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Migrations are always a matter of politicization. In the recent decades this politicization of immigration goes hand in hand with the revival of nationalist populist parties in Europe. The prevailing rhetoric on immigrants says that they represent a threat to “national interests” and “identity”, to physical security, health, and economic well-being. If public perception of migration trends is constructed around a presupposed threat to the domestic community, the public will be in favor of a more restrictive immigration policy and will be more intolerant. For instance, if people are pessimistic about their employment possibilities, they also become more likely to believe that there are too many immigrants in their communities. Unemployment combined with  fear of losing existing jobs foster  a general atmosphere of forced rejection of immigrants.

This general attitude towards immigrants is affected by the perception of so-called “illegal immigrants” – I would prefer to say “undocumented immigrants” or at least “illegalized immigrants” – which is only one category within global migratory processes, but at the same time and paradoxically the most “visible”. They are “visible” in the public because border control officials, politicians, and the media have an eye on them and give them a general status of The Immigrants. Fortification experts of the new world order have a clear duty to erect new walls surrounding countries that are targets of contemporary migration flows. Inspection technologies and techniques of detection became a real challenge for technical intelligence.

European states, including Slovenia, have imposed sanctions on carriers for transporting “irregular” immigrants. In doing so, national legislation may be in contradiction with  international obligations (i.e. ratified international conventions) towards refugees. In other words, even a fantastic system of granting asylum is useless to refugees if it can only be accessed by a lucky few. Drastic sanctions imposed on carriers make it very difficult or even impossible for refugees to access the asylum procedure: refugees are either rejected by a carrier or they are denounced by a carrier to the immigration authorities.

This paper was inspired by the techniques of detection of “undocumented” immigrants, immigrants hidden in cars, trucks, railway coaches, and other sorts of vehicles. Moreover, the locus for detection of undocumented immigrants is not limited to physical state borders, to a specific location of bordering; it expands to the territory of respective receiving countries. I will present several examples of both (non-regular) border-crossing and detection techniques. An important part of this article is based on examples produced within the artistic sphere, especially those hybrid approaches combining art and political activism, usually labeled as “artivism” (Milohnić 2005a and 2005b).
First example: Border Crossing Services
Let me begin with a few words about an intelligent artistic project where this paradox of liberal Western democracies is successfully foregrounded and questioned. It is a video production called Dienstleistung: Fluchthilfe (Border Crossing Services) by Austrian artists and activists Martin Krenn and Oliver Ressler. It was part of a broader project which is described and documented in a publication with the same title (Krenn and Ressler 2002).
The video work highlights positive aspects of the term “smuggler” which has been given a negative connotation through the dominant media discourse that equates it with the term “trafficker”. Unlike the widespread type of representation, in the video the actual act of “smuggling” is not presented as a criminal exploitation of asylum seekers. Instead the video discusses the service character of this business and confronts the hegemonic model for representing so-called smuggling. It is based on conversations carried out in Germany and Austria with migrants and other informants.
For instance, there is a conversation with a taxi driver from Berlin who describes how taxi drivers in Germany are criminalized as “smugglers” for transporting illegalized people.
 He comments on the formulation in a written instruction of the German border police to taxi drivers: “Do not take any person in your taxi who has obviously entered the country illegally.” The taxi driver in the Krenn and Ressler video asks himself rhetorically, what does it mean a “person who has obviously entered the country illegally?” 
The taxi driver is not allowed at all to check personal data. He isn’t an official. He is not even allowed to ask for an ID. So actually, he can’t really know if someone has entered illegally or not. How can it be noticed? In court there were statements such as: “sure, for instance, by the wet clothes. You must notice that people have marched across the mountains or something.” Okay, fine, what if I told you about all of the different types of people that I have taken with me here in the middle of Berlin? (...) This instruction applies to everyone who looks different in any way, whether he or she has a German passport or not. (Taxi driver Hans Heim in Kreen and Ressler 2002, 44-45)

Another interesting section of this video is a conversation with an officer from the federal border patrol office in Frankfurt on Oder. The authors Krenn and Ressler ask the officer to explain the difference between the term “smuggler” (a usual notion in contemporary social science, media, and political discourses) on one hand, and the term Fluchthelfer (which is a positive term for people who provide border crossing services – escape assistant, for instance in the times of Berlin Wall), on the other:
Krenn/Ressler: Can you explain the difference between traffickers, smugglers and “Fluchthelfer”? 

