderregime,newhierarchiesofcitizenshipareemergingacrossall
levelsoflegalregulation,increasinglyfragmentingtheEuropeanpoliticalspace
–andcitizenshipitself–intovariouscategoriesoftemporaryandpartial‘legal’
statuses.Thisarticlebeginswithadescriptionofamigrationregimeofmoving
borders:theirdeterritorialisation,privatisation,externalisation,anddigitalisa-
tion.ItconcludeswithananalysisofcontemporarydevelopmentsoftheEuro-
peanborderregimeinSouthEastEuropeandalongtheBalkanRoute.

Deterritorialisation

Theborder,traditionallyservingasaterritorialmarkerdelineatingthelimits
of thenation-state, is undergoing a process of deterritorialisation. Its prima-
ryfunctionisshiftingfrommerelyseparatingspacesandrestrictingmobility,
to continuously controlling the spatial distribution of movement. Unlike the
‘closed territoriality’ of modern sovereignty, which created a homogeneous
spherewithasingle,fixed,immobile,andcontinuousborder,theevolvingcon-
stitutionofEuropeanintegrationsreflectsaformof‘openterritoriality’chara-
cterisedbyapluralityofcoexistingtemporalandspatialborders(Cuttitta2006:
36).Theborderisnolongermerelyalinemarkingtheboundariesofstates;in-
stead,itmanifests“whereverthemovementofinformation,people,andgoods
occurs and is regulated—for example, in cosmopolitan cities” (Balibar, 2002:
71). As borders become increasinglymobile, flexible, immaterial and ubiqui-
tous,the‘greatfrontier’or‘imperiallimes’thatseparatedthe‘inside’fromthe
‘outside’(DelantyandRumford,2005:188)nolongerexists.However,thisshift
doesnotimplythatspaceorterritoryisabsentorirrelevantintheconceptuali-
sationofborders,butratherthatborderscannolongerbeconfinedtoaprecise
space,eveniftheycontinuouslytraverseandshapeit.Mobileborders“havenot
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ceasedtoproducefixedmechanismsofclosure,theyhavebecome‘de-territori-
alized’withoutceasingtoinvestinparticularspaces”(Mezzadra,2007).

Privatisation

Cuttitta suggests that to articulate theborder regimeappropriately,wewill
needtodevelopanentirelynewcartographyoftheborder,whichwillhelpus
to distinguish the “material boundaries from immaterial boundaries, bound-
ariesmarkedon territories, fromboundaries imprintedon thepersons, lives,
choicesanddestiniesofallpeople.”(Cuttita,2006:29)Todescribethisnewland-
scapeofpolicies focusedongoverningbordersandcontrolling themovement
ofpeople,Barryemploys themetaphorof the ‘migrationmachine’ (seeBarry,
2001). He argues that this metaphor effectively captures the blend of ‘social
and technical realities’ within border regimes, which are becoming increas-
ingly computerised and complex and aremanaged by a growing array of di-
versesocialactors.Borderregimeconsists“notonlyofhightechnologybutalso
of politicians, policymakers, civil servants, border officials andmilitary poli-
ce” (Dijstelbloem,Meijer andBesters, 2011: 9). Surveillancehas thusnotonly
spiltovertheedgesofterritorialboundariesbuthasalsopermeatedtheentire
sociallandscape,beingadoptedbyvariousorganisationsbeyondgovernments,
where “the responsibility for verifying certain types ofmigrants (education,
work,knowledgeandtalent)isdelegatedtouniversitiesandcompanies”.Conse-
quently,themigrationmachineisnotonlypublic,“butalsoinprivateandpro-
fessionalhands”(Dijstelbloem,MeijerandBesters,2011:10–11).Itisnotfixedto
aspecificplaceanditsfunctionofsurveillanceandcontrolfocuseson“observa-
tion,registrationandverification”(Dijstelbloem,MeijerandBesters,2011:10).
Themigrationmachineisthusincreasingly‘resourceful’andincreasinglytakes
theformofa‘smartborder’(seeLyon,2005).

