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IVAN CHAAR LOPEZ

Uncivil Technoscience

Anti-immigration and Citizen
Science in Boundary Making

It was one of those days, difficult to differentiate from the others that came
before, when the sun exposed almost all of the entities of the Sonoran Des-
ert to its violent force. Even in the shade, if they could find it, their bodies
were still reached by UV lights and exposed to their negative effects. Under the
cover of a saguaro or a creosote bush during the midday, partial shade could
be lifesaving, though the superheated ground around them continued to be a
reminder of the energetic reservoirs awaiting their flesh. To hide from the sun’s
sheer spectral power in this landscape was to embark on a losing fight. The vast,
cloudless blue skies were a mirror image of the ways this landscape was bare to
the all-seeing “eye” above. A whistling wind accompanied the whirring noise of
air-conditioning units nearby when a robotic woman’s voice announced: “Per-

son Red.” Near the Arizona-Sonora border, a seismic ground sensor installed
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by members of American Border Patrol (aBP) picked up vibration signals,
which the barrier detection system broke down into data patterns. These data
patterns led the system to identify the entity responsible for the vibrations: a
human body traversing the desert. Geolocated data from the sensor were sent
to a nearby small unmanned aircraft system (sUAS) waiting on a helipad. The
barrier detection system automatically deployed the sUAS toward the source
of the vibration signals, now named “Person Red.” The color coding denoted
the urgency of the sensor trigger and what this human figure represented to
the system: imminent danger. The barrier detection system was patented by
Glenn Spencer and Michael S. King for Border Technologies, Inc., a tech start-
up founded in 2003.! Like the all-encompassing force of the sun casting its ul-
traviolet light over the Sonoran landscape and its entities, the barrier detection
system made inconspicuous human movements perceptible by making certain
kinds of data capturable even if their source hid in plain sight.”

Members of ABP set up their operational space in this spot in southeast-
ern Arizona to research, develop, and test their various technological systems
premised on a sense of care for the nation. Co-founded by Spencer in 2002,
ABP is a registered nongovernmental organization that describes its mission
as “monitor[ing] the border on [a] regular basis” and “educat[ing] the public
about border control issues and solutions via internet and other media.”® The
Southern Poverty Law Center has designated ABP as a “hate group” for its anti-
immigrant rhetoric, while Spencer has a long trajectory as an anti-immigrant
activist, starting in the early 1990s when he created Voice of Citizens Together.
Ina1999 video, this organization described how “an invasion is spreading across
America like wildfire, bringing gangs, drugs, and an alien culture into the very
heartland of America.” Voice of Citizens Together was involved in the fight to
get Proposition 187 passed in California, which sought to institute a statewide
citizenship verification system and prohibit unauthorized migrants from ac-
cessing nonemergency health care, public education, and other state services.
Zeroing on ethnic Mexicans, Voice of Citizens Together and ABP are part of a
larger network of xenophobic and racist organizations that imagine the US na-
tion as under threat by a nonwhite, foreign, enemy force. The nation conjured
by these organizations is a “heartland,” a domestic space governed through
racialized discursive practices of respectability that prioritize the inclusion of
those (white) populations that can be assimilated and the exclusion of those
deemed impossibly foreign.’ Rhetorics of contagion and alien impurities have
long been part of US anti-immigrant politics clamoring for the protection
of the domestic sphere—both the home and the territory of the nation.® As
American studies scholar Amy Kaplan shows, metaphors of the domestic are
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weighted tropes “imbued with racialized and gendered associations of home
and family, outsiders and insiders, subjects and citizens.”” Considered to be in-
volved in “Civil Rights, Social Action, and Advocacy,” ABP was classified by
the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities as a charitable organization. This
chapter interrogates the purported charitability of this organization through
the incivility of its technoscientific practices. To care for the nation, the group
draws boundaries of belonging and expulsion and participates in the long his-
tory of nonstate actors enrolled to execute state violence.® The citizen at the
heart of its organizational practices is a privileged subject position tending and
protecting the purported purities of the imagined community—its peoples,
culture, and territory.

