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This policy brief series presents key findings and recom-
mendations drawn from four civil security research pilots 
conducted within the TRANSCEND project. These pilots 
actively integrated citizen engagement and addressed 
citizens‘ needs in the development and implementation 
of security technologies. Each brief focuses on a specific 
domain—Disaster Resilient Societies, Cybersecurity, Fight-
ing Crime and Terrorism, and Border Management—offering 
insights for policymakers and practitioners.

This policy brief describes the activities carried out in the 
Border Management (BM) pilot and highlights its key  
findings. Through three key activities, the pilot gathered 
different stakeholders enrolled in BM tasks, but it gave 
prominence to Civil Society Organizations (CSOs). CSOs 
discussed the main challenges that they face in influencing 
BM activities, and discussed certain methods as formula-
ted in the TRANSCEND toolbox. As a key deliverable of the 
TRANCEND project, the toolbox delves deeper into different 
facets of participatory design when it comes to security 
technologies. In this regard, various methods are discussed 
in the toolbox which can improve citizen participation in the 
area of security technologies. 

After providing brief context to the challenges surrounding 
border management technologies and citizen participation, 
this policy brief will describe the methods employed in the 
pilot’s three key activities: online engagements with stakehol-
ders, and workshops in Oslo and Lisbon. The feedback received 
from the participants is detailed afterwards. Subsequently, 
we outline the lessons learnt from the workshops and policy 
recommendations prior to concluding the policy brief.

BM technologies form an important dimension of security 
innovation and require closer attention in face of  
contemporary challenges. 

Recognizing the growing use and potential risks associated 
with the use of such technologies, the TRANSCEND project 
selected this area to test and discuss its toolbox for impro-
ved citizen participation.
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THE TRANSCEND 
Project and Citizen Engagement

The results and recommendations proposed 
in this policy brief emerge from research 
undertaken in TRANSCEND, a Horizon  
Europe-funded project. The EU Regulation 
establishing the Horizon Europe funding 
programme requires as a key principle the 
promotion of “co-creation and co-design 
through the engagement of citizens and 
civil society”. The goal is to ensure that  
citizens’ and civil society’s concerns, needs 
and expectations are embedded into  
research agendas, content and processes 
thereby enhancing and preserving the  
societal value of research results. The recent 
EC Code of Practice on “citizen engagement” 
for knowledge valorisation further defines 
this term to mean: 

“the involvement of citizens in participatory 
processes of decision making, implemen-
tation and monitoring, to improve quality, 
transparency and ownership of policies at 
local, national and EU level…” 

TRANSCEND involves two civil society  
organizations (CSOs) in its co-design: equal 
collaborators in a consortium of nine partners 
driving forward the agenda, delivery and 
project decisions. Aligned with both the 
EC’s Code of Practice on citizen engage-
ment and the Code of Practice on Industry- 
Academic co-creation for knowledge  
valorisation, TRANSCEND’s aim has been to  
assess societal and citizen engagement and 
citizen needs’ assessment methods and  
improve capacity among a range of societal 
actors – government, industry, academic, 
civil society. These outcomes thereby  
promote transdisciplinary security research 
and security technologies more informed 
by and aligned with societal and citizen 
concerns. In technology development  
language, these recommendations are  
critical for improving the societal and  
citizen engagement component of societal  
readiness levels.
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Citizen Engagement in the  
BORDER MANAGEMENT CONTEXT

Online consultations

PRIO organised a series of meetings, inter-
views, and online consultations with various 
experts, to critically discuss specific border 
security technologies. The logic was to, first, 
engage directly with CSOs and stakeholders 
in bilateral meetings and interviews to map 
the key topics of concern regarding border 
technologies, so that those findings could 
guide the design of the two main meetings 
of the pilot. From this perspective, the first 
main activity of the pilot was engagement 
with different stakeholders active in the field 
of border management, from security practi-
tioners to CSOs. The idea was to understand 
the current state-of-play when it comes to 
border management technologies, and how 
civil society can be involved. CSO perspec-
tives were collected from online meetings 
and exchanges with organisations based 
across Europe, aiming at getting a more  
detailed and multifaceted picture of the 
challenges they face. Following up from the 
lessons learned in the online consultations, 
two workshops were held as part of the 
broader BM pilot, in Oslo and Lisbon

