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Comfort Zones 
Nina Glick Schiller

“So, are any of  your friends Jewish? You know people 
feel more comfortable with their own kind.” Interested in 
my life in England where I had settled several years prior, 
my 93-year-old aunt had begun our conversation by 
asking about what she felt was the most basic component 
of  feeling at home. Several months later, when I again 
returned to south Florida to visit, Ida continued, almost 
as if  I had not been away. “You know,” she said, “I 
only feel comfortable with Jewish people.” She spoke 
about her simultaneous love of  the United States, her 
‘country’, and of  Israel, ‘her homeland’, whose internal 
rifts, treatment of  the Palestinians, and foreign policy she 
knows nothing about.
	 Yet by all conventional measures, Ida is among the 
assimilated, not the ghettoized. Although her mother 
was a Russian Jewish immigrant, Ida was born in the 
United States. She knows Yiddish but she has spent 
most of  her long life speaking English. She spent her 
childhood in poverty in a New York City multi-ethnic 
neighborhood, and as an adult lived in a quintessentially 
middle-class multi-ethnic suburb. She was not religious 
and her husband, a prosperous lawyer, was an atheist 
with a wide professional and personal network of  people 
of  all backgrounds. 
	 My aunt’s statements cannot be dismissed as irrelevant 
to current debates about identity, belonging, nationality, 
and religious difference, because they contain many of  
the contradictory tensions that pervade contemporary 
debates about immigration. She narrated her identity to 
me in the same year that Angela Merkel, Prime Minister 
of  Germany, declared that immigrants in Germany 
lived in ghettos, and David Cameron stated that British 
Muslims live in ‘these segregated communities behaving 

in ways that run counter to our values’. 
	 What does Ida’s admission of  who she feels 
comfortable with say about whose comfort zones are 
highlighted in public debate and how people actually live 
their lives? Whose comfort zone is typical, Ida’s or my 
mother Evelyn’s? Evelyn came from the same Russian-
Jewish American second generation, and also grew up 
speaking Yiddish and English. During her New York 
City childhood her parents’ networks were German 
Protestants and Italian Catholics as well as Russian Jews. 
Throughout her life Evelyn had close affective relations 
with Jews and non-Jews. However, while in her childhood 
her closest friends were a circle of  Jewish girls who 
formed their own club, complete with motto and jewelry, 
Evelyn’s adult comfort zone was a group of  parents – 
Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish – who were active in 
the local primary school. For my mother, as for many 
others, life cycle changes reconfigured her networks of  
sociability. 
	 Most rhetoric and policy statements about 
assimilation, integration and social cohesion tell us little 
about how immigrants and their children live their lives, 
including the multiplicities of  identities and comfort 
zones various immigrants and their descendants inhabit. 
Thinking about the variety of  ‘ways of  being’ that people 
who claim, or are categorized by, the same public identity 
inhabit, allows us to explore the differences among how 
people live their lives in terms of  daily cultural practices, 
their public identities, and their personal comfort zones. 
For example, Ida and my mother share forms of  dress, 
speech, culinary preferences, and décor that reflect 
the regional middle-class culture of  the New York 
metropolitan area of  their generation. They also have the 
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same public ethnic identity: Jewish Americans. But they 
have had different kinds of  social networks, which have 
given them different kinds of  social capital, knowledges, 
and comfort zones.
	 The concept of  comfort zone needs to become part 
of  both the vocabulary of  migration studies and daily 
life. Social geographers have begun to examine the 
factors that shape a personal identity, best understood 
as a psychic sense of  being spatially at home, rather 
than ethnicity (McCreanor et al., 2006). However, 
comfort zones, while influenced by locality, should not 
be conflated with space. They exist within human social 
relationships and practices, and can involve particular 
physical locations, but can also exist within social relations 
mediated by letters, phone calls, or cyberspace forms of  
communication from a Facebook page to an email.
	 Comfort zones express histories of  specific childhoods 
shaped by class, gender, family history and the cultural 
practices and sensibilities of  a particular city and place, as 
well as intergenerational patterns of  belief  and custom. 
Comfort zones also embody life circumstances including, 
for many people, their past and continuing racialization, 
stigmatization, discrimination and prejudice. We all have 
comfort zones: a set of  people with whom we like to 
spend time, and, at times of  our day or week or life, we 
actively seek out.
	 However, as we live our life and make choices about 
who inhabits our comfort zone, we learn that not 
everyone’s choices are equally visible, normalized, or 
judged acceptable according to national categorizations 
of  belonging and difference. If  our ancestors are seen 
as belonging to the core of  the nation, then our comfort 
zone is not publically visible or remarked upon in public 

debates, even if  we chose ‘our own kind’. But if  we are 
categorized through an ‘ethnic lens’ as different from the 
national cultural/racialised/religious core and we make 
the same choices about our comfort zone, we are seen 
as refusing to integrate and a threat to the social fabric 
of  the nation (Glick Schiller et al., 2005). Moreover, 
if  because of  the ethnic lens of  national discourse we 
are seen as the ‘other’, even when our comfort zone is 
a domain of  sociability built on common interests or 
affinities with those understood as belonging to the 
nation, social scientists and politicians fail to notice. 
	 Every day and without fanfare, recent migrants to 
Europe and North America and their children find 
pathways of  local emplacement despite stigmatization. 
They settle by building comfort zones. Some, like 
Aunt Ida, settle on the basis of  their shared ascribed 
identities. Others, like my mother, become part of  a 
locality by establishing domains of  commonality despite 
difference. If  we put aside the public obsession with 
cultural difference and recognize that social life is lived 
by all of  us within variations of  personal comfort zones, 
we could reject the anti-immigrant fear mongering 
of  political pundits. Then we could embrace common 
human concerns… and perhaps also save our planet 
from environmental destruction before it gets too hot to 
be a comfort zone.    
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Transnational Families 
Leslie E. Fesenmyer

‘Transnational’ families are families who live apart but 
who create and retain a ‘sense of  collective welfare and 
unity, in short “familyhood,” even across national borders’ 
(Bryceson and Vuorela 2002). They include transnational 
couples (for example, migrant spouse/partner and non-
migrant spouse/partner), migrant parents and their non-
migrant children who remain at ‘home’, and migrants 
and their elderly non-migrant parents and siblings. They 
mark the intersection, on the one hand, of  individual and 
familial aspirations and needs, and on the other hand, 
structural opportunities and constraints. Such families are 
an inevitable consequence of  migration and are hardly a 
recent phenomenon. 
	 Transnational families cannot be counterposed with 
those whose members remain in one country. Instead, 
these families encourage us to problematize (implicit) 
assumptions about relatedness. For instance, is co-
residence a necessity for family-making? And, is physical 
co-presence the primary means of  showing care and 
affection?  If  some people migrate in order to make 
particular lives possible in their country of  origin (Sørenson 
and Olwig 2002), then physical separation cannot be 
taken a priori to be culturally problematic. Equally, the 
transnational aspect of  families may only be a temporary 
phase in the lives of  specific families, as they ultimately 
seek to be reunited in the country of  destination.
	 These families offer a unique lens through which 
to explore processes and experiences of  transnational 
migration. They are often formed through the coming 
together of  individuals with different linguistic, cultural, 
social, and/or religious backgrounds. In doing so, they 
may contribute to processes of  creolization whereby 
selected elements from the various backgrounds of  