Externalisation

IntheprocessofEUenlargement,inits‘neighbourhoodpolicy’,globalisation,
intercontinentalpartnerships,bilateralandmultilateralagreements, ‘approxi-
mation policies’ and the externalisation of part of migration management
beyond the borders of EU Member States, the concept of ‘Europe’s external
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border’istakingonnewdimensions.Itisbecomingincreasingly‘multiple’,as
it“establishesdirectcontactswithall ‘parts’of theworld”andisessentiallya
kindof ‘world-boundary’,“whichneverthelesshasspecific ‘European’charac-
teristics stemming fromhistory, geography andpolitics” (Balibar, 2004: 1–2).
ThismakesitincreasinglydifficulttoconceiveoftheEUasaclearlydefinedand
delimited political entity of ‘closed territoriality’. First, European integration
is(still)anincompleteprocessandnoonecanpredictwithcertaintywhereits
developmentwillfinally stop.Thus, in the current enlargement constellation,
wecanspeakofdifferentstagesofexternalisationorformallegal-politicalin-
tegrationofthedifferentterritoriesandtheircitizensinthedirectandindirect
proximityoftheEU.1ThecontinuousprocessofEUenlargementthus“challeng-
esthetheoryandpracticeofdefiningEuropeanmembershippreciselybecause
itshedslightonhowthedeterritorialisationandrelocalisationofthebordersof
theEUpoliticalcommunityleadstoafragmentationofthelegalsubjectivityof
thecitizen”(Rigo,2005:14).Thisisalsowhybordersandmigrationareoneof
thekeynegotiatingchaptersintheenlargementprocess,asthecandidatecoun-
trieshave to “fully implement the communitarianacquis in theseareas, even
beforethecompletionoftheirintegrationandeventhoughtheyhavenotpartic-
ipatedinthenegotiationsandthedecision-makingprocess”(Rigo,2005:3–4).
Secondly, in addition to the continuousnegotiation of the formal integrati-

onof thenewMemberStates intotheEU’s institutionalstructure,whichma-
inly impliesthecontinuousharmonisationof thecandidatecountries’ legisla-
tionwithEUlaw,oneofthemostimportantmechanismsforthemanagement
of theEU’s(mainlysouthernandeastern)bordersandborderareas is theso-
calledEuropeanNeighbourhoodPolicy(ENP).Itsmainpurposeistoinvolvethe
‘neighbouringcountries,’2officiallyreferredtoasthe‘circleoffriends,’inproc-
esses of economic integration and joint border and migration management.
TheENP,as ‘anextensionofEUgovernancebeyond itsborders” (Delantyand
Rumford,2005:126),indicatestheglobaldimensionofEUpolicies.Itinvolves
not only the Member States, but also partner countries, EU agencies, inter-
governmental,non-governmental and internationalorganisations, andawide
rangeofotherpublicandprivatebodies.TheENP is thuscreatingnewEuro-

1Wearereferringhereinparticulartothedifferentlegal-formalstatusesof:1.citizensofdifferent
EUcountries,where the freedomofmovementof citizensof thenewEUMemberStatesmaybe
restrictedbydifferent lengthsof transitionperiods andbypolice controls at internalborders; 2.
citizensofcandidatecountries;and3.third-countrynationalsresidingintheEUwhodonothavethe
nationalityofoneoftheEUMemberStates.ThesecategoriesarenotanexternalpartoftheEU,but
anintegralpartofit,atthedifferentstagesofitsintegration.