Oslo workshop
The Oslo workshop, held on 7 April 2025, 
brought together around twenty partici-
pants from seven different CSOs. For these 
activities, we avoided restrictive definition 
of CSO as we also chose to invite members 
from academic communities such as,  
University of Oslo and MF (Norwegian 
School of Theology, Religion and Society). 
Most of the participating CSOs were  
Oslo-based namely Red Cross, NOAS  
(Norwegian Organisation for Asylum Seekers), 
Caritas Norway, Norges Kristne Råd (Chris-
tian Council of Norway), Amnesty Interna-
tional, and academic community. Addi-
tionally, we also invited a Greek CSO, the 

European Public Law Organization (EPLO), 
which is active in the area of border con-
trol in Greece. Care was thus given to the 
selection of CSOs with diverse scopes of 
work in order to ensure a broader dialogue 
amongst a wide range of CSOs. The gener-
al theme of the workshop was ‘the role of 
CSOs in security technologies used for bor-
der management.’ It was divided into two 
parts. In the first part, participants were di-
vided into four groups ensuring a diversity 
of CSOs in each group. The groups were 
asked to discuss the role that CSOs could 
play in the use of different technologies 
for BM. The second part displayed a role-
play exercise between a deployer (airport  
security official) and a developer (a company  
providing a technology solution) covering 
three important phases of BM technolog-
ical use namely, development, procure-
ment, and deployment. For this purpose, we  
specifically focused on Facial Recognition Tech-
nology (FRT) as an example. It was followed by 
a broader discussion amongst participants.

Lisbon workshop
The Lisbon workshop took place on 14 
April 2025. Experts from various CSOs and  
ther oganisations based in Lisbon were  
invited to critically discuss current border  
management challenges. Participant organi-
zations included Conselho Português para os  
Refugiados (Portuguese refugee council), 
Amnesty International, Plataforma de  
Direitos Humanos (Human right s platform), 
and FiO Legal. The discussion focused  
specifically on how recent and upcoming EU 
legislation, namely the EURODAC regula-
tion and the EU Pact on Migration, will open 
the door for further collection and use of  
biometric data. Beyond that, the participants 
also discussed general challenges they 
faced in their human-rights work in the field 
of border security and migration.
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FEEDBACK ABOUT THE  
POTENTIAL ROLE of CSOs in  
BM Technologies

Varied forms of input were received from the 
participants of the online interactions and both 
workshops. More broadly, they focused on the 
potential role that CSOs could play in context of 
BM technologies and on the structural issues 
that they face.

Potential role of CSOs

Recourse for aggrieved citizens.
Contemporary border management relies 
on large datasets that gather traveler  
personal data. This includes the collection 
of travelers’ biometric data at the airport 
and other border crossing sites. The treat-
ment towards vulnerable groups such as 

refugees and asylum seekers is also of  
relevance. They are required to hand over 
their phones and electronic items to the 
law enforcement authorities without being  
necessarily informed about the way 
their data are handled. In such cases,  
aggrieved individuals can approach a CSO for  
legal assistance. Connectedly, CSOs could 
also work on strategic litigation against the  
procurement or use of BM technology which 
bears legal risks for citizens.
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Human training for meaningful control.

With increased automation in security  
technologies, humans are expected to  
perform meaningful oversight. This involves 
consideration of ethical dilemmas  
facing such individuals and the risk of 
over- and under-reliance on the automated  
systems. Taking advantage of their expertise in  
human rights and ethics, CSOs could  
contribute to the training of individuals  
operating BM technologies. 

Contextual guide.

BM covers a wide range of technology as well 
as contexts. BM endeavors for vulnerable 
groups such as asylum seekers and  
refugees require a different level of atten-
tion in comparison to BM technologies at 
airports for regular travelers. In Greece, for 
instance, borders are heavily militarized due 
to the influx of higher number of asylum 
seekers. Greek CSOs lack access to informa-
tion about the use—let alone procurement 
or development—of the technology being 
used by coast guards. Participants pointed 
out that there is relatively no space to  
demand more openness in these processes 
in states like Greece as compared to  
Norway. By alluding to such contextual 
needs, CSOs could help relevant policy making.