family members and the places where they live are 
brought together in ways that give rise to new identities 
and cultural practices (Cohen, 2007). 
	 Today, communication and travel across vast distances 
are cheaper, and technologies more widely available, 
than in earlier periods of  migration. Phone calls, text 
messages, and emails offer ways to stay in touch quickly, 
frequently, and easily, while Skype with video allows 
transnational kin to approximate a sense of  physical co-
presence. Safer, cheaper modes of  travel make family 
visits more accessible. These technologies have been 
incorporated into a repertoire of  familial practices that 
enable kin to sustain a sense of  relatedness across space. 
Despite such practices, living apart can be an emotionally 
painful experience and contribute to a sense of  alienation 
and disconnectedness among both those who move and 
those who stay. It can also give rise to gendered moral 
criticism that reflects specific cultural norms around what 
it means to be a good parent, child, or relative. 
	 Moreover, being able to stay in touch brings with it 
the expectation of  communication. Yet familial relations 
are complex. Affection can be accompanied by irritation, 
happiness by anger, and shame by guilt. The distance 
generated by migration can further complicate the mix 
of  sentiments. Perhaps, for some family members, the 
physical distance has welcome (if  unacknowledged or 
unacknowledgeable) consequences. Living apart can 
give rise to a greater freedom and autonomy, as well as 
opportunities to negotiate obligations and reconfigure 
familial relations.	  
 	 Regardless of  dynamics within transnational families, 
these so-called family-making technologies are not 
equally accessible to every family. (In)accessibility has 
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both micro dimensions that relate to individuals and their 
families, as well as more macro structural dimensions. 
Wealthy families can easily travel to meet each other. Yet 
poorer families may be constrained in their movement 
not only by limited financial resources, but also by a lack 
of  social capital to, for example, navigate bureaucratic 
visa procedures. Depending on the country in which they 
live, families of  every social background may struggle 
to move around the world to visit their kin because of  
where their country is positioned socio-politically in the 
nation-state order, or what Massey (1991) refers to as the 
‘global power geometry’. Meanwhile, family members 
traveling from other countries invite less scrutiny. Thus, 
transnational migration can also be a vector through 
which social stratification is articulated or compounded.
	 Much of  the preceding discussion could be framed 
as a debate about translocal families. More specifically, 
family members live in particular places, whether they 
are villages, towns, or cities, and relate to each other 
from those locales, which occupy positions lower on the 
geographic scale than the nation state. Accordingly, it is 
important not to privilege a priori the nation state or the 
‘national’ when trying to understand the lives of  families 
who live apart.
	 Nonetheless, the nation-state system can exert a 
powerful influence over the shape such families take 

and how they live their lives. State regulations limit who 
can move (or visit), under what conditions, and for how 
long. It is important to place the tightening of  regulations 
within a given (particular) social and historical moment, 
a time when much attention is directed at the issue of  
(im)migration in many countries around the world. Family 
reunification is a migration channel over which states 
have little control. Though the state may be constrained 
in its ability to stop family members from settling in the 
destination countries of  their kin, such regulations can 
still interpenetrate their intimate relations such that laws 
differentiate kin on the basis of  their migration status. 
Increasing state regulation will likely only contribute 
both to the rising prevalence and to the persistence of  
transnational families. 
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Affinities in Multicultural Neighbourhoods: Shared Values and their Differences 
Ellie Vasta

Claims that Australian and British social cohesion is 
crumbling due to ethnic differences tend to highlight 
worst-case scenarios. In some multi-ethnic and 
multicultural countries of  immigration, there is still 
an underlying drive for assimilation of  people who do 

not share the same history or cultural traditions of  the 
majority population. Post 9/11 in Britain, three successive 
prime ministers have publically noted the importance of  
‘British values’, implying that some communities’ values 
are inferior to British values. It has been argued that the 
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loss of  common values challenges western democracies 
and that the promotion of  cultural diversity only 
exacerbates the problem (Goodhart, 2004). Recently, 
both the British Prime Minister Cameron and German 
Chancellor Merkel have declared that multiculturalism 
has failed in their respective countries. In Australia, there 
have been similar debates around the consequences of  
diversity, especially for social cohesion, citizenship and 
national identity. Australian multiculturalism remains 
highly contested, ambivalent and unsettling, and elicits 
contradictory reactions. Apart from a citizenship test, 
Australia includes an ‘Australian Values Statement’ in the 
booklet provided to people applying for visas to live in 
Australia. 
	 Such concern about the extent of  cultural/ethnic 
diversity ignores social divisions far wider than those 
of  ethnicity including differences between generations, 
between religious and secular Australians, between those 
with differing education and different class backgrounds. 
Affinities denotes conditions of  being alike, based on 
values, histories or comparable circumstances. This does 
not mean people are the same, but that they find aspects 
of  their lives which identify a commonality: living in the 
same area, being migrants, having children, and so on. 
Values such as self-direction, compassion, conformity 
and respect for difference are important mechanisms 
for guiding people’s behaviour and actions. However 
commonalities might be less about shared values than 
comparable experiences, circumstances and histories. 
	 The most significant research on values is the World 
Values Survey (2010-2012). Using this, Inglehart and Baker 
found both ‘massive cultural change’ and the ‘persistence 
of  distinctive cultural traditions’ (2000). This is apparent 
when examining differences and changes between the 
generations of  migrant background in Sydney. Whether 
economic migrants or refugees, the first generation often 

experience extraordinary levels of  uncertainty and must 
contend with numerous types of  risk. People migrate 
precisely to provide a sense of  security and belonging, 
for themselves and their children. One young Indian 
Australian claims that in his community there is 

a strong emphasis on maintaining your culture, on 
keeping it strong. The group I come from, there’s 
a strong emphasis on that … ‘This is how you’re 
supposed to be’, because they want to protect it, 
and they want to make sure it survives … And 
they don’t know how they’ll cope or how they’ll 
adapt … whereas in the Australian culture, broadly 
speaking, there’s less emphasis on that because 
everybody is secure in who they are and what 
they’re doing, and the people around them. 

Those born and bred in Australia have a certain sense 
of  security inherent in that status, where ‘survival is 
taken for granted, instead of  the feeling that survival 
is uncertain’ (Inglehart, 2000). In addition, Inglehart 
suggests that ‘age and economic circumstances (rising 
economic and physical security) bring about changes to 
value orientations between generations due to different 
experiences in their formative years’ (2000). This is 
similar to the findings of  Hussain and Bagguley (2005) 
who report that second generation British Pakistanis 
draw upon citizenship rights to assert their identity 
and sense of  belonging. Our young Indian-Australian 
respondent exemplifies how many younger and second 
generation Australians assert their sense of  belonging 
and Australianness by constructing and claiming certain 
Australian values and identities, however different from 
the mainstream, as their own … 

So, Australian values – it’s the same values I’ve 
described before about myself  and my community, 
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because I’m an Australian … I’ll tell you how I 
would like to define [Australian values]. I’d like 
them to be defined by being a multicultural society 
of, you know, people being vegetarian or going to a 
temple or going to a mosque or going to the beach 
or going for a walk … that’s the sort of  Australian 
values that I hold. 