2The Neighbouring Countries category currently includes Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia,
Armenia,Azerbaijan,Syria,Lebanon,Jordan,Israel,thePalestinianAuthority,Egypt,Libya,Tunisia,
AlgeriaandMorocco.
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peangeopolitics and “anewvocabularyof spatialpolicies: ‘prosperity zones’,
‘rapprochement policies’, ‘new neighbourhood’, ‘wider Europe’, ‘border are-
asorborderlands’,and‘circleoffriends’”(DelantyandRumford,2005:127).It
shouldbestressedthattheENPdifferssignificantlyfromclassicalenlargement
inthatitenvisagesonlythemanagementofcommonspacebetweentheEUand
itsneighboursorpartnercountriesbutwithoutthepossibilityoftheirformal
integration into theEU in the short term.This conceptualisation of ‘partner-
ship’,whichisineffect“integrationwithoutenlargement”(DelantyandRum-
ford,2005:127), inwhichtheEUandthepartnercountriesshare“everything
but the institutions,”3 clearly illustrates someof the elementsof subordinati-
on of the partner countries.The effects of the carefully chosen areas of co-
operation,whicharealmostexclusivelydictatedby theEU,are skewed in fa-
vour of the EU’s institutional matrix. In contrast to countries that are offe-
redmembershipby theEU inexchangefor integration into itsmigrationfra-
mework,forneighbouringcountriesthatcannotbeofferedthis‘carrot’,“theEU
isconcernedwithhowtointegratemigrationandasylumintoabroadernegoti-
atingframeworkthatallowstheEU’smigrationandinternalsecurityobjectives
(whichmaybeperceivedbynon-membercountriesasunwelcomeimpositions)
to be enforced through sweetheart deals such as development and economic
aid”(BoswellandGeddes,2011:133).
Thirdly, theEU, through theprocessof ‘externalisation’ofEuropeanmigra-

tion policy, is exporting migration management and thus the border regime
to neighbouring and ‘safe’4 countries. The so-called Return and Readmission
Agreements (RRAs)5 play a key role in the implementation of the ‘safe coun-
try’principlebyprovidinga legalbasis fordeporting irregularmigrantsback
tothenon-membercountrythatispresumedtohavebeenthemigrant’spoint
ofdeparture.Practicesbasedonreadmissionagreementsarethus,ontheone
hand,oneofthemostobviousmanifestationsoftheexternalexpansionofthe
‘European’ border,while, on the other hand, such agreements are ‘dispositifs


3StatementbyformerPresidentoftheEuropeanCommissionRomanoProdi.SeeProdi,2002.

4AfterGermanypioneeredthe‘SafeState’principlein1993,itwassoonadoptedbyotherMember
States.AllcountriesborderingtheEUweredeclared‘safe’,thusbecomingakindof‘tamponzone’
for‘transitmigration’totheWest.Theprimarypurposeoftheprincipleistopreventapplicantsfor
internationalprotectionfromenteringtheEUfromaso-called‘safe’country,ortoreturnthemtoa
‘safe’countryintheeventoftheirbeingcaughtintheEU.Thecircleofsafecountriesisexpandingin
proportiontotheinclusionofnewMemberStatesintheEU,whichapplythe‘safe’countryprinciple
totheirneighbours(seeRigo,200:5–6).

5ThefirstsuchagreementwassignedbyGermanyandPolandin1993.Thiswasfollowedbyother
MemberStatessigningsimilaragreementswiththecandidatecountriestheyborder.Thispractice
was continued by the candidate countries, which had to sign analogous agreements with the
migrants’countriesoforigininordertoentertheSchengenarea.
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ofcontrol’,“constitutingadministrativeborderswhosefunctionisnotmerely
tokeepoutthoseperceivedas‘transgressors’,butfirstandforemosttocontrol
populationsoutsideandinsidethestateterritory”(Rigo,2005:7).Thistypeof
practiceisfacilitatedandreinforcedbytheso-called‘principleofconditionali-
ty’,whichisakeyinstrumentforobtainingtheconsentofcountriesoforiginto
suchagreements,asitsetstheextentofquotasforthelegalentryoftheirnation-
alsintoEUterritoryfollowingthewillingnessofthestatetopreventirregular
migrationandtoacceptdeportednationals.
Finally, the externalisation of migration management and the expansion

of theborder is further enhancedby the administrativeborder of diplomatic
missions, inadditiontodeportationmechanisms in the formofreturnagree-
ments,thesafecountryprincipleandtheprincipleofconditionality.Migrants
whowish to organise their documentation for legal entry into theEU are al-
readyconfrontedwiththeborderintheircountriesoforigin,attheembassies
andconsulatesoftheMemberStates.Heretoo,bordercontrolsarecarriedout
remotely,farbeyondthebordersoftheEUitself.Itisakindof‘policeàdistance’
(seeBigoandGuild,2003),“mechanismsofsurveillancecarriedoutby‘profes-
sionals’ofsecuritystrategieswhoarenotnationalpoliceforcesbutdiplomatic
authoritiesandadministrativebureaucracies”(Rigo,2005:7).Here,too,wecan
observetheproductivenatureoftheborder,which,inadditiontonewlegal,po-
liticalandterritorialrelations,alsoproducesnewsubjectsofsurveillanceand
newformsofknowledge.