I ask, What kind of citizenship is enacted in the technoscientific projects
of nongovernmental organizations such as ABr? While its practices are often
articulated in narratives of care for the nation, ABP reinforces the treatment of
ethnic Mexicans, Latin Americans, and immigrants more broadly as “enemies”
of the nation. Its care for the nation is premised on the technocreep of the white
ethno-state, a nationalist populist project anchored in mistrust of government
institutions, antiglobalist and anticosmopolitan visions, claims of defend-
ing working-class interests, and animosity toward immigrants and racialized
others.” As Neda Atanasoski and Nassim Parvin argue in this book’s introduc-
tion, one of the core dimensions of technocreep is its slow and gradual move-
ment. The caring citizen and its technopolitical projects steadily ensconce and
enact racialized, gendered, and settler colonial logics. White masculinist fervor
is called upon to mark the spaces through might and wit where humanity is dif-
ferentially produced and recognized. The fact that ABP and its operations were
characterized as charitable—conducting “advocacy” and “civil rights” work—
speaks to the methodical, imperceptible creep of such logics and their recogni-
tion and integration within the apparatus of the US empire-nation.

ABP contributes to the development of what I call the border technopo-
litical regime, a sociotechnical arrangement of entities enrolled in the produc-
tion and governance of the material boundaries of the US nation. This chapter
traces the collaborations between ABP, defense contractors, and the federal
government in the articulation of a regime premised on a gradually growing,
persistent technocreep—of data capture and processing, and bodily apprehen-
sion, displacement, and elimination. These collaborations take place through
a citizen science framework that positions public expertise as outside of for-
mal scientific institutions yet contributes to the scientific enterprise. Doing
so sheds light on the limitations of citizen science and calls into question its

unanimous acceptance as a democratizing endeavor. I build on the work of
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scholars who have shown the relation between citizen science and neoliberal
governmentality, and the capacity of civil society, generally seen as central to
citizen science, to be uncivil.'? I argue that, in the context of the United States,
citizen technoscience has been central to the articulation of a white power sov-
ereignty. The uncivil practices of ABP contribute to the border technopolitical
regime’s diverse modes of knowing anchored in sensing techniques predicated
on removal—the extraction of data from unauthorized border crossers, their
ejection from US territory, and their expulsion from the right to have rights.

Citizen (Techno)Science
Scholars in the social and natural sciences often treat the concept of “citizen
science,” first proposed by Alan Irwin, as falling into two camps.! Related to Ir-
win’s original conceptualization of citizen science, the first camp highlights the
need for scientific research to be democratized."* Irwin, concerned with ques-
tions of sustainable development and the environment in the mid-1990s, argued
that public expertise was fundamental in the pursuit of scientific research related
to environmental issues. Public expertise comprised the knowledge produced
outside of the confines of professional scientific fields and their associated insti-
tutions. Citizens outside of the “formal” spaces of science worked with scientists
who were engaged in tackling critical questions. Their interactions brought to-
gether vernacular and scientific knowledges that helped citizens respond to issues
impacting their immediate communities. The inclusion of the wider public in a
range of practices, like problem definition, data collection, and dissemination,
not only expanded participation in the scientific enterprise but allowed scientists
to examine previously ignored issues. Science moved from the enclosed space of
the laboratory and into an area where it could be enacted by a range of previ-
ously excluded actors. The second camp of citizen science is one in which pub-
lic involvement in scientific research is determined and managed by scientists.
Caren Cooper and Bruce Lewenstein call this the contributory, or participatory,
model.”® Citizens might work on the collection, submission, or analysis of data,
yet the methods, contours, and problems to be addressed all fall under the ex-
clusive purview of scientific experts. The public is seen mostly as a source of vol-
unteer labor (as in the case of amateur bird-watchers submitting information to
the Cornell Lab of Ornithology) or, perhaps, as subjects of study themselves.
The democratizing model of citizen science has meant an increasing engage-
ment between scientific and nonscientific groups around matters of concern.
Commenting on David Hess’s sociological assessment of the impact of glo-
balization in the scientific enterprise, Sandra Harding contends that science

now includes a range of practices that expand public engagement. In the social
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sciences, for example, researchers from within and outside the university col-
laborate through methods such as participatory action research to tackle sci-
entific and technical problems affecting the latter’s communities—particularly
around issues of health and the environment.* Citizen advocacy is another
realm within which members of the public raise new questions on existing
science grounded in their experiences of various phenomena such as health.
An emblematic example of this is the “lay expertise” of AIDS activists in the
later 1980s and early 1990s, which helped reconfigure the boundaries of par-
ticipation in scientific practice, the kinds of questions that could be asked and
the kinds of research that could be funded, the treatment of participants, and
more.”> The contributions and importance of citizen science to contest and
transform normative understandings of ways of being should not be underval-
ued. Still, other dynamics merit analysis.