The Officer: For me there isn’t much difference. They are people who capitalize on the misery of other people. They earn money by violating laws, by offering help, knowing (consciously) the fact that they are irresponsibly putting the lives and health of the people at stake. (…) We speak of trafficking, about traffickers and those who have been trafficked. That is the way we talk. Smuggler is a term that is constantly used but it has no place in our way of talking about things. And in our current use of the language, we don’t speak about “Fluchthelfer”. When we look back in history, it is actually something quite different – the concept has a positive connotation. They were, namely, those who at the time of the “iron curtain” brought people from the East to the West. 

Krenn/Ressler: There are, however, a lot of people who help their relatives make illegal border crossings. So in your language they are also traffickers? 

The Officer: Definitely. They are committing a crime. 

Krenn/Ressler: But they are not hostile to human beings – they are bringing over their own relatives... 

The Officer: It isn’t our job to judge that. (…) Whoever tries to violate the law in the Federal Republic of Germany must reckon with being punished. (...) And those who bring people across at the dead of night act inhumanely because they bring them into a danger that they can’t assess. (...)

Krenn/Ressler: But with this argument those who helped people escape from the former German Democratic Republic were equally hostile to human beings because they also put refugees in danger. 

The Officer: I don’t want to comment on that matter now. (Bodo Kaping, federal border patrol office, Frankfurt/Oder, in Kreen and Ressler 2002, 44-45)
As we can see from this example, those people who – by nature of their jobs (i.e. taxi drivers, police officers etc.) – come in direct contact with “irregular” immigrants, asylum seekers, smugglers, and traffickers, are not sure how to deal with the situation which is not any more a black and white situation of the so-called “iron curtain”. 

Second example: Berlin Wall

Let me illustrate the context in which  positive connotations of the term Fluchthelfer were possible. I will use examples of escape over the former Berlin Wall, since the very fall of the Berlin Wall is a symbolic landmark, a watershed between past practices of undocumented crossings of state borders and those specific to the current situation. 