Digitalisation

Intheemergingborderregime, thestaticnatureofnational territorialbor-
der procedures has been replaced by a decentralised andmobile network of
surveillance and intrusive technologies, and its key instrument is no longer
physicalbarriers,butadiffusesystemofdatabasesofpersonal,medical,labour
andproceduraldata,whichallowforthehierarchisationandselectionofmove-
mentflows.Indoingso,itreliesprimarilyontechnologicalsupport,whichin-
cludes“hardwareofnewtechnologies(suchasthestorageandcomputational
capacityofdatabases)andsoftwarethatenablesdetection,recognition,infor-
mationsharingandtracking”(Broeders,2011:48).Thisnewcartographyofthe
Europeanborderregimeanditsdynamicbordersislargelydeterminedbythe
Schengensystemofborder surveillanceandmanagement, collectivelyknown
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astheSchengenarea.6TheideologyoftheSchengenregimeistheabolitionof
internalbordersandtheconsolidationofcommonexternalborders.Schengen
issupposedtocreateconditionswhich,ontheonehand,allowtheunhindered
movementofpeople,capitalandgoods,thusfurtherstrengtheningthesmooth
functioningoftheso-calledinternalmarket,and,ontheotherhand,effectively
preventtheintrusionofunwantedelementsthroughstricterbordercontrolsat
thefrontiersofwhatithasestablishedasitsexternalborders.Inthiscontext,
internationalcrime,smugglingandillegalmigrationaremostoftenmentioned
in a very generalised, superficial and, above all, indiscriminate manner.The
newandexpandedborderregimeisthusintendedtorepresentakindofmap-
pingoftheclassicalconceptoftheborderontoabroader,transnational level.
Therefore, deterritorialising the Schengen borders does not mean abolishing
them.On thecontrary, itsentry into forcemultipliesandreterritorialises the
bordersthroughouttheterritoryofthesignatorycountriesandbeyond.
One of the key dispositions of the digital border regime is the extensive

networkofdatabasesandsystems“thatstorepersonalandtraveldata,whose
profilesmark the linebetweenthosewhoare ‘in’and thosewhoare ‘out’,be-
tween the desirable and the undesirable, the legal and the illegal” (Broeders
2011,46).Themostimportantdatabasesthatformthecoreofmigrationgover-
nanceattheEuropeanlevelarethefirst-andsecond-generationSchengenIn-
formationSystem,7theEuropeanDactylographicSystem8andtheVisaInforma-
tionSystem.9Thesethreedatabasesareafundamentalindicatorandinstrument
ofwhatBroeders(2011:49)callsthe‘digitisation’ofEuropeanborders.Border
surveillanceisthusincreasinglybecomingakindof‘sortingmachine’(seeBroe-

6TheSchengenareadatesbackto1985,whenGermany,FranceandtheBeneluxcountriessigned
theso-calledSchengenTreaty,whichaimedtostrengthencooperationbetweenthesignatoriesby
abolishinginternalbordersandcreatingacommonexternalborder.In1990,theSchengenTreaty
wasreplacedbytheSchengenConvention.WiththeentryintoforceoftheTreatyofAmsterdamin
1999,theSchengenConventionbecamepartofEUlaw.

7TheestablishmentoftheSchengenInformationSystem(SIS)isfirstmentionedintheSchengen
Treaty,whichestablishesthefreemovementofpersonsbetweenthesignatorycountries,andthe
ideaisbuiltuponintheSchengenConvention,whichsetsoutalistofmeasurestocompensatefor
thisfreedomofmovementwithadditional‘security’surveillancemechanisms.

8HereinafterreferredtoasEurodac.Eurodacisdesignedtohelpimplementtheprovisionsofthe
DublinConvention,theprimarypurposeofwhichistodeterminethecompetenceandresponsibility
ofeachcountryintheproceduresforgrantinganindividualinternationalprotectionstatus.Inother
words,thesystemallowsfortherecordingandverificationofallasylumapplicationslodgedatEU
level,thuspreventingmultipleapplicationsbyasinglepersoninseveralcountries.Recordingisdone
bycollectingandcomparingfingerprints.