Wider participation in science seems to suggest an expansion of who is in-
cluded within the bounds of citizenship. To be a “citizen” who participates in
scientific practice is to inhabit and enact specific relations—such as becoming
a legible and validated subject by scientific practitioners—as well as to be pro-
duced by these relations. Who has been included within the category of the cit-
izen has varied across time and space. During the emergence of an independent
United States in the eighteenth century, as American studies scholar Lisa Lowe
argues, liberal colonial discourses steadily identified the rights of settlers, trad-
ers, and others to wage labor, free trade, and sovereignty, in contrast to racialized
non-European peoples. These discourses described othered subjects “as unfit for
liberty or incapable of civilization”; they were incapable of becoming citizens, of
being subjects of the state.’” And while, over time and through persistent strug-
gles, incorporation within the boundaries of citizenship led to a more capa-
cious figure, the “citizen” continues to be articulated in relation to an excluded
other. This is what science studies scholars Neda Atanasoski and Kalindi Vora
call the “surrogate human effect.” The freedom of the modern citizen, the ar-
chetypal “liberal subject,” “is possible only through the racial unfreedom of the
surrogate.”™® The liberties awarded to the “citizen” are stitched to the unfree-
doms of the Other. Citizen science is nested within this tethering.

Our present is marked by the unfolding of neoliberal capital, and prac-
tices of citizen science need to be understood in relation to it. In her book
about food policing in post-Fukushima Japan, Aya Hirata Kimura shows how
citizen science is part of a logic of accountability that puts “pressure on citi-
zens to take responsibility for their own well-being and hence driv[e] them
to collect data that are necessary for their health and safety””” The individual
citizen is the starting point for neoliberal logics; all else follows this subject.
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They are the agents of their own destiny, to paraphrase President George W.
Bush, even if they are also the subjects of specific modes of governing that treats
individuals and populations as living resources. Neoliberal political rational-
ity is undergirded by moral and economic logics of individual responsibility
and efficiency.” These logics help extend and disseminate market values to all
kinds of institutions and spheres of action.” The need for self-reliance and self-
sufficiency to supplement the social abandonment of a receding government
apparatus has led to a growing network of nongovernmental organizations that
pursue scientific projects to protect or support vulnerable communities and
the environment. These organizations constitute the civil dimension of civil/
citizen technoscience. In their work and as part of “civil society,” they help fur-
ther the machinations of the state by constituting the sphere through which
consent is manufactured.” The fact that ABP pursues technoscientific projects
on border enforcement and security, realms exceedingly well funded by the
federal government, shows a different facet of citizen science in a neoliberal
context. ABP’S projects can sustain hegemonic conceptions of citizenship even
as they further normalize and develop sociotechnical systems of governance.
There are those, like Luigi Ceccaroni, Anne Bowser, and Peter Brenton,
who challenge the role of citizenship in citizen science. These authors claim
that “the status of a person recognized under custom or law as being a member
of a country . .. plays no role in ‘citizen science’”* As evidence, they cite the
turn of various groups and organizations to rebrand citizen science under such
terms as community science, public science, and public participation in scientific
research. Yet this euphemistic redrawing of boundaries avoids addressing who
is included and excluded in the making of science. Sidestepping citizenship in
citizen science reproduces the purportedly universal project of liberalism that
had, in fact, only successfully tethered the liberties of the citizen to the unfree

conditions of the racialized Other.

