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The relationship between freedom of movement and security within scholarly research
has, for some time, moved away from the idea of definitions based around the border as
territory and instead moved towards conceptualisations which emphasise their technical
and diffuse dimensions. The most important research in this regard has taken place
around a broad practice-based approach to border security (Côté-Boucher et al., 2014;
Squire, 2011) which draws particular attention the digitisation and datafication of
borders, highlighting the shift from integrated border management to integrated data
management and its social and human effects (Amoore, 2006; Follis, 2017; Bigo, 2010;
Jeandesboz, 2016; Andersson, 2014).
The European Union (EU) has been at the forefront of these discussions as the most
advanced developments concerning technological and digital moves to border security
and the management of freedom of movement have taken place within ‘Schengenland’; a
phenomenon which built-up over the past 30 or so years, but which can no means be read
as monolithic or some sort of grand strategy by political elites or security professionals
(Bigo, 2014; Jones, 2017). The EU also cannot be viewed as exceptional in this regard
however, with the transatlantic space, the USA, Canada and Australia also adopting
similar practices and surveillance technologies aimed at managing the circulation of
people (see Salter, 2010; Côté-Boucher, 2002; Little and Vaughan-Williams, 2017).
The framing of freedom of movement, technology and surveillance of people on the
move-within a specific configuration in the field of EU internal security, is thus but
one case study of such a phenomenon. However, this case is a particularly telling one, as
a result of its highly institutionalised framework. The lifting of Europe’s internal borders
agreed in the 1985 Schengen Agreement came with specific compensatory or ‘offsetting’
measures. In a nutshell, the former was made conditional on the latter (Druke, 1993).
Long considered a success story, Schengen has now been seen in terms of ‘crisis’;
a very different articulation referring to the same set of practices (Jeandesboz and
Pallister-Wilkins, 2016). Instead of thinking in these binary terms, the approach put
forward by this special issue thinks instead in terms of a series of paradoxes, traced back
to the initial ambiguities within the birth of Schengen. Disagreements about the status of
a ‘federal Europe’, Schengen could be seen as a way to create the conditions under which
centralisation and federalisation was not necessary (Andersson, 2014; Druke, 1993). With
this, Schengen also saw the introduction of technology as a way to mediate this
ambiguity; framing the problem of the (in)security of freedom of movement as though it
were an issue of internal vs. external, between citizens and foreigners (later called ‘third
country nationals’). The aim of this special issue is to denaturalise and destabilise these
neat and tidy narratives of Schengen history. We shed light on the actors, practices and
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institutions involved in this history and the transformations which took place; particularly
the role of digital technology professionals and their recruitment into the EU security
apparatus. We examine how surveillance technologies were introduced through the
terminology of ‘smart borders’ and the practical forms of violence that this has generated.
This special issue thus puts forward the conceptual apparatus of
‘freedom-technology-surveillance paradoxes’ as a new and original way to critically
engage with these dynamics; paradoxes which we have traced back to the very birth of
the concept of internal EU security cooperation with the Schengen Agreement of 1985
when the ‘insecurity’ of freedom of movement was first framed as needing to be
‘balanced’ by greater surveillance of people on the move (Oelgemöller, Ansems de Vries
and Groenendijk). Paradox captures perfectly this seemingly contradictory disjuncture
and entanglement. Just another inconsistency in what Handy (1994, p.10) has called The
Age of Paradox:
“[S]o many things, just now, seem to contain their own contradictions, so many
good intentions have unintended consequences……Paradox has almost become
a cliché of our times. The word crops up again and again as people look for a
way to describe the dilemmas facing governments, businesses and increasingly,
individuals. Sometimes it seems like the more we know, the more confused we
get; the more we increase our technical capacity, the more powerless we
become.”

This paradox of Schengen has multiplied, been extended and amplified with the
extension of the definition of ‘security’ by European agencies to increasingly define their
function in terms of ‘protecting societies’ (see EU, 2003; ESRIF, 2009) and the
increasing use of technology to frame relations between ‘freedom’ and ‘security’.
Paradoxes can now be seen to manifest themselves in a multiplicity of ways, across
different scales and social universes. These transformations of the provision of security in
the so-called area of justice, freedom and security of the EU are now resulting in moves
towards technologies of anticipation, prevention and risk management deployed by the
professional networks and institutions involved in ‘securing’ European societies (see
European Commission, 2018).
At stake in contemporary times, we thus have these relations between freedom,
security and fear of global threats evolving into a vision of ‘solutions’ to insecurity based
on technological tools and a different economy of surveillance, restructuring the idea
of criminal justice and presumption of innocence towards a preventive, pro-active,
predictive episteme of ‘security’ (Bourne et al., 2015; Neal, 2009; Guild, 2017).