9HereafterreferredtoasVIS.VIS,aspartoftheEU’smigrationdatabases, focusesonregulating
theentryandstayofmigrantsonthebasisofashort-termtransitorresidencepermit,knownasa
visa.Itspurposeistomakeiteasiertocontrolthevisaproceduresofindividualsinothercountries
andthuspreventso-calledvisashopping.SimilarlytoEurodac,theVISseekstobuildupadatabase
whosemainpurposeisto‘re-identify’migrantsusingbiometricdata.
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ders,2011:47),aimedatselectingandcategorisingglobalmobilepopulationsas
quicklyandaccuratelyaspossible.Italreadysuggestsandincorporatesfeatures
thatsuggest,thatinthefutureitwillbe“drivenbyinformation,personalcha-
racteristicsandprofiles,anditsproductwillbeidentification”(Broeders,2011:
47).
Theemergingborder regimeas thegeneral trend towards thecomputerisa-

tion and digitalisation of the management and surveillance of mobility, in-
cludingofcitizens, isnot limited to thecollectionandprocessingofpersonal
databutalsoencompassesthecomputerisationofthebodyitself(seeMetcal-
fe,2021).Thisismostclearlyexpressedintheuseofbiometrics,whichcanbe
definedasa setof “digital representationsofphysical characteristics thatare
unique to an individual, such as fingerprints, iris, retinal vascular patterns,
handshape,face,voice”(VanderPloegandSprenkels,2011:75).Thebodyisin-
creasinglybecominga‘machinecomponent’:“itisinterpretedandformattedas
ifitwereastoragedeviceforinformationthatneedsonlytobescannedinor-
dertoberegistered”(Dijstelbloem,MeijerandBesters,2011:12).Thebody,asa
‘universalidentitycardofthefuture’(seeVanderPloeg1999:301)andas‘digi-
talinformation’(seeVanderPloegandSprenkels,2011:92),canbemonitored
permanentlyandeverywhere,withouttheneedforeithertheknowledgeorthe
consentofthemonitoredperson.The‘machine-readablebody’(seeVanderPlo-
eg,2002) is embedded in “digitalfiles, informationnetworks,databases, soft-
wareandsearchengines....OurDNAisacode,ourmedicalhistoryisanelectro-
nicpatientrecord,ourphysicalvulnerabilitiesbecomeariskprofile...andour
identityisanalgorithmicallyproducedbiometrictemplate”(VanderPloegand
Sprenkels,2011:74).Theuseoftechnologyandbiometrics inthe ‘surveillance
society’turnsthebodyintoa ‘password’(seeDeleuze,1995),asit is“basedon
theassumptionthatthehumanbodyisincapableoflying”(Broeders,2011:48).
Biometrics as a “technique, as a concept and as a practice” (Van der Plo-

egandSprenkels,2011:93)ofextracting, collecting, classifying,profilingand
hierarchisingheterogeneousdata,hasbeenthesubjectofmuchcriticismand
concern. First, the fundamental assumption of biometrics that the body can
be ‘translated’ into standardised and comparable technical variables is dubi-
ousatbest,since‘universal’and‘stable’physicaltraits,i.e.“traitsthateveryone
hasandthatdonotchangeovertheyears”(VanderPloegandSprenkels,2011:
99),donotexist.Theinherentflawofbiometrics is therefore the fact that“if
thebodyreally ‘speaks’here, itdoessoonly througha longseriesof ‘transla-
tions’ based on a ‘dictionary’ that no one really understands” (Van der Ploeg
andSprenkels,2011:98).Second,anysocialcategorisationnecessarilyraisesis-
sues related to the concept of social justice, as it stigmatises certain social
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groupsinadvance,thusexposingthemto“exclusionandautomateddecisions,
withallthepossibleattendantrisks”(VanderPloegandSprenkels,2011:93).Fi-
nally,thetechnologisationanddigitisationofsurveillancecanalsobeseenasa
dangerousattempttocamouflageinherentlypoliticaldecisionsinvariousforms
ofimpersonalandpurelytechnologicalprocessesthataresupposedlyimpartial,
fairandhumane,astechnologyanddatabasesreducecomplexsocialrealitiesto
simplebinaryoppositionssuchas‘presence’or‘absenceofobservation’.How-
ever, “behaviour, in general, ismore complex than the yes/no dichotomy al-
lows”,andit isthereforenecessaryto“recognisethepoliticalcharacterofthe
techno-social simplifications involved” (Dijstelbloem,Meijer and Brom, 2011:
173).
TrendsinthedevelopmentofborderandmigrationgovernanceattheEUlev-