Redeployments of Settler Techniques

The trope of a “flooded” border overwhelming US government officials is a
recurring theme in debates about border and immigration enforcement, with
particular intensity since the Cold War. Framing the border as “out of con-
trol,” actors in government, the press, and industry justify renewed investments
and commitments to treating some populations as “intruders,” “threats,” and
“enemies” of the nation.” In the early 2000s, anti-immigrant paramilitary
organizations like ABP pushed the US government to expand and innovate
its security operations in order to counter the migrant tide. Redeploying the

“Latino threat narrative,” as anthropologist and border studies scholar Leo
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Chavez suggests, these organizations denounced Latino migrants as not in-
tending to integrate into dominant US culture. Anti-immigrant organizations
imagined them as undoing US sovereignty by entering the nation’s territory
without authorization, violating the law.”> ABP, the Minutemen Project, and
other similar nongovernmental organizations used sUASs, streaming cameras,
and crowdsourced labor from internet users to augment the reach of border en-
forcement.?® These nongovernmental organizations should be understood not
only as paramilitary organizations but as citizen technoscience ventures that
emerge from the (neo)liberal program of the settler colonial state. These ven-
tures position the citizen as responsible for democratically making the material
implements and techniques that uphold the exceptions of imperial formations.
Citizen technoscience enrolls the citizen as part of the border technopolitical
regime and its reproduction of the state. The kind of citizen such a program
makes possible is not just one that broadens participation but also one that is
illiberal—one that works to police, discipline, and exclude the migrant Other.
The “citizen” of technoscience, then, requires a critical disposition from the
analyst to account for the creeping (as in gradual and slow-growth) boundary
work such a figure is tasked to perform for the US empire-nation.

ABP was founded in 2002 in Arizona as the American Patrol, after Glenn
Spencer left California, to fight back against what the group considered to be
displacement caused by Mexican migrants. In a statement posted on the Ameri-
can Patrol’s website, Spencer noted how “Americans, especially White Ameri-
cans, should get out of California—now, before it is too late to salvage the equity
they have in their homes and the value of their businesses.”” Using the trope of an
ensuing Mexican “invasion” bent on a plan for “reconquista” (reconquest), ABP
imagined itself as protecting the US nation from this insurgency. In his video
detournements, built from mixing snippets of interviews, congressional hear-
ings, and news reports framed through overdub narrations, Spencer showed
how this supposed reconquista untolded, who was willingly or unwittingly sup-
porting it, and who denounced it.?® These videos can be read as part of the
history of conspiracy theory narratives designed to get (white) “Americans” to
rise up and fight back for “their” country.” In doing so, they fulfill expectations
of the (neo)liberal citizen to be responsible and self-reliant, all the while main-
taining their domestic sovereign space. The citizens in this situation are crucial,
for it is they who are tasked with caring for and cultivating the US nation.

ABP’s plan was to highlight cheap, effective means to enforce border secu-
rity that the government could adopt. In a somewhat autobiographical and self-
aggrandizing overview of the efforts of ABP and his role in the organization,

Spencer said ABP was established to focus “on assessing how secure the border
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was, and efforts by the government to do the job. Particular attention was paid
to technology.”*® Spencer’s technological emphasis can be read in relation to
his work experiences in operations research at a think tank in Washington,
DC, and in geothermal energy and the oil industry. As the federal government
discussed how to best tackle the new threat of post-9/11 international terror-
ism, conservative politicians and activists pushed for investments in border se-
curity and the recruitment of more agents for the reorganized Customs and
Border Patrol (cBP) and the Transportation and Security Agency, both under
the newly established US Department of Homeland Security (DHS). ABP
began experimenting in May 2003 with attaching sensors (such as infrared)
to remotely controlled fixed-wing aircraft. The group invited members of the
press to the launch of its unmanned aircraft system (UAs) Border Hawk, which
had cost them five thousand dollars to assemble and operate, and garnered
local and some national media coverage. In doing so, the group convinced Ari-
zona’s congressional representatives to support the idea that uass should be
used in border security operations. Senator John McCain and Representative
Jim Kolbe wrote to the secretary of DHS endorsing the idea.® Even though
the sensors on the Border Hawk were not reliable and the drone itself was dif-
ficult to operate, by the end of the month, DHS announced “border drones”
were indeed on the horizon of possibility for the agency.?” In addition to fly-
ing over the rugged terrains of Afghanistan and Pakistan, military uass would
now creep into the domestic space of the nation, where they would direct their
sensors on a range of border crossers, all treated the same—from unarmed mi-
grants to coyotes and drug smugglers. The Border Hawk helped cement the
reputation of ABP among a growing network of anti-immigrant paramilitary
outfits in the Southwest. The citizen technoscience practice of ABP was a pub-
lic relations success, because it got the federal government to implement a tech-
nological concept designed by the nongovernmental organization.