In other words, he highlights ‘respect for diversity’ 
as an important value that is sometimes forgotten in 
multicultural Australia.
	 Family is described as one of  the universal values, 
although it comes in different shapes and sizes. People 
compared and contrasted their notion of  family and 
family practices with what they thought it meant to other 
ethnic groups. They mention various ethnic groups they 
think they may have more in common with. For example, 
a young Lebanese-Australian Muslim woman claims 
Christian Lebanese, Greeks, Italians and Macedonians 
have similar child-rearing practices to Muslim Lebanese 
and that these are different from Anglo-Australians. 
Examples she gave included not allowing their children 
to work in paid-employment while they are studying, 
not expecting their children to pay rent while living at 
home and encouraging them to live at home until they 
get married. 
	 The same Lebanese-Australian woman claimed that 
although Asian Australians may have different ways of  

bringing up their children from her community, there 
was one strong similarity; ‘You know, actually, maybe they 
are similar because they do value their boys a lot more 
than the girls’. While child-rearing practices are positively 
similar to some European groups, the poor treatment 
and inequality of  women has a negative similarity with 
‘Chinese Asians’. Indeed, Norris and Inglehart (2002), 
using results from the World Values Survey, find that 
contrary to the Samuel Huntington thesis about the core 
clash of  values between western democratic values and 
Islamic religious values, the cultural faultline is much 
more concerned with gender inequality.
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How are sexuality and migration shaped and reshaped by 
one another? Varied definitions of  sexuality have made 
this a challenging question to answer. Until recently, 
sexuality was frequently conflated with gender, or else 

addressed under rubrics like crime, deviance, morality, 
or disease (Manalansan, 2006). Moreover, sexuality was 
commonly understood as a private matter and irrelevant 
to the ‘big’ questions about migration. Studies of  sexuality 

Sexuality and Migration 
Eithne Luibhéid
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were often framed around the modernist belief  that 
everyone has an individual sexual identity – even though 
this belief  is not applicable to other times and places. 
	 Queer theory, which emerged in the early 1990s, 
challenged these approaches and opened up new 
possibilities for thinking about the connections 
between sexuality and migration. Refusing essentialist 
and transhistorical constructs of  sexual identities, 
queer theory instead explores the production of  sexual 
subjectivities, how distinctions between normal and 
abnormal get created, and the relations of  domination 
and subordination involved. It addresses sexuality as 
a regime of  power that thoroughly shapes families, 
communities, state institutions, and economies; and it 
underscores that sexual norms, struggles and forms of  
governance always articulate hierarchies of  gender, race, 
class and geopolitics. 
	 Concomitantly, accelerated globalization processes  – 
that extend histories of  colonialism and global capitalism 
– produced a new ‘age of  migration.’ The field of  
migration studies, which had naturalized the framework of  
the sovereign nation state that controlled its own borders, 
began to acknowledge the impact of  globalization, 
the fact that migrants often lived transnational lives, 
the need to question nationalist analytic frameworks, 
the continuing impact of  (neo)colonialism, and the 
significance of  diasporic experiences. It also recognized 
that immigration policing has multiplied and dispersed 
national borders both inward into national territories, 
and outward to extraterritorial locations.
	 In this context, exploring connections between 
sexuality and migration often begins with the recognition 
that today’s global order emerged through colonial 
processes. According to Ann Laura Stoler (2002), sexual 
arrangements were never just metaphors, but also material 
mechanisms, for creating and maintaining racialized, 

gendered, economic and geopolitical distinctions 
between ‘colonizer’ and ‘colonized’. Consequently, 
‘who bedded and wedded whom in the colonies… was 
never left to chance,’ and migration possibilities were 
organized accordingly (Stoler, 2002). With the shift to a 
world of  nation states that supposedly controlled their 
own borders, sexuality retained its importance in creating 
and naturalizing inequalities, this time through constructs 
of  nation, citizenry, social ordering, and economy – and 
enforced by expanding state migration controls. 
	 These processes variously shaped migration. For 
instance, sexuality has impelled migration by individuals 
such as: lesbians, gay men, and unmarried pregnant 
women seeking to avoid discrimination or stigmatization; 
married people seeking employment to support children; 
women and men using marriage as a strategy for legal 
migration; those going abroad to sell sex; individuals 
seeking HIV/AIDS treatment; sex tourists; and others. 
Sexuality also shapes people’s access to social networks 
that provide the information, resources, and contacts 
that enable migration. Nation states, in turn, often 
decide whether to admit or refuse entry to migrants 
based on sexual considerations that cross-cut racial, 
gender, class, and geopolitical calculations. For instance, 
legal admission often depends on fitting into normative 
definitions of  family, kinship or marriage, or claiming 
fear of  persecution that takes sexualized form or is based 
on sexuality. Conversely, migrants are often denied legal 
status when they cannot fit into normative definitions 
of  family, or are believed to present sexual danger (for 
example, as supposed carriers of  sexual diseases, or loose 
women, or men who might sexually prey on others, or 
sexual ‘perverts’). Migrants continue to be governed in 
sexual terms after entering the nation state, especially 
through their interactions with economic, health, welfare, 
and education systems. Moreover, citizens respond to 
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migrants through a sexualized lens, often seeing them as 
exotic, sexually backwards/traditional/repressed, highly 
fertile, bearers of  perversion and disease – or as models 
of  sexual and moral values that the citizenry should 
emulate. Through these processes, binaries of  us/them, 
citizen/migrant, normal/deviant become expressed, 
mapped onto bodies and places, and struggled over. 
	 Migrants respond in complex ways to prevailing 
assumptions about their sexual practices and beliefs. 
Their sexualities are often evaluated in terms of  their 
supposed success or failure in ‘assimilating’ to dominant 
cultural sexual norms (which are held to be superior to 
migrants’ cultures), and the presumption that exposure 
to dominant culture causes change. But new scholarship 
suggests that gender, racial and economic discrimination; 
housing and occupational segregation; precarious legal 
status; language barriers; transnational ties; and migrants’ 
own creative adaptations provide better explanations 
for change. These frameworks reorient readers away 
from Eurocentric models of  linear progress and 
assimilation, toward complexity, multiplicity, hybridity, 
transnationalism, and multiple modernities – that involve 
not an uncritical celebration of  difference, but rather the 
negotiation of  colonial legacies and power inequalities. 
The works also provide models of  global flows that 
decenter the west, deconstruct binaries like local/global 
and traditional/modernity, and rethink what borders do.
	 Recent studies also explore how individual feelings 
of  love and desire interact with large-scale social and 
economic structures that condition migration. Analyzing 
how migrants refashion their selves and subjectivities, 
scholars have paid particular attention to the role of  
mass media, virtual flows, and the internet. Scholars have 

also explored connections between migration, sexualities 
and the second generation (especially daughters); 
experiences of  migrant sex workers; the politics of  
migrants’ childbearing; migration and HIV/AIDS; 
sexuality, migration and asylum claims; experiences of  
transnational intimacies and families; and to some extent, 
the lives of  migrant gay men and transgender people 
(lesbians have received little attention). 
	 Given that both migration and sexual controls 
are intimately tied to histories of  colonialism, global 
capitalism, and slavery, scholars have posed challenging 
questions about interconnections among sexuality, 
migration, and struggles to end inequalities. Some explore 
how the criminalization of  unauthorized migrants, the 
rise of  the prison industrial complex, and sexual norms 
that articulate racial, gender, and class hierarchies, work 
in tandem to legitimize subjecting diverse populations 
to exploitation, violence, and shortened lives. Others 
problematize how global human rights discourses used 
in asylum cases, including those involving sexuality, may 
at once reinscribe colonial, racial and gender inequalities 
but nonetheless present opportunities for change. These 
and other analyses ask us to question critically how 
the connections between sexuality and migration may 
reinforce, or offer opportunities to transform, multiple 
inequalities at different scales.
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Bliss in Capetown, 1921
M. J. Oliver

I done find Jim in dockyard lyin on shed floor. 
He look scare, I close door gentle. No worry, I say, 
I call Bliss, an I kiss him rose flower mouth. 