elindicatehowcertaindispositionsandtechnologies,whichinitiallytargetonly
a certain category of the population, in this case third-countrymigrants, are
translatedintosystemsthataimattheinclusionofentirepopulations.If,onthe
onehand,datasystemshaveemergedasamechanismforexclusionandexpul-
sion,ontheotherhand, it ispossible“tobuildprofiles fromstoreddata from
whichnew informationabout individuals andgroups canbe extrapolated for
lateruseinpolicies”(Broeders,2011:62).Thehistoryofthedevelopmentofda-
tabases,biometrics,andtheuseofsupposedlyobjectiveanduniversalsurveil-
lance technology also reveals a desire to conceptually close issues related to
the categorisation, selection and exclusion of certain categories of the popu-
lationto“ethicalorpoliticaldebateorscrutiny”,thusconcealingamoreaccu-
ratedescriptionof thesedevelopments “asanexampleof the truism ‘techno-
logyisthecontinuationofpoliticsbyothermeans’”(VanderPloegandSpren-
kels,2011:97).

EastandSouth

Over the past decade, the EU has faced four significant ruptures: the fi-
nancial and refugee crisis, the COVID-19 pandemic, and the Ukraine war.
European integrations have struggled to effectively address these critical
challenges, undermining confidence in EU solutions and giving rise to incre-
ased nationalism and populismwithin and across itsmember states. Each of
theseeventshasthuscontributedtothefragmentationoftheEuropeanpolit-
ical landscape. Paradoxically, however, they have also reinforced EU uni-
ty by tightening Europe’s external borders, also through the reinforcement
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and expansion of ‘technical barriers’ on its Eastern and Southern fronti-
ers. This policrisis, where individual crises are never completely resolved,
but just layeredoneupon theother,hasbrought about the currentEuropean
geography, marked by increased social segmentation, political fragmenta-
tion,territorialisolation,andgrowingtensionsbetweencentreandperiphery.
Thefinancialcrisisexacerbatedthealreadyexistingsocialinequalitiesandignit-
edpoliticaldivisionswithintheEU.Theinterestsoflargecoreeconomiessuch
as Germany and France have clashed with those of more peripheral, poorer
economiessuchasGreece,ItalyandSpain.Therefugeecrisisthatspilledover
intoEuropein2015/16furtherintensifiedthistension.Evenafterthesupposed
endofmajordisplacements,southernandsouth-easternEurope–regionsthat
hadalreadyshoulderedmuchof theresponsibility formigrantsbefore2016–
continuetobethemostexposedtoongoingmigration.Partlyduetotheirgeo-
graphical location,but largelyduetodivergentEuropeanregulations, ineffec-
tiverelocationmechanismsandalackofsolidaritybetweenmemberstates.The
COVID-19pandemicexposedandintensifiedtheexistinginequalitiesbetween
central and peripheral regions, with southern European countries suffering
themostduetoausteritymeasuresimposedduringthefinancialcrisis,which
brought about major reductions in public investment in health and care
systems.ThepandemicacrossEurope led toageneralisedstateofemergency,
markedbytheclosureofnationalandmunicipalborders,theimpositionofcur-
fews,andrestrictionsonpoliticalandeconomicfreedoms.Inmanycases,this
periodalsosawadrifttowardsauthoritariangovernance(SeeStojićMitrović,
2021).AttheonsetoftheUkrainiancrisis,thereseemedtobeanotabledisplay
of European unity. Many EU countries, including Slovenia, quickly enacted
supportivelegislativemeasuresthatextendedvariousrightstoUkrainianref-
ugeesandkept theirbordersopen forarrivals.On theonehand, this respon-
sedemonstratesthat,withthenecessarypoliticalwill,effectiveandrapidacti-
oncanbetakentosupportlargenumbersofdisplacedpeople.Butontheother
hand,despitethehigh-flyingrhetoric,theactualimplementationoftheserights
hasbeenslow.Meanwhile,non-Ukrainianasylumseekersarebeingoverlooked
andneglected,highlightingpersistentissuesofbiasandracismwithintheEu-
ropeanasylumsystem.
InMarch 2016, following the closure of the Balkan Corridor, the European