Formalization of CSOs’ role.

Relatedly, a formalization of CSOs role is  
important to ensure that citizens’ voices are 
adequately heard. Currently, CSOs’ input is 
not generally invited in any of the three phas-
es (development, procurement, and deploy-
ment) of BM technology, and when it is, it is 
at times through informal channels. CSOs 
should be included in all three phases. This 
would also be to the benefit of authorities 
aiming to use any technology, since CSOs 
could provide critical feedback with special 
attention to human rights considerations. 

Risk assessment.

Especially during the development and  
procurement phases, risk assessment can 
help in avoiding legal and ethical risks to  
individuals. CSOs can help in performing 
such an assessment which can also help 
achieve ‘ethics by design’. Notably, there is 
also a need to effectively follow the prevalent 
frameworks. For instance, a framework for 
Frontex (the European Border and Coast 
Guard Agency) provides for a consultative 
forum along with other rules to address  
human rights concerns during the procure-
ment phase of any technology. It is ques-
tionable if those frameworks are adequately 
followed.
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REMAINING CHALLENGES FOR CSO  
engagement in security Technology

Reputational risk.

Working with security technology companies 
can taint CSOs’ image which can lead to  
reputational risks. There is a need to improve 
the relationship between private companies 
and CSOs.

More focus on legal compliance rather 
than broader implications.

Those involved in the development and  
procurement of technologies emphasize  
legal compliances (in a tick-box fashion) 
more than effectively considering broad-
er technological implications in BM. This  
presents challenges when systems fail and 
developers are shielded by legal compli-
ances. 

Limited resources and expertise.

While CSOs are willing to be included, they 
also often feel a general lack of necessary 
resources particularly due to lack of fund-
ing/capacity in current times. This is made 
more complex and more problematic by the 
rapid pace of technology innovation also 
adversely impacts on improving technical 
expertise within CSOs. Moreover, as the  
procurement processes are general-
ly closed, CSOs need more resources to  
ensure effective intervention.

Heterogeneity of interests.

There is a need to understand contrasting 
priorities of different parties involved (CSO, 
private companies, and authorities). A lot 
could be gained if they collaborate in specific 
issues. For instance, security compa-
nies can come up with technology that is  
compliant with human rights requirements 
while authorities could seek important 
feedback from CSOs. Normalizing such  
coordination could also mitigate the repu-
tational risks for CSOs. The heterogeneity of 
interests also leads to information asymmetry 
between the three parties in relation to 
the technology being used for BM. For this  
purpose, CSOs’ intervention is imperative 
at the initial phases (development and pro-
curement) instead of restricting to the actual 
use.

Lack of transparency.

Connected to the above is a general lack of 
transparency that follows BM technologies. 
The processes of development, procure-
ment and deployment are often surround-
ed by secrecy, and this prevents meaningful 
action on the part of CSOs.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The BM pilot has shown that citizen participation 
in BM technological innovation is often confront-
ed with multiple challenges. More needs to be 
done in order to ensure enhanced citizen partic-
ipation. In this regard, CSOs can be of great help 
provided that the structural issues are suitably 
addressed. The activities have also shown the 
use of new methods for engaging diverse sets 
of CSOs which can be followed in order to gain 
valuable insights around the challenges and 
solutions surrounding BM technologies.

In view of the methods used and feedback  
received, the following recommendations can 
be made to policymakers interested in increas-
ing citizen participation in BM technologies:

•	 While legal frameworks struggle to capture 
technological complexities, parties involved 
in the development, procurement, and de-
ployment of BM technology should carry 
out broader ethical impact assessments of 
a given technology. This should be done in 
a manner that ensures more accountability 
and better awareness of the technology.

•	 Political intervention is needed to formalize 
the role of CSOs in development, procure-
ment and deployment of BM technologies.

•	 Involvement of CSOs can ensure greater 
representation of citizens.

•	 It is also imperative to focus on develop-
ment, procurement, and deployment as 
three different phases demanding separate 
forms of action to ensure enhanced citizen 
participation.

•	 Bringing CSOs together helps not only to 
point out challenges but they are also well 
equipped to propose important solutions.

For more  
information,  

access our  
TRANSCEND  

toolbox