Pleasure sailor that my job, but this diffrent. 
I only fourteen, done forget, he fifteen, sixteen most. 
Old sailor done rape him cabin boy every day, he tell me, 
so he jump ship. I like you yellow hair, I say.

I bring him string beans an a pear from my step-daddy plot, 
cassava an rice from ship I work nights, 
a mango, a plum an a small pickle fish one day.

He love Table Mountain peek upside li’l window 
wile we eat an laugh lot, roll round. Oh Bliss!
he say, Marry me, then you not do this nice thing 
with bad men you not love – never gain.

You mad sugarbush, No! I say an throw him white arm far way.
You desert ship, you got no right, no pass. Law here hang you. 
Liberty Belle she in dock an I know she sail tonight. You go.
 
Soon as dark Jim an me we go quiet from shed we lay. 
Crew on waterfront all busy, all girls an boys they say bye-bye. 

Jim he fly like mosquito round me, here, there, he kiss me.
Then short time hush, him sweet head in Bliss black hands.
Up gang plank he zig zag. Gone.
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Making Politics

Migration, Suffering and Rights 
Julia O’Connell Davidson

About suffering they were never wrong,
The old Masters: how well they understood

Its human position: how it takes place
While someone else is eating or opening a window or just 

walking dully along

Musée des Beaux Arts - W. H. Auden

In an essay about suffering which takes Auden’s Musée 
des Beaux Arts as its starting point, David Morris 
observes that we witness other people’s suffering from 
a distance, ‘as if  through a pane of  thick glass’ (Morris 
1997). The poem, he says, speaks to the fact that our own 
lives are necessarily ‘more immediate and absorbing’, and 
suggests that our capacity for detachment is ‘the outcome 
of  a structural position we cannot help but occupy’. 
However, Morris continues, there is a difference between 
this kind of  detachment and an ideological blindness to 
the suffering of  those groups of  people who are excluded 
from our ‘moral community’. It is not the same to turn 
away from news reporting a tragedy affecting people far 
away and continue to butter the breakfast toast because 
there is nothing you can do to help, as it is to imagine 
that ‘people like them’ do not suffer as you would if  
affected by a similar tragedy. The recognition of  a person 
or group’s suffering is linked to their inclusion in the 
moral community, Morris argues: ‘Suffering… is not a 
raw datum, a natural phenomenon we can identify and 
measure, but a social status that we extend or withhold’.
	 I was reminded of  Morris’s essay when I read about 
the series of  shipwrecks in the Mediterranean in October 
2013, in which some 400 people are believed to have 
drowned whilst attempting to make the crossing from 

Libya to Lampedusa. Media reporting of  the disasters 
noted that humanitarian agencies estimate that 20,000 
lives have been lost in similar circumstances over the past 
20 years, and that there are many thousands more men, 
women and children currently in North African countries, 
waiting to attempt the crossing (Davies, 2013). People in 
Europe heard this news and continued with the prosaic 
business of  daily life, just as the ship in Auden’s poem 
continued on its way after witnessing Icarus fall into the 
sea. The comments sections beneath newspaper articles 
on the tragedies provide an insight into their thoughts as 
they did so.
	 Some certainly recognized the suffering of  the 
migrants concerned, but comments beneath a Daily Mail 
article included the following: ‘Isn’t it about time these 
people stayed to sort out the mess in their own countries 
instead of  running away?’; and ‘Hard as it may seem, the 
only solution is to send all of  them (without exception) 
back to the port where they came from’; and ‘As much 
as this is a sad story, the UK cannot accommodate the 
world and it’s wife in such a small island, this is unfair 
for the population’ (Robinson, 2013). These are not the 
comments of  people simply too absorbed in their own 
lives to dwell on the suffering of  distant people. They 
express an active resistance against the ethical claim that 
these migrants’ suffering might make upon the authors.
	 Suffering occupies an important place in refugee and 
forced migration studies, for in international refugee 
and human rights law, those who are understood to 
have suffered are often afforded special status in terms 
of  rights and protections. But much as the connective 
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tissue between suffering and rights appears as a humane 
counterbalance to the rather callous comments above, 
it also presents us with a quandary. Though Morris is 
without doubt correct to say that the status of  suffering 
is more readily afforded to those who are perceived as 
members of  the moral community, suffering is neither 
a necessary criterion for community membership nor 
the usual route to inclusion. Indeed, perhaps what the 
Daily Mail readers were really concerned to contest is the 
idea that distant others should be able to secure rights 
of  inclusion in European countries on the basis of  their 
suffering. And on this question of  whether rights and 
recognition as a morally considerable person should be 
tied up with suffering, I find myself  in agreement with 
them, albeit for very different reasons. 
	 Because suffering is not raw datum, it can be selectively 
recognized. Thus, states acknowledge that people can be 
forced to move as a consequence of  suffering purposefully 
inflicted by private or state actors (‘traffickers’, actors 
who persecute on the basis of  political or religious belief, 
race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality etc.) or consequent upon 
war and armed conflict, but not as a result of  suffering 
that stems from impersonal factors, such as poverty. Such 
distinctions even came into play in commentary on the 
October shipwrecks – the High Commissioner of  the 
UNHCR ‘expressed particular worry that Syrians, who 
are fleeing a frightening conflict, are resorting to this 
dangerous route and drowning as they were seeking a 

safe haven in Europe’ [emphasis added] (UNHCR, 2013).
	 Unfortunately, it is perfectly possible for states 
simultaneously to recognize some kinds of  suffering as 
a qualification for community inclusion, but continue 
to operate the lethal immigration regimes and border 
controls that both deny and generate other kinds of  
suffering. In Auden’s poem, the fact that the ship ‘sailed 
calmly on’ expresses an existential truth. But until rights 
are afforded on the basis of  humanity, not nationality or 
claims to suffering, even this depressing ‘human position’ 
is not universally shared. We are not all free to sail on by.
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Amnesty 
Linda Bosniak