When it came to ABP’s next project, Spencer relied on his experience in
oil exploration to understand the usefulness of seismic sensors for monitor-
ing human and nonhuman movements in the Sonoran Desert borderlands.®
The use of these sensors, Spencer argued, was linked to a technical debate at
the heart of border enforcement: how to measure the totality of unauthorized
border flows. To answer this question was to propose “border metrics.” Sena-
tor Elizabeth Dole told Congress in 2007 that “it’s not just promises, it’s proof
that people want. The American people want to see results [in the US-Mexico
border region], control of our borders. And we need to establish standards or
metrics and then show that they’ve been achieved.”>* In citing the senator’s

declaration in his video on operational control, Spencer was legitimating the
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efforts of his group by showing how various political figures had been advo-
cating for “border metrics,” something ABP had been doing for many years.
A Rand Corporation report from 2011 contended that “DHS leadership must
define concrete and sensible objectives and measures of success.” The Govern-
ment Accountability Office agreed with Rand when it called on cBP to come
up with “a performance goal, or goals, for border security between the [ports
of entry] that defines how border security is to be measured, and a performance
measure, or measures—linked to performance goal or goals—for assessing pro-
gress made in securing the border between [ports of entry] and informing
resource identification and allocation efforts.”® In other words, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office’s report makes an argument in favor of metrics as
a means to measure the effectiveness of investments in border security. Border
metrics become a feedback loop designed to govern the effective operations of
border enforcement. By drawing on the words of elected and government of-
ficials, and technicians from think tanks, Spencer makes an argument for the
need of objective measures that can be leveraged in the pursuit of operational
control of the southern border, which, as the Secured Fence Act of 2006 states,
means “the prevention of all unlawful entries into the United States.” In doing
s0, Spencer insists on his barrier detection system as being strategically placed
to offer cBP and government officials the metrics they have needed all along.
And these metrics allow for clear goals to be set for the US Border Patrol and
for its performance to be assessed in its pursuit and fulfillment of these goals.
Cybernetic logics inform how border enforcement comes to be organized
through the administration of information as technical matter.

ABP’s intervention on the controversy of border metrics speaks to the growing
synergy between this organization and the border technopolitical regime. Sensa-
tionalized coverage of these kinds of organizations occludes the gradual entangle-
ments between anti-immigrant activists and government officials. In examining
these entanglements through the framework of technocreep, we get to flesh out
how the bodies of unauthorized border crossers become extractive ventures for
defense industries and uncivil technoscience in the making of a technopolitical
regime. In 2010, Spencer demonstrated a different technological concept to Ari-
zona legislators. Back then he described his sonic barrier as more than just a de-
tection system, because it could also be integral to a “border accounting system”
that would allow actors to count the bodies that attempt entry into the United
States without inspection on the border.* Human life in the desert borderlands
was treated through the abstraction of numbers, of data to be captured, sorted,
and fed back into the system for effective operations. The demonstration relied

on members of ABP to perform the role of “unauthorized border crossers,” their
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movements triggering the seismic sensors installed on Spencer’s ranch. Legisla-
tors watched as data visualization from the sensors showed increasing noise, a
sign that humans were approaching the barrier detection line. The elected of-
ficials were intrigued. This demonstration was part of Spencer and ABP’s efforts
to build relations with government officials, especially Republicans, and to
show the benefits their technological systems could provide CBP in “securing”
the nation. Spencer continued working on the sonic barrier system for Border
Technology, Inc., with his colleague Michael S. King until they finally got a
patent approved in 2015, with a second one granted in 2017. This second pat-
ent corresponds to the seismic detection and ranging mechanism (SEIDARM),
which is connected to the SUAS called Hermes. SEIDARM comprises a net-
work of continuous, solar-powered ground sensors collecting environmental
data for potential human and vehicle movements in close proximity, such as
low-flying aircraft. Each ground sensor has a range of about five hundred feet
per one walking individual. The concept of operations for SEIDARM is based
on an information system that records, processes, and mobilizes “border met-
rics” to guide border enforcement practices in “real time” and after the fact. The
system’s persistent technocreep functions as a “side arm,” quickly accessible to
the gunslinger in the necropolitical administration of bodies in the frontier.””
Actors within this regime continue to draw from settler colonial fantasies of a
wild frontier where unauthorized border crossers are imagined as indomitable
dangers to the nation.