In the archives of the Berlin Wall we can see lots of photographs and objects from that time. There is also a catalogue of the archives containing a lot of materials exhibited in famous Haus am Checkpoint Charlie (Hildebrandt 1992). We can see, for instance, a photo (ibid, p. 85) showing Governing Mayor of the city of Berlin (Willy Brandt) giving a Fluchthelfer, an American soldier, a certificate as an acknowledgement for his assistance given to a boy who tried to climb over the wall. There was a wire surrounding West Berlin before the wall had been constructed. Sometimes escape assistants cut through the wire in order to help refugees to escape. We can see a photo (ibid., 82) showing a Fluchthelfer helping refugees to go through a hole in the wire. In some cases even West Berlin officials or border police/guards took the role of a Fluchthelfer. Of course, not all escape assistants were lucky; some of them were killed by East German border patrol.
Former refugees and dissidents are now called “illegal(s)”; those who offer help to them (formerly called Fluchthelfer) are now called smugglers and traffickers in human beings. It is quite obvious that the perception of people involved in border crossing in one way or another is entirely different from before. What used to be prized as a positive, even a heroic deed in the times of the “iron curtain” is now legally and morally corrupt, a bad behavior of the worst sort of criminals. As the German police officer says, “they are people who capitalize on the misery of other people” and are comparable with drug dealers. He is not ready to discuss possible analogies between Fluchthelfer smuggling people over the Berlin Wall and a smuggler doing the same business today, over a new wall called the Schengen border. He is even not interested in discussion about differences between “smuggler” and “trafficker”, although these two notions do not have the same meaning at all. Restrictive migration policies of the EU countries are not eager to speculate on theoretical and conceptual problems, they are rather interested in exploring the inspection techniques of unwanted, irregular, undocumented or, as they like to say, “illegal” immigrants.
Exploring possibilities for escaping the states of so-called “Real Socialism” was supported and accepted with sympathy in Western countries. In Germany there was even  an exhibition entitled “Flucht macht erfinderisch” (Escaping produces/stimulates inventiveness). According to official data more than 5.000 people escaped East Germany over the Berlin Wall from 1961 to 1989. They used more and more sophisticated tools and invented many tricks in order to evade border patrols. 
There are many examples documented in the archives of the Berlin Wall (Hildebrandt 1992). For instance, cars were used quite often to hide refugees in the most unexpected ways. The car called “Isetta” was so small that it seemed to be impossible to transport a refugee in it. East Germany border police could not imagine that refugees had been hidden in a small space originally used for the heating system and the battery (ibid., 61). Also very low cars were useful for escaping tricks; some of them were so low that they could rush through to West Berlin under the turnstyle (ibid., 41). After two successful escape attempts, vertically suspended bars were attached to the turnstyle and escapers had to invent something new.
One example was an “American dream”-like story: a man who made business selling his escape invention (ibid., 59). Using a tiny motor meant to power a bicycle, an escapee built a mini-submarine in which he crossed the Baltic to Denmark, covering 25 kilometers in 5 hours. A large West-German company immediately hired the inventor planning a mass-produced model for sport and free-time activities. The original model is from 1968 and the series model appeared on the market in1973.

It is not known if the inventor from the following example was hired by a western company, but he was definitely a talented builder (ibid., 74). In 1984 he escaped in his self-made flying machine to Austria. Apart from the engine (from an East German  “Trabant” car), the tank and the wheels, all the other parts were self-designed and self-built. The wings could be folded up and could be transported on the roof of a normal car; the other parts could be accommodated in the inside of the car. The flying machine was built in a room measuring less than 15 square meters, in a block of 250 flats.

In addition to transportation engines, a lot of other tricks were used: from home-made chair-lifts and hot-air balloons, big cable drums, to tunnels as a more classic way of escaping. All these and many other examples of escape techniques are documented and studied as a part of a heroic, even a pathetic history and mythology of what used to be a symbol of “iron curtain” and “cold war”. Some of the events, such as the balloon escape, were reconstructed by mass media, such as the most popular German political weekly Stern. Large companies were also involved in creating public sympathy for the inventive newcomers, as were politicians, opinion and policy makers. Of course, this German story is only the most visible, outstanding example of what used to be a general Western attitude towards so-called dissidents – their escape from the countries controlled by Soviet regime was an ultimate evidence of both the perverted character of so-called “real socialism” and the superiority of western, liberal, democratic societies.

Nowadays nobody is really interested in the potential inventiveness of newcomers. On the contrary, creators of public opinion in Western societies speak only about new detection techniques or inspection technologies, their performance, and their abilities to hinder “illegal migration”, a nightmare for Western states. It is not about inventiveness of the refugees any more, on the contrary, it is now about inventiveness of their investigators, of the new European door-keepers. An important duty imposed on “security developers” of Schengen Europe is the duty to make “visible” this ideologically constructed “invisible threat”, usually represented by images of immigrants hidden in cars, trucks, railway coaches, and other vehicles. 