The politics of  immigration are often fought out through 
debates over amnesty. Restrictionists seek to delegitimize 
various forms of  protection of  irregular migrants by 
branding them as ‘amnesty’. In contrast, immigrants’ 
rights advocates talk about amnesty aspirationally 
to signify the rightful incorporation of  previously 
marginalized noncitizens. Some worry that the concept 
has been too successfully commandeered by the right  
and have therefore substituted other terms, including 
‘regularization’ and ‘legalization’. Nevertheless, for many 
progressives, the idea of  amnesty continues to represent 
just and necessary policy. 
	 Arguments over amnesty are about the forms that 
immigration policy should take regarding responsibility, 
fault, victimization and accountability. Amnesty shares 
an etymological cognate with amnesia and is often 
characterized as a kind of  (official) forgetting of  a 
transgression or offence. Inevitably, then, the debate 
begins with a threshold question: should the act at 
issue be regarded as transgressive at all? Assuming a 
transgression, amnesty’s ‘forgetting’ has a variety of  
valences. Broadly, amnesty arguments tend to come in 
three versions: forgive-and-forget, administrative reset, 
and vindication.
	 The forgive-and-forget version presumes that the 
recipient has perpetrated an offence, with amnesty 
then pardoning the perpetrator and erasing the penalty. 
Notice, however, that granting amnesty performs a kind 
of  expressive indictment, meaning the symbolic cost to 
the beneficiary may be steep. In some settings, amnesty 
has been opposed by potential beneficiaries for just this 
reason. Critics of  forgive-and-forget amnesty, in turn, 
claim that it produces impunity by tolerating rather than 

punishing offenders’ conduct, is unjust to those who 
played by the rules and, at the least, must be coupled 
with conditions or penalties (fines, public apology, 
probation) to underline that fault still attaches. Others in 
the transitional justice context object to what they view 
as amnesty’s ‘enforced forgetting’ altogether. 
	 In amnesty’s administrative reset version, the state 
likewise views itself  as responding to an offence, but 
instead of  focusing on fault, the premise is that the law 
is unenforceable. Amnesty is treated as a response to 
administrative failure,  and is undertaken in the interests of  
forward-looking, systemic functionality. This conception 
is applied in a variety of  contexts, both politically charged 
and mundane, including those of  firearms, narcotics, 
tax collection and parking fines. Associated discourse 
sometimes suggests that the transgression was not so 
bad, or its badness was counterweighed by the cost to 
society of  widespread noncompliance, or that de facto 
amnesty is the unacknowledged policy in any case, 
and that it’s better to govern transparently rather than 
inadvertently. Critics complain that the consequentialist 
approach rewards the activity in question (for example, 
tax amnesties are said to ‘enrage compliant tax payers’).
	 A third version treats amnesty as vindication. Here, 
amnesty is portrayed as protecting victims, rather than 
indicting wrongdoers (the name of  the organization 
‘Amnesty International’ conveys this understanding). 
This approach entails a moral reframing: the claim is that 
the violated rule was unjust, or that the beneficiaries’ 
prosecution was not justifiable, and that at the least, 
the very policies defining the transgression now need 
interrogation. For example, in debates in the US during 
the Vietnam era, some supporters of  amnesty for draft 
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avoiders maintained that the true transgressors were the 
war-makers, not the resistors. In this view, prosecuted 
draft avoiders deserved protection from indefensible  
penalties imposed in an unjustified war. This was the 
understanding of  amnesty advanced by Jean-Paul Sartre 
in a 1973 essay: In calling for ‘amnesty’, he wrote, war 
resistors and deserters  

… did not mean ‘pardon,’ nor even forgetfulness. 
Certain of  the justice of  their cause, they simply 
wanted their rights recognized. And this could 
not be done unless the government was to reverse 
itself  publicly, and, so to speak, say, ‘If  these men 
have the right not to wage this war, then we on our 
side had no right to declare it’.

The point thus far is that political actors argue about 
matters of  accountability through amnesty-talk, and yet 
the amnesty concept offers no consistent understanding 
of  what accountability entails, and stands for no 
consistent approach for achieving it. 
	 In the immigration context, the idea of  amnesty 
cuts in various directions. Current debates tend to 
feature forgive-and-forget and/or administrative reset 
versions of  amnesty. The role of  vindication arguments 
is more equivocal. Most immigrants’ rights defenders, 
including academics, seem ambivalent about them. On 
the one hand, amnesty advocates often portray potential 
recipients as victims of  exploitative employers and callous 
governmental actors, and amnesty as a means of  releasing 
beneficiaries from the vulnerability of  unauthorized status. 
On the other hand, amnesty advocates rarely claim that 
amnesty emancipates immigrants from unjust border laws 
– those same laws which defined them as ‘undocumented’ 
in the first place – nor that immigrants were justified in 
violating the existing law. It is more common to hear that 
the immigrants’ earlier ‘wrongdoing’ has been superseded 

by circumstances – usually, by accrual of  time and ties in 
the receiving state. Such arguments continue to assume 
that the immigration law was just, and that the initial legal 
violation was wrong, but that something subsequent has 
changed the moral calculus. Indeed, advocates often link 
their call for amnesty with a commitment to heightening 
the enforcement of  borders going forward. This kind of  
argument, protective in intent as it is, has led more radical 
immigrants’ rights advocates to repudiate amnesty as a 
political goal, viewing it as effectively tarring immigrants 
and legitimizing the border laws that produce their 
unauthorized status. 
	 However, such legitimation is not inherent in the idea 
of  amnesty. More thoroughgoing, vindicatory amnesty 
arguments are at least conceivable. The most radical 
position would be that the state’s border laws are unjust 
ab initio, so entry without inspection or overstaying 
cannot properly be deemed a wrong. This argument 
could be made via a liberal-cosmopolitan Rawlsian 
critique, a humanitarian ethos-of-hospitality critique, or 
a left-anarcho-libertarian critique of  the kind advanced 
by organizations like NoBorders. Alternatively, one 
could make a historically-based argument that, where the 
receiving state has a coercive or exploitative history with 
the sending state, exclusionary laws in relation to nationals 
of  those states are unjustified. With all the arguments, 
the upshot is the same: if  the laws are unjust, then the 
immigrant is not culpable for violating them; instead, 
the state was wrong to enforce them. An alternative 
vindicatory amnesty position might maintain that, even 
if  border laws are not themselves immoral, unauthorized 
immigrants should not be regarded as culpable because 
their actions are excusable. The excuse position could be 
expressed in duress terms – by invoking the immigrant’s 
need to feed self  and family, or escape suffering; or in 
inducement terms – the state was inviting or tolerating 
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EU Citizenship, Roma Mobility and Anti-Gypsyism: Time for Reframing the Debate? 
Nando Sigona

Given the limited results achieved to date by the EU and 
EU member states in addressing the multiple exclusion 
of  the Romani people in Europe, it is time to rethink 
some of  the assumptions on which past initiatives have 
been built. Here I would like to suggest, very briefly, 
some ways to reframe the current debate on the Roma 
in Europe.
	 In a recent article, trying to answer the question ‘Why 
have the Roma become a target and a scapegoat in France 
today?’ the French sociologist Éric Fassin reminded 
us that the ‘object of  phobia is not to be mistaken for 
its source’ and that the ‘explanation of  politics is of  
political nature’ (Fassin, 2010). These remarks suggest 
that, in order to understand what is happening in the 
EU today in relation to Romani communities, we must 
turn our gaze away from the Roma. Instead, we need 
to examine the broader picture: more particularly, the 
EU, an institutional and political construction that has 
undergone two decades of  transition, enlargement, and 
institutional, economic and social restructuring, and that 
is currently under incredible pressure as a result of  the 
financial crisis and rampant nationalism. We can then try 
to locate the Roma within these processes.
	 The Roma are a testing ground and an opportunity 

immigrant presence (or with regards to demand for 
labour, failing to enforce the employer sanctions laws); 
or, in the case of  undocumented youth, by invoking 
incapacity – lack of  choice and control – at the time of  
the illegal act (though note that this last tack ends up 
indicting the ‘culpable’ parents by contrast). 
	 In sum, ‘amnesty’-talk need not serve as a diversion 