When Border Technology, Inc., presented the SEIDARM system ata US Air
Force event in Las Vegas, Spencer found himself again showing how the citizen
technoscience of ABP worked as part of the border technopolitical regime. The
event in Las Vegas was part of AFWERX, a technology accelerator from the
US Air Force meant to bring together innovators from within and outside the
service. Spencer presented his system to AFWERX on April 6, 2018; engineers
from Northrop Grumman were in the audience and offered Spencer the op-
portunity to integrate into SEIDARM a device developed by their company.
It was the Mobile Application for UAs Identification (MAUI); installed on
the Hermes UAs, this acoustic sensor would allow operators to identify other
small drones nearby. And while SEIDARM/MAUT was tested for the folks at
AFWERKX in late June 2018, it is not clear whether the system was adopted by
the US Air Force or is in use by another federal agency. DHs also invited Bor-
der Technology, Inc., to demonstrate SEIDARM/MAUT, but it appears nothing
came out of the department’s engagement.?® Even though Border Technology’s
system is not part of the official arsenal of CBP, Spencer claims ABP has used

SEIDARM to tell CBP agents where to intervene and apprehend unauthorized
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border crossers.’”” ABP’s concept of operations, slowly developed since 2003, is
strikingly similar to the Lattice platform and Ghost sUAS system developed by
the Silicon Valley tech startup Anduril Industries and currently in experimen-
tal use by the cBp.4

At the heart of ABP’s concept of operations we find a sociotechnical articu-
lation of “vigilance” and citizenship. To be vigilant is to care for the nation.
Thinking about this vigilant care through the work of feminist science and
technology studies scholars on the politics of care means that to hold some-
thing in concern is to approach it in an attentive and thoughtful fashion. But
that this care does not necessarily entail a moral good. Instead care lacks in-
nocence, and much violence can be committed in its name." Vigilance here
is not an optical relation but an informational one. To sense, record, process,
and communicate unauthorized border crossers as data—core processes I have
elsewhere described as a cybernetic border—is and has been the dominant ap-
proach in US border enforcement operations since the end of the twentieth
century.*> What is significant in the uncivil technoscience of ABP is that shows
us how border enforcement, as a sovereign operation, is not limited to the ac-
tions of government officials. Border enforcement enfolds a wide array of ac-
tors. And the citizen holds a privileged role for drawing the racial boundaries of
the nation. The production of such boundaries unfolds through constant vigi-
lance. This vigilant care is embedded within ABP’s sensor networks and related
to the performance of citizenship. Like the slow creep of “smart dust,” informa-
tion technologies are seemingly passive and harmless. But to be a citizen is to
responsibly care for the nation by deploying information as the “difference that
makes a social difference”; to be a citizen is to enact relations of informational
dominance over surreptitious, racialized subjects.43 To be a citizen is to exclude
the migrant/alien Other. To subject them to the violence of an informational,
multisensory regime designed to produce bodily capture, incarceration, and
deportation. Uncivil technoscience democratizes boundary-making practices
that make bodies and entities legible to the state and, consequently, excludable
from its territory and the right to have rights.