border regime inSouthern andSouth-EasternEuropewas gradually restored
(seeBeznecetal.,2016;HessandKaparek,2017),whilemigratorymovements
continued by returning to the underground and thus to deep vulnerability.
ThenewborderregimeinSouthernEuroperetainsmostof themainfeatures
of the pre-2016 era, such as the renewed externalisation of Europeanmigra-
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tioncontroltonon-Europeancountries(forexampleTurkeyandNorthAfrican
countries),therenewedcontainmentofthemigration‘crisis’inSouthernEuro-
pe(throughpush-backsandpreventionofsecondarymigration)andthecon-
tinueduseofaspecificmixofsecuritarianandhumanitarianpracticesbythe
affectedcountries.SincethebreakupofYugoslavia,theBalkanshavebeenpro-
gressively integrating into the European border regime, particularly through
EUandSchengenareaaccession,atvaryingspeedsandintensitiesacrossdiffer-
entcountries.ButafterMarch2016,theimportanceoftheBalkansasakindof
‘tamponzone’betweenthe‘outside’and‘coreEurope’hasrisentoamuchhigher
level(seeHameršak,Hess,Speer,StojićMitrović,2020).Someoftheevolving
featuresoftheborderregimeinSouth-EastEuropeinvolvetheriseofnewle-
galandpoliticalenclosuresaswellassecuritised infrastructuresalongall the
affectedcountries, thereby transformingsome traditionally transit states into
countriesofprolonged immobility (mostnotablyTurkey,Greece, Italy,Serbia
andBiH)(SeeStojićetal.,2022).
Consequently, thousandsofpeopleonthemovearedeprivedofbasic infra-

structure, basic services and access to any legal procedures. Forced collective
push-backsarebeingnormalisedinclearviolationofEUlaw,internationallaw
andvarioushumanrights conventions (seeBlackBookofPush-backs, 2020).
Walls,fencesandother‘technicalbarriers’arebeingerected,bringingnewdi-
visionsandtensionsbetweenthenationsoftheWesternBalkans,whicharestill
recoveringfromtheaftermathsofarecentcivilwar.Humanitarianapproaches
aresubordinatedtosecuritypriorities,andsolidarityactivitiesareincreasingly
criminalised.Politicalandmediarhetoricisescalating,presentingrefugeesasa
‘problem’,a‘burden’anda‘securitythreat’.SincethecrisisattheBelarus-Pol-
andborder,refugeeshaveincreasinglybeendescribedas‘weapons’,andcross-
bordermovementshavebeenreferredtoas‘hybridthreats.’Furthermore,even
ifrefugeesmanagetoovercomethesechallengesandreachEUMemberStates
toapplyforinternationalprotection,theystillencounternumerousdifficulties
andongoing insecurity. Insummary, theBalkanRoute ismoreakintoacom-
plexcircuit thanastraightforwardpath frompointAtopointB. Itresembles
aspiralorcycleof ‘hypermobility’,withmigrantsrepeatedlycrossingborders
andshiftingbetweenvariouslegalstatuses(seeStojićetal.,2022).Inshort,the
re-establishmentofthisintricateanddynamicborderregimehasnotreduced
borderviolenceorreinstatedadherencetointernationallawsandconventions
(seeHessandKasparek,2022).
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AlternateCurrent