from ultimate justice questions. It contains vindicatory 
and emancipatory elements as well as legitimizing ones. 
There is no true and single meaning of  ‘amnesty’; what 
matters is the uses to which the idea is put.
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for the EU political project. Attempts to portrait them 
as exotic and other to the imagined EU community hide 
a centuries long history of  bans, forced migration  and 
expulsion, but also cohabitation and conviviality. The 
Roma are one of  the peoples that makes the European 
Union, much like the Swedes or the Danes (including 
numerically), and not some kind of  alien body from a 
remote elsewhere; yet they are nonetheless a people 
without adequate institutional representation. The current 
attempt to curb their mobility (as well as their right to 
establish themselves in another member state) challenges 
one of  the key pillars of  the European Union and, at a 
time of  major structural tensions, calls into question the 
capacity of  the EU to fully embrace its mandate vis-à-vis 
the mounting nationalist demands of  member states. The 
Roma ‘threat’ is manipulated and used by Eurosceptic 
political actors to score points against the overall EU 
project. 
	 As I have shown in Romani Politics in Contemporary 
Europe (Sigona and Trehan, 2009) apart from structural 
tensions resulting from rapid economic transformation, 
the transition of  formerly socialist states towards 
capitalism has been characterised by a search for 
foundational myths to redefine the relationship between 
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state and nation. In such a context, nationalist movements 
have grown stronger, and so have numerous far-right 
racist and xenophobic groups that have marked out 
for themselves increasingly large spaces in the political 
life of  most European countries. This overall shift to 
the right, exacerbated by the existing confusion in the 
social-democratic camp, has turned the Roma, a minority 
without significant political representation, into an easy 
target for racist campaigns that at times culminate in 
violence.
	 In contemporary Europe, racism against Roma is 
not just confined to a few extremist fringe elements. 
Successive Eurobarometer surveys1 underline just how 
widespread prejudice and stereotypes about this minority 
are. Interestingly, despite this widespread intolerance 
towards the Roma, terms such as anti-Gypsyism and 
Romaphobia only entered EU’s political vocabulary 
in the mid-2000s. To be effective, any solution has to 
acknowledge the ‘mainstream’ nature of  anti-Romani 
sentiments; this is not the case for example in the EU 
Framework for national Roma integration strategies.2 
	 The history of  Romani communities in Europe is 
marked by episodes of  mass persecution, violence and 
discrimination perpetrated by both institutional and 
non-institutional agents. The mass killing of  hundreds 
of  thousands of  Roma systematically carried out by the 
Nazi regime before and during World War II was the 
culmination of  a process, not an isolated episode. The 
construction of  the Romani communities as a ‘race of  
criminals’ genetically inclined to crime was a central 
component of  the ideological apparatus that provided a 

‘justification’ for the genocide of  European Roma.
	 To understand the contemporary spread of  anti-
Gypsyism in neoliberal Europe and the link between the 
racial criminalization of  the Roma and discriminatory 
policy and practice, we should bear in mind that anti-
Gypsyism is not a new phenomenon; nonetheless, in its 
current configuration, it is inextricably intertwined with 
the transformations that followed the breakup of  the 
Soviet Union, the consolidation of  liberal democracies 
and neoliberal economic principles in the European 
Union, and processes of  pauperisation experienced by 
many Romani communities.
	 A new critical approach addressing the root causes 
of  Roma exclusion is urgently needed. This must include 
an understanding of  the Roma history of  exclusion 
within the history of  Europe, and place the successful 
participation of  the Roma in European polity at the core 
of  the EU project. This is where the Roma belong.

Notes

1	 For more information: http://ec.europa.eu/public_
opinion/index_en.htm. 

2	 For more information: http://ec.europa.eu/justice/
discrimination/roma/national-strategies/index_en.htm.  
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A Spirituality of  Migration? 
Michael Nausner

Ever since the Enlightenment, the question of  whether 
spirituality is a necessary or even viable aspect of  social 
life has been raised. Faith, understood as a set of  beliefs 
in more or less authoritarian rules imposed from above, 
has met with increasing suspicion. In a world in which 
the rights of  individuals and democratic social systems 
were evolving, religious systems seemed to be backward-
looking obstacles to the progress of  western nations. 
At the same time, religious systems often supported the 
colonial and imperial ambitions of  western states. They 
mirrored the construction of  the world in terms of  ‘the 
west vs. the rest’, by propagating a world view based on 
the division of  the world into a Christian and a non-
Christian sphere. 
	 The strength of  the legacy of  such a cultural 
epistemology can be seen in the frequent attempts on 
the part of  theologians and politicians to argue for the 
protection of  a ‘Christian Occident’ or a ‘Christian 
Europe’. An extreme example of  such a mindset was 
the campaign of  the Austrian Freedom Party during 
the run-up to elections in 2013. All over the country, 
large billboards broadcast the blue-eyed leader of  the 
party in friendly conversation with healthy people of  
light skin colour, with accompanying text reading: 
‘Love your neighbour. For me this means our Austrians’. 
Notwithstanding protests by mainstream Christian 
churches in Austria, the Freedom Party garnered almost 
a quarter of  the votes of  the Austrian people. Obviously, 
for this party known for its aggressively xenophobic 
campaigning, the trick of  ‘positive’ advertising had been 
successful. The implication seems to be: what is wrong 
with loving our Austrians? There is nothing wrong with 
protecting a Christian inside from the migrating non-

Christians flooding Europe from the outside. 
	 From a theological point of  view, of  course, this 
logic is utterly flawed with respect to the key text on 
neighbourly love in the New Testament. The parable 
of  the Good Samaritan is still known, I believe, by large 
portions of  the secularized European population. It may 
still belong to Europe’s ‘Christian heritage’, but it most 
decidedly is not a story that is attached to one particular 
religion. It is the story Jesus tells an interlocutor who 
had asked the question: ‘Who is my neighbour?’ The 
story ends with two surprises: firstly, the person who 
shows neighbourly love is a migrating foreigner, a hated 
Samaritan passing through Jewish territory. Secondly, it 
is not the person rightly inhabiting the homeland, but 
rather this migrating foreigner, who extends a helping 
hand. The theological outcome is ambiguous. One aspect, 
however, can be summarized by saying that neighbourly 
love materializes not just by providing support to the 
outsiders, but, importantly, by acknowledging the agency 
of  these outsiders in order to be helped by them. Thus, 
theologically speaking, to restrict neighbourly love to 
‘our Austrians’ is to distort the parable recounted by the 
ancient Greek writer of  Luke’s Gospel.
	 Religious systems, including Christian missionary 
activities through the ages, have been misused to deny the 
agency of  the ‘other’. However, using the parable of  the 
Good Samaritan as a point of  departure, I would say that 
a grounded spirituality brings together an expectation 
of  the agency both of  the divine and of  the human 
‘other’. In the case of  the Good Samaritan, this ‘other’ 
was a migrant. Such spirituality has political implications. 
If  a political system takes seriously the notion that the 
sedentary view is not necessarily the view that best serves 
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the common good, a new openness may emerge towards 
the multiple ways in which a migrant’s perspective can 
help to shape a society to be a more constructive part of  
the global village. A society that continues to understand 
its relation to migrating people as a matter of  unilateral 
adaptation to an (often fictitious) sedentary culture is 
missing out on an indispensible political resource: the 
perceptive quality of  the migrant’s vision. After all, as 
Homi Bhabha (1994) has said in reference to Salman 
Rushdie’s work, ‘the truest eye may now belong to the 
migrant’s double vision’.
	 A spirituality of  migration has less to do with ‘being 
nice to refugees’, and more to do with an awareness that 
spirituality itself  has a migratory character. Taking clues 
from the parable of  the Good Samaritan, it is a spirituality 
that continuously is prepared to travel, so to speak, into 
the contact zones between cultures. And in contrast to all 

attempts of  religious empire-building through the ages, 
it knows that it does not have a ‘permanent dwelling’ in 
the world, but is looking for a ‘future dwelling place’, 
as the letter to the Hebrews in the New Testament has 
it. This future dwelling, however, is not to be imagined 
just as a lofty realm beyond social coexistence. Rather, 
I understand the imagining of  a more just dwelling as a 
process that is simultaneously spiritual and political. And 
it needs migrants’ perspectives in order to be inclusive.
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Migration and Population Growth: Future Predictions and Contemporary Politics 
Alessio Cangiano