Third example: Zone TOURISM
My next example is a contemporary artistic project by Slovenian artists Brane Zorman and Irena Pivka. Their multimedia event Zone TOURISM (Cona TURIZEM) deals with the problem of so-called “illegal migrations”, but the authors’ point of departure is the hostile manner in which particular right-wing extremists practice hate-speech about asylum seekers. Extreme right-wing politicians claim that the home for asylum seekers in Ljubljana has become nothing but a “hotel” in which “illegal tourists” have a holiday at the government’s expense before continuing their journey into other countries of the EU, which is where they are really looking to go. The authors thus say that Zone TURIZEM is “a multimedia project about tourist workers and their customers”, whereby the former are the smugglers and the latter are the “illegal migrants”. The mobile setting of this multimedia event is an ordinary tourist bus. Once in it, the audience is given a tourist brochure with trashy photographs of idyllic Slovenian landscapes, drinks and snacks are served, and some of the main “tourist attractions” to be seen during a one-hour trip are highlighted over the loud speakers. During the trip, there is also a video broadcast on the monitors, and everything is therefore designed in the same way as it is on usual tourist field trips.

The link between the “illegal” migrations and tourism, however, is merely ironic. Mass migration from the impoverished world peripheries to the wealthy centres has precipitated the question of how to block the apertures in the wall of the fortress; this has become one of the most topical concerns of Western democracies, including the EU countries. As pointed out in my previous comment on “escaping assistants” in the “iron curtain” era, the image of those involved in contemporary “illegal” migrations has changed drastically in the last 15 years. A complete turning-point has occurred in the paradigm of values: the refugees and their helpers have become the “bad guys” while those who are trying to catch them have become the “good guys”. The honourable and heroic image of Fluchthelfers no longer exists, as the so-called “smugglers” and “traffickers” are attributed the most abject moral characteristics and their actions are criminalized. Very often, there is no distinction between those who offer a “service” which is comparable with the profession of a former Fluchthelfer, and those who not only smuggle their “clients”, but also enslave them. In the modern-day opinion of the prosecuting authorities, law enforcement, the media, and the public, anyone who helps an “illegal” migrant enter a country, in which he or she wants to seek asylum or simply live a decent life, performs a criminal and morally-corrupt deed.          

This group of people – smugglers of whom we hear about only on the news – caught the attention of artists Brane Zorman and Irena Pivka. A documentary video, played for the audience during the bus ride, features clips from interviews with imprisoned smugglers, as well as police who relate stories from the perspective of “guardians of order” and national borders. The interior of the bus functions as a multimedia gallery space in which  video is an essential element. The exteriors, which are supposed to represent all those paths on which the smugglers like to transport their hidden “illegal” passengers, create a feeling of site-specific theatricality. In a physical sense, the outer space is ex-territorial in relation to the vehicle and the audience in it, but is still a part of the “performance.” Hans Thies Lehmann depicts a similar situation when he says that “theatre has long found its centre elsewhere; the staging of a fictive dramatic world also includes the heterogeneous space, the space of the everyday, the wide field that opens between framed theatre and ‘unframed’ everyday reality as soon as parts of the latter are in some way scenically marked, accentuated, alienated, or newly defined.” (Lehmann 2006, 152)
In Cona TURIZEM, the audience is placed in a space which is in constant movement and from which the action they observe has a double meaning: inside of the vehicle it is the video and audio materials that relate the story, outside the moving setting, the audience sees a selected exterior which is directly linked to the narration taking place in the interior. The audience watches “clips” from the everyday life of drivers who transport “illegalized” people, smugglers who persistently cross borders with their “illegal cargo,” and with every kilometre they gather new experiences about good and bad paths, better and worse border crossings, corruptible and inexorable “customs officials.” 