On the other hand, several supportive initiatives have developed over the
pasttwodecadesintheformofsolidaritymovements,projectsandone-offor
permanent actions. In the Balkans too, solidarity structures engage in public
advocacyandcampaigns,assistingintegration,providinglegalassistance,and
establishing and maintaining community spaces. They are building critical
oppositiontogrowingright-wingpopulism,militarisationandubiquityofbor-
ders,increasedpoliceauthorities,newrestrictivelegislation,thenormalisation
of the practice of violent, brutal andmassive push-backs throughout the re-
gion,thehopelessnessandtragedyofthousandsofstrandedmigrantswithno
hopeforfurthertraveloranykindoflegalisationoftheirstatus.Activistsand
CSOsaredocumenting,researching,evaluatingandreflectingonthepastand
presentpoliciesandpractices.Theyarevisitingandmonitoringliminalspaces,
increasinglyforginglong-termorday-to-daytransnationalnetworksofsolidar-
ity.Togetherwithrefugeesandasylumseekers, theyconstituteanalternative
currentofmovement facilitationand integration,by forming ‘assemblagesof
mobilities’ (see Beznec and Kurnik, 2021), ‘border struggles’ (Mezzadra and
Neilson,2013)and‘jointagency’(KurnikandRazsa,2020).Thoseassemblages,
comprisedofpeopleonthemoveaswellas localandtransnationalcommuni-
ties,areaninterplayofvariousformsofresistanceandescape,ofwhatisalso
beingrefferedtoas‘mobilecommons’(Papadopoulos/Tsianos,2013)or‘ecologies
ofmobileexistence’(Casas-Cortes,CobarrubiasandPickles,2015).
One such example of transnational assemblages or joint agencies is the so-

calledBalkanversionoftheAlarmphone,enabledbyanactivistcollectiveInfo-
kolpa inSlovenia,migrants themselves andwith theassistanceof theBorder
ViolenceMonitoringNetwork. Itwas established in the first half of the year
2018,duringtheperiodofparticularlybrutalpush-backsoftheCroatianpolice
and the formationof a right-winggovernment inSlovenia. In thisperiod, al-
mosteveryperson, thatmanaged to reachSlovenia,wasdenied their right to
applyforasylum.Inthefirsthalfoftheyear,thenumberofcrossingsandthe
numberofasylumapplicationswereroughlythesame,asusual.InJunethesta-
tisticsradicallydropped,indicatingaradicalshiftintheconductofSlovenian
police, implying illegalpush-backsandcollectivereturns.Afterthefirst testi-
monialsaboutpush-backspublishedbydeportedindividualsandsolidarityvol-
unteersbasedinBosnianbordertowns,activistcollectiveInfokolpaestablished
aninfophonewithanaimtomonitorpoliceproceduresontheborder.People
on themovewere in constant contactwith thephonenumber, andonce rea-
chingSlovenia,senttheirdataandlocation,whichwasthenprovidedtothene-
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arestpolicestation,severalnewsoutlets,NGOs,lawyersandstateinstitutions,
thusforcingthepolicetolocatethemigrantsandreceivetheirasylumrequests.
Insixmonthsofitsexistence,beforebeingcrackeddownbyextremepolitical
andmedia frenzy, thealarmphonemanaged to trackmore thana 100people
acrossbordersonapurelyvoluntarilybasisandcouldprovetobeasuccessful
practicewithabroaderpolitical,legalandfinancialassistance.10

In the context of a regime of deterritorialised, privatised, externalised and
digitalisedborders,theviewofa‘fortress’Europe’isincreasinglyobsoleteand
replacedbyaconceptof ‘liquidborders’ (seeMoraña,2021)ormembranesof
selectiveinclusionandexclusion.Byusingtheprimacyofautonomyofmigra-
tion (seeBojadžijev andKarakayali, 2002;Pajnik, 2019), the struggles for the
extension and deepening of citizenship rights (see Isin, 2002), as the key to
theanalysisofborderregimes,wecanmovebeyond thevalidationof theba-
nalityof the ‘border spectacle’ (DeGenova,2013). Instead,wecanonceagain
transgresstheborderbetweenthose,thatare‘inside’(theincluded,thecitizens,
thelegals)andthosesupposedlyonethe‘outside’(theexcluded,theforeigners,
theillegals).Byrecognizingthatbordermobilitiesandregimesareshapednot
onlybytheviolenceofsovereignpowerbutalsobythepowerofresistantas-
semblages,wecanfinallydiveintoadecolonisedepistemology,wherethebor-
derbetweenthemarginandthecentreisinperpetualfluxofcontestationand
negotiation.
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