These seeming (un)official interactions between CBP and ABP, as well as the
multiple system demonstrations performed for state, federal agency, and mili-
tary officials, demonstrate the uncivil character of ABP’s technoscience. They
seck to normalize and legitimize the treatment of unauthorized border crossers
as “enemies” and “intruders” to be managed technologically. Renamed “Person
Red,” these crossers are sensed by a system that treats them as warning signs
for a white ethnoracial order. Technoscience is recognized by the members of

ABP like Spencer for its capacity to shape regulatory policies and modes of
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governance.* Science is taken as the final arbiter in the resolution of controver-
sies over border security and border metrics. Considerations of sociocultural
factors are seen as merely muddying the waters of the cool gaze of objectivity.
In the eyes of ABP members, the historical relation between ethnic Mexicans
and the Southwest or the imperial dynamics of global US racial capitalism are
unnecessary considerations in the production of border security. Border secu-
rity is, after all, associated with the preservation and reproduction of a kind of
universal (white) sovereignty—the capacity of US society to institute a specific
social and imaginary racial order. ABP’s citizen science affords its members the
capacity to perform the role of “constructive and helpful citizens—subjects
who resourcefully take care of themselves” and of the nation.*® They are para-
doxically self-interested yet disinterested actors, objective in their care for the
nation—represented by their conception of who belongs and who ought to be
excluded from this imagined community.

Even when Border Technology is a separate entity, it is impossible to disen-
tangle it from ABP. Documents from the Corporation Commission in Arizona
show Glenn Spencer is registered as Border Technology’s secretary and presi-
dent. He is also the chairman of ABP’s board of directors, where he joins for-
mer CBP chief agents (Bill King and Ron Sanders) in leading the organization.
With elected state officials like former Maricopa County sheriff Joe Arpaio
and state legislators attending many of the organization’s technological con-
cept demonstrations and social events, it is equally complicated to sever the ties

that bind these communities together.

Conclusion

ABP is part of a contemporary uncivil society involved in the making of the
nation-state. The group’s incivility is made evident in its members’ vitriol
against ethnic Mexicans and Latinos more broadly. Construed as “threats,” “in-
truders,” and “enemies,” these populations are impossible subjects beckoning
constant Vigilancc. They justify and reproduce an enduring technocreep—a
never-ending sociotechnical disposition that treats humans as the objects
and subjects of data. The citizen technoscience of ABP is but an articulation
of how the federal government enrolls and is enrolled by vigilante violence in
the management of racialized populations. For some political scientists and
government officials, ABP and Border Technology, Inc., are emblematic of
what they see as the growth of nongovernmental actors involved in a chang-
ing landscape of drone operations and “threats” along the US-Mexico border.*®
But the creep of their operations is stowed away from these concerns. Techno-

creep can be found in the gradual growth and the persistence of government
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actor—nongovernment actor collaborations in border enforcement. The demo-
cratizing narrative of citizen science finds its limit in these collaborations. They
demonstrate that the liberties afforded to the citizen, both foil and product of
technoliberalism, simultaneously making and being made by it, are of a partic-
ular kind of racialized subject made legible to the state and another made un-
recognizable. Citizen science in the context of US border enforcement opens
up the category of “citizen” to critique and highlights its racial politics.

The harm inflicted on migrant communities branded as “enemies” of the
nation are many. Chief among them is the way that sociotechnical systems like
SEIDARM/MAUTI are part of a vast assemblage that, since the development of
“prevention through deterrence” in the 1990s, has been responsible for the
death of thousands of border crossers every year. An American Civil Liberties
Union report concluded in 2009 that “immigration policies have severely re-
stricted legal entry, and border security policies have forced unauthorized entry
through dangerous routes in perilous conditions.”” This resulted in an esti-
mated death toll ranging from 3,861 to 5,607 from 1994 to 2009. ABP’s uncivil
technoscience is not different from the systems developed and used by pHS
in the production of harm—they are all part of the same “necroviolence” that
instrumentalizes the desert environment.*® Their practices work to normalize
the pursuit of technological concepts against ethnic Mexicans and Latinos. As
this chapter shows, ABP should be understood as the invisible infrastructure of

the border technopolitical regime and its racializing politics of enmity.

NOTES

This chapter comes out of the work of the Border Tech Lab, first at Cornell University
and now at the University of Texas at Austin. I'm grateful to BTL alumni—Alexandra
Gutiérrez, Emma Li, Isaiah Murray, and Victoria Sanchez—for their efforts pursuing
archival research for this project and their feedback on an early draft. I also want to thank
Hanah Stiverson for her careful insights into the white power movement. Research for
this project was supported by a Mellon Diversity Postdoctoral Fellowship in Latina/o
Studies and Science and Technology Studies at Cornell.
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