Fourth example: The port of Dover

In the final part of this paper I will briefly discuss findings on inspections technologies which shed light on changes of those ideological paradigms which I presented in previous examples. Some years ago I learned about a proposal made by the United Kingdom delegation to the Strategic Committee on Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum of the Council of the European Union. The proposal was called the “Centre of Excellence at Dover – Mobile Detection Unit”. This is how the UK delegation described the project:
The UK proposes to create a centre of excellence in the field of search and detection technology. This would be based at the port of Dover, where we already have a unit that manages the deployment of our existing technology. The new centre would be responsible for the managed deployment of a mobile team operating a range of equipment at vulnerable access points along the external EU border. This would be subject to needs identified by intelligence colleagues. The UK would also provide operating staff, as our contribution to the overall cost, and invite other Member States to contribute staff to the team. The activities of the team would be closely monitored by the centre in Dover, with results analysed on a regular basis and reported back to the Commission and other Member States. (Council… 2002)
If the detection unit in Dover was an elite one in EU, then I considered it a place to visit in order to examine more closely the newest developments in inspection technology. So I went to Dover in April 2004 and was able to enter the closed area of the Eastern docks, with a permission obtained thanks to kind intervention of some UK officials.
The port of Dover [photo illustration – the port of Dover] is enormous and the traffic is massive day and night. Extremely long chains of trucks are waiting to be inspected. The detection unit uses different inspection techniques, from more traditional – such as specially trained dogs – to more sophisticated, such as  heart beat detectors or carbon dioxide detectors. Heart beat detectors employ seismic technology to detect in a vehicle extremely minimal movement caused by heartbeats . Carbon dioxide detectors identify levels of carbon dioxide in the load space of a vehicle through the employment of a probe (an indicator) inserted through the side of the covering. There is also equipment I did not see in Dover but it was used in French Calais: passive millimetric wave imaging, a thermal imaging system capable of detecting people in soft-sided vehicles whilst they are in motion. The most sophisticated piece of equipment, however, is the gamma ray scanner [photo illustration – gamma scanner], a special vehicle scanning trucks as well as other kinds of vehicles and producing high quality images. Lorry drivers can read information leaflets [illustration – “the inside story”] about the x-ray and gamma-ray scanning of their vehicles. In Dover there are two such scanners, their price is 1.2 million British pounds each. Since there is enormous traffic in Dover, the detention unit cannot inspect more than 15% of the vehicles. I was told that in Dover alone more than 14.000 undocumented immigrants were found in 2001 and approximately 12.000 in 2002.
The scans produced by the gamma scanner are only a technical tool for the employees of the detection unit but if we consider a more symbolic reading of the images produced, we can find the whole universe of meanings that can be read as an epic poem of the 21st century exile. [illustrations – 2 x-ray scans of hidden refugees]
The people squeezed in the load space of trucks in strange body postures, doing broken, suppressed gestures, in an uncanny would-be movement, they are shadow-actors of a dance macabre being performed in a dead silence of the vehicles which are sometimes their coffins (dead boxes). They are neither-here-nor-there, risking their lives in order to find a better life, they are souls without faces arriving from the global capitals of poverty, misery, and suffering. If these fascinating photos are pulled out of their original context, they can be perceived as artificial objects, even as a kind of ready made works of art. They are metaphors of inhumanity of the new world order, they are today’s “Guernicas.” 
If we take a look at the catalogue of Berlin Wall escape methods , we will notice that East German border guards in the most cases are presented as brutal, non-inventive, even stupid; on the other hand, those who escape over the Wall are intelligent, witty, creative, and their escape to exile is a heroic deed. On the other hand, new, post-Wall immigrants are treated the same way they are represented by the most advanced inspection technology, such as x- and gamma ray scanners: the images being circulated suggest they are passive, they use more or less the same techniques of escaping, they are not individualized and subjectified, they are creatures and shadows from a migration limbo, and in the dominant perception of receiving countries they are a threat. Their investigators – technical intelligence, border guards, customers – are now the main actors, they are telling us “the inside stories”, they are creators and directors of this high-tech detection soap-opera, they are heroes of the tale called “Aliens in Schengenland”.
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Endnotes:

� Since the beginning of 1997, in Germany, taxi drivers have been given prison sentences, some for several years, for transporting people without papers.


� In that respect Brane Zorman and Irena Pivka used similar techniques in Zone TOURISM as Martin Krenn and Oliver Ressler did in their Border Crossing Services project: in both cases an important part of the project was an ironic publication designed in a “Heimat”, folkloristic way, either as a “tourist catalogue” in the case of Zona or a local “newspaper” with an ironic title Neues Grenzblatt (New Border Paper).
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