Although migration policy-making remains mostly driven 
by short-term economic objectives and human rights 
frameworks (for example, for the admission of  family 
migrants and asylum seekers), demographic arguments 
are gaining grounds in migration debates in some of  the 
major immigrant-receiving countries where population 
growth has been (and is expected to be) largely driven 
by net migration. In the UK, the rise in immigration 
levels over the past decade has fuelled the idea that 
Britain’s demography is not ‘sustainable’. The impact 
of  immigration on population growth has become a 
ubiquitous issue in public debates about growing housing 
needs, congested road networks and public transport, 
loss of  countryside to eco-town developments, and 

public service provision. In the Australian election of  
2010, both major parties fuelled a heated public debate 
about population growth, linked to widespread public 
anxieties about migration, asylum seekers, and the 
‘failure of  multiculturalism’. The association between 
immigration and population growth has also featured 
strongly in US debates where vocal population control 
and environmentalist lobbies advocate immigration 
restrictions.  
	 Without entering into the merits of  the costs and 
benefits of  immigration and population growth – a 
polarised debate that is typically informed by partial and 
highly contested evidence – it is legitimate to ask whether 
it is desirable to prioritise demographic objectives 
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in migration policies. And, if  so, is it feasible to use 
migration policies to achieve predetermined levels of  
net migration and thereby manage population growth? 
Taking the achievement of  a particular population size 
as a goal of  migration policies is beset with practical and 
ethical challenges, and there are numerous constraints on 
attaining a net migration target. 
	 Demographic sustainability is a notoriously imprecise 
concept and demographic objectives (for example, a 
‘desirable’ pace of  population growth or a stable age 
structure) only make sense when their broader economic, 
social and environmental implications are taken into 
account. Competing priorities exist between these policy 
domains: for example, a migration policy aiming at 
maximising economic growth may look very different 
from one prioritising environmental sustainability. There 
is no evidence of  an ‘optimum’ population size that 
maximizes general wellbeing. An obvious risk in setting 
such a number is that a complex series of  issues affecting 
virtually every area of  public policy are reduced to an 
arbitrary, round number. 
	 The scope for managing migration as a policy 
instrument to meet ‘desirable’ demographic objectives 
raises ethical questions: not only in the functional logic 
underpinning the use of  migration policies to achieve 
exclusively the receiving country’s national interests, but 
also in the risk of  putting the blame on migrants for 
making population growth ‘unsustainable’. It also has 
numerous constraints. An important challenge for long-
term demographic planning is that migration trends are 
subject to a high degree of  uncertainty and are extremely 
difficult to predict. Governments have little or no control 
over significant parts of  the flows that make up the net 
migration aggregate. In liberal democracies, emigration 
of  nationals cannot be limited. For EU member states, 

the regime of  free circulation of  EEA citizens and non-
EEA permanent residents, combined with considerable 
diversity in demographic trends across the EU, means 
that it would be difficult to adopt an immigration policy 
inspired by demographic objectives within a shared system 
of  European migration governance – an argument that is 
often put forward by far-right anti-immigration lobbyists 
as a rationale for the UK to leave the EU. Internal mobility, 
which can have major implications for infrastructure and 
public service provision, is also difficult to manage in 
many states, though China, for example, has tried. Some 
categories of  foreign immigrants can be controlled, 
but not without economic and social costs. Restricting 
highly skilled workers’ and students’ mobility might have 
detrimental implications for the competitiveness of  the 
economy and for the country’s geopolitical influence. 
Limiting rights to family reunification and international 
protection can undermine compliance with international 
human rights frameworks and ultimately clash with some 
key liberal values.
	 One constructive element of  introducing population 
growth into migration debates is that it marks a move 
away from a narrowly-framed migration debate focusing 
on short-term labour market objectives and considering 
migration in isolation, to a broader, long-term perspective 
that sees migration as a structural phenomenon and 
emphasises the need for an integrated policy framework 
considering migration in relation to other socio-
demographic trends. However, given the difficulties both 
of  formulating desirable demographic objectives and of  
achieving them by managing the net migration aggregate, 
it is reasonable to wonder whether the emerging rationale 
to reduce net migration in order to curb population 
growth is a genuine policy objective or another rhetorical 
argument to justify exclusionary immigration regulations. 
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The British Labour Party, backed by the trade union 
movement, fought a great, honourable battle in the last 

century for dignity of  labour and fair pay. This is all being 
lost, thanks in part to the arrival of  waves of  cheap labour 

from the east. 
- Peter Oborne, 2013

It would ordinarily be hard to imagine a Daily Telegraph 
columnist as defender of  trade unions and their 
achievements. Harder still when one considers that only 
four years previously, the same Peter Oborne had praised 
Margaret Thatcher’s defeat of  the unions in the pages 
of  the Daily Mail. As Emerson put it, ‘the louder he 
talked of  his honour, the faster we counted our spoons’ 
(Emerson, 1860).
	 But Oborne is pursuing a well-worn strategy of  
divide and rule. He presents a sort of  hierarchy, in which 
workers are encouraged to identify themselves (and 
perhaps their unions) as being a step above migrants. 
This is as crude as religious bigotry in Northern Ireland, 
which was derided by Eamonn McCann as a ‘tuppence 
ha’penny looking down on tuppence’. McCann went 
on to point out the function of  sectarianism, citing 
former Northern Irish PM Brian Faulkner praising 
factory owners marching shoulder to shoulder with their 
workforce, thus guaranteeing themselves, ‘the feeling 
of  security that the wage earners wouldn’t be marching 
against them’ (McCann, 1986).
	 Some expect unions themselves to continue to fall 
for this; in 2007, one Labour leader even called for 
British jobs for British workers at the Trade Union 
Congress (TUC) Conference. Trade unions are essentially 
economic reformist organisations – they seek to organise 
and represent the maximum proportion of  workers 