What is absolutely central to examine are the forms of symbolic violence which have
been, and continue to be carried out in the name of managing freedom of movement
through surveillance technologies. We cannot think of this phenomenon in terms of
single case studies of particular events, snapshots within time, specific technologies or
focusing on individual institutions or security actors. Necessary is to analyse instead is
the much broader picture of how ‘technology’, increasingly defined in terms of
surveillance, has increasingly become seen as a go-to ‘ultra-solution’ (Watzlawick, 1988)
to the supposed insecurity of freedom of movement. How have these logics been
constituted politically? Which questions and issues have been erased from the
conversation with these moves towards increasing digitisation? How can we render
visible again the political struggles between EU members, institutions and actors, and
their transatlantic partners (all of whom having very different approaches to migration)
which were settled and expunged by a seemingly ‘neutral’ technological solution?
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What we call these paradoxes within Schengen-land are therefore constituted by the
relations between freedom of movement of persons and EU citizenship rights,
technologisation of border controls and digitisation of documents enacting forms of
preventive policing at distance, and the development of a political imaginary
of suspicion. Often framed as efficient and even ‘humane’ (Pallister-Wilkins, 2015;
Gabrielsen Jumbert, 2013), this imaginary of suspicion serves to multiply the ‘reasons’
for vertical and horizontal forms of surveillance. In this vein, suspicion becomes an
organising principle of managing freedom of circulation (cf. Huysmans, 2014).
Schengen, once a symbol of free movement of people inside the area, including the
third country national living there, can be argued to have been reversed in contemporary
times into the symbol of tough border controls, de-humanising individuals, and rejecting
people in need of help (Garelli and Tazzioli, 2018; Hess and Kasparek, 2017). It is seen,
along with the Dublin agreements on asylum, as a set of disciplinary techniques that do
not comply with human rights, presumption of innocence and privacy (see EDPS, 2018;
Carrera et al., 2018). (Il)liberal practices transform the governmentality of
‘border management’ and encourage the generalisation of large-scale intrusive forms of
surveillance affecting persons, money and information (De Goede et al., 2014).
This socio-technical complex has linked many heterogeneous databases within the
EU; the Schengen information system, visa information system, European dactyloscopy
and the European criminal records information system (SIS-VIS-Eurodac-ECRIS). It has
the ambition to expand in order to easier facilitate the monitoring of different
international travellers coming in and out the ‘transatlantic’ space, encompassing the new
entry-exit system, the European travel information and authorisation system and the
EU-US and EU-Canada passenger name records (EES-ETIAS-EU-US PNR-EU-Canada
PNR).
This special issue examines the central mechanisms at work in these developments
and how embedded the logics of technology, surveillance and freedom are in these
ambitions. How has the relationship between these concepts evolved in the last 30 years
from the first database of SIS to contemporary times? What kind of regime of
justifications has been proposed? And what are the effects of this multiplicity of practices
on the ‘targets’ of these technologies?
Clearly, some actors continue to value ‘smart borders’, privileged and speedy access
to flights and customs, and consider that they enact their freedom (see European
Commission, 2016). Others however are questioning the logic at work during all these
years, pointing out function creep, erosion of privacy, and even more centrally a
transformation of how to assess security and how to frame it, if security is connected with
technological ‘progress’ (Bigo et al., 2016; Brouwer, 2016).
We argue within this special issue that it is necessary to avoid a presentist approach in
analysing these phenomena or to view the European as some kind of global exception.
Indeed, this logic of framing freedom in relation to surveillance technologies is a paradox
which is manifesting globally, through transversal fields of power (Martin-Mazé; Bigo)
and the circulation of specific ‘civil’ technologies (Larsson).
We aim, through an international political sociological approach, to re-transcribe
these paradoxes into a transversal framing, looking instead at how they came to be, how
they multiply, travel, are translated and become ‘stuck’. This re-transcription also looks
to what paradoxes do; their political and social effects and the way in which they
re-configure human values. Necessary for this analysis is thus a collective research;
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emerging through ‘the transdisciplinary work of different researchers who have studied in
detail specific arrangements between intermingled fields of power of different scales’
(Bigo, 2016).
This special issue thus has a clear line of argumentation running through the papers,
making it much more than a general forum where authors who write on similar topics are
loosely connected. We take the idea of freedom, technology and surveillance paradoxes
and use it to weave together a set of studies which illuminate different facets of these
entanglements.
Thinking in these terms enables us to examine how these disjunctures and
contradictions come to the fore in different ways. We are able to see how paradoxes
circulate and become entangled with other, related, sets of practices. Questions of
neutrality and efficiency, suspicion and reliability – become central, not only within
original Schengen negotiations (Oelgemöller, Ansems de Vries and Groenendijk), but
also within the paradoxes that pop up in the practices of Swedish arms companies
(Larsson), EU security research power elites (Martin-Mazé), European Commission
counter-terrorism proposals (Bigo; Bigo, Ewert and Mendos Kuşkonmaz) and in the
everyday practices of migrants at Europe’s borders (McCluskey).
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