Unions, Migration and the Road Less Travelled 
Nick Clark

in a workplace or industry. This means that they can 
encompass a membership which has a wide diversity of  
opinions, but (in reality) a narrow range of  economic 
interests. At the same time, members may expect that, 
as well as protecting ‘vested interests’ (that is, those of  
existing members supposedly privileged by their insider 
status), unions will also act as the ‘sword of  justice’, 
seeking to combat injustice and inequality (Flanders, 
1970). The apparent contradiction between the two roles 
is displayed when it comes to migration. Migrants may 
be regarded as victims, as competitors (and agents of  the 
bosses), or comrades, and we do not have to look very 
hard to find examples of  all of  these in our history. 
	 For example, ex-international West Indian cricketer 
Learie Constantine worked for the British Labour 
Ministry during World War II as a welfare officer dealing 
with black migrant workers in factories in the north 
west. He reported that the Boilermakers’ union, soured 
by the experience of  post-World War I unemployment 
amongst their members, were refusing to admit black 
workers into membership, but went on to report: ‘The 
electrical unions, on the other hand, were most helpful, 
and allowed coloured representatives to take places on 
Union Committees’ (Constantine, 1954).
	 More recently, the sword of  justice was evidenced 
by General Secretary Bill Morris of  the Transport and 
General Workers’ Union, in his outspoken opposition 
to New Labour’s introduction of  vouchers for asylum 
seekers, and also in the TUC’s support of  the Committee 
to Assist Refugee Academics’ guide on education for 
refugees in 2005. 
	 It might be argued that adopting such positions 
is easier over general principles than over matters of  
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economic competition. A member of  the Executive 
Council of  the National Union of  Seamen made the 
reasoning for hostility to migration explicit at the NUS 
General Meeting in 1958: ‘I am a very democratically 
minded man; I have no objection to an Asiatic seaman or 
a West Indian earning a living, but when my own standard 
of  living is jeopardised then it is a different matter’. This 
is not a million miles away from the position recently 
proposed by current RMT (National Union of  Rail, 
Maritime and Transport Workers, successor to the NUS) 
General Secretary Bob Crow: ‘Free movement within the 
EU impoverishes workers in a race to the bottom and 
creates a “brain drain” in eastern European countries, 
condemning them to a future of  underdevelopment and 
decline’ (2013).
	 Yet alongside the history of  protectionism is another, 
much more honourable one based on solidarity. Unions in 
both public and private sectors (including the RMT) have 
chosen to draw in members from migrant communities, 
often seeking out organisers and activists from those 
communities in order to resist the race to the bottom. 
In this context it is worth noting that in a workplace, the 
presence of  trade union organisation is a better predictor 
of  higher wages and conditions than the presence of  
migrant workers is a predictor of  poor ones.

	 We are better placed now than we were in the 1960s 
and 70s with regards to ideas of  equality, although further 
back in terms of  the means to deliver them. Unions 
remain places where ideas and strategy are contested, and 
who wins those contests matters. A fight against low pay 
or zero hours will benefit all workers, but cannot be won 
without the participation of  all: not by appealing to what 
divides, as Oborne does, but to what unites. 

References

Constantine, L. (1954) Colour Bar, London: Stanley Paul & Co.

Emerson, R. W. (1860) Worship in “The Conduct of  Life”, 
Fairfords: Echo Library

Flanders, A. (1970) Management and Unions: The Theory and Reform 
of  Industrial Relations, London: Faber and Faber.

Hewitt, D. (1958) The Proceedings of  the General Meeting, 
National Union of  Seamen.

McCann, Eamonn (1986) ‘The Protestant Working Class’, 
Socialist Worker Review, 89: 19-21.

Oborne, P. (2013) ‘Immigration: Britain’s Doors Are Wide 
Open, and We Can’t even Talk about It’, Daily Telegraph (13 
November).

RMT (2013) ‘Bob Crow Explains Why No2EU is Standing in 
2014 Elections’, RMT website, http://www.rmt.org.uk/news/
bob-crow-explains-why-no2eu-is-standing-in-2014-elections/ 
accessed 14 November 2013.

To be a citizen is to be a member of  a political community. 
For the Greeks, the relevant political community was 
the city, although Diogenes did consider himself  to 
be a citizen of  the ‘cosmos’. As the world is currently 
constituted, citizenship amounts to membership of  a 
nation state, although regional organizations may give 

rise to other forms. For example European Union 
citizenship is additional to national citizenship of  an EU 
member state (although dependent on it) and gives rise 
to additional rights.
	 Citizenship is defined both internally, in terms of  the 
rights and duties citizens hold as members of  the state, 

Citizenship 
Phillip Cole
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and externally, by the rules which distinguish members 
from non-members. While much debate concerns internal 
membership, the external boundary of  citizenship cannot 
be overlooked, as it determines who has access to the 
goods and burdens of  internal membership, and defines 
the journey people have to undertake if  they want to 
traverse the boundary from the outside to the inside.
	 The external rules of  membership vary between 
states, but there are general features that most systems 
have in common. The most straightforward method is 
birth, either being born within the state’s territory (jus soli) 
or being born to someone who is already a citizen (jus 
sanguinis). Here, citizenship is not chosen by you or the 
state you are a member of: you simply find that you are 
a member of  a particular state, and the state finds that 
you are a member. The other main method is migration: 
travel from one state to another and the aquisition of  
residence according to legal conditions for membership. 
Here, membership is through choice, and the choice 
can run in either direction: you may be able to choose a 
particular state to join, and the state may have the choice 
of  whether to accept you as a member. The scope for 
choice here, though, can be limited. In the end, it is 
the state which retains the position of  power, in that it 
decides the rules and can vary them in any way it wishes. 
So when it comes to birth, it can decide whether jus 
soli or jus sanguinis holds, can define its territory, or can 
vary the relations you must have with people who are 
already citizens. When it comes to migration, it can close 
the door on would-be citizens entirely, or can vary the 
conditions would-be citizens must meet to qualify, or it 
can retain the right to choose even when migrants have 
met all conditions.
	 Journeys to citizenship can therefore be complex and 
filled with obstacles and dangers, and it is the migration 
route that is the most complex, as the would-be citizen 

negotiates the national border. We tend to think of  
borders as simple binaries with an inside and an outside, 
but borders as the external markers of  membership are 
multidimensional, and identify different obstacles and 
spaces where the journey may come to a premature end.
	 The first boundary the migrant must cross is to 
gain access to the national territory as a physical space. 
In Europe, this part of  the journey is becoming more 
difficult and dangerous, as states put up more barriers to 
make access to territory harder to achieve. Immigration, 
especially across Europe’s southern borders with Africa, 
has become increasingly criminalized, forcing migrants 
to take ever more perilous routes which, for many, end 
in death. So one space where the journey may come to 
a premature end is the sea. Those that do make landfall 
may find themselves in the space of  detention camps 
scattered across the Mediterranean and southern Europe, 
a space they may struggle to escape. 
	 If  they do escape into the national territory, they 
may, if  they are poor, need to exist within it in a fragile 
form, as undocumented or ‘illegal’ migrants, inside the 
territory, but outside legality, vulnerable to exploitation, 
persecution and deportation. If  they establish legal 
presence within the territory, it may be in a temporary 
form, as a guest worker or with a limited visa. This is still 
a vulnerable and unpredictable space, and they may find 
themselves travelling backwards, away from citizenship, as 
the presence they thought was legal becomes questioned 
and revised by the state. If  they achieve indefinite leave to 
remain, they can exist as ‘denizens’ rather than ‘citizens’, 
but this is becoming an increasingly narrow option, as 
states continually revise and tighten the conditions 
attached to ‘denizenship’. This is because it provides the 
gateway to the final stage of  the journey, full citizenship.
	 Here, we might think, the migrant-citizen has found 
safety and stability – here we have a predictable space in 
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which they can develop their life stories and enjoy the 
same rights and responsibilities as their fellow citizens. 
But there are two challenges that remain. The first is that 
their ‘belonging’ as citizens may be questioned as they ‘fail’ 
to fit a national identity, and the state and other citizens 
refuse to accept them fully. They may suffer harassment 
and persecution from other citizens and from political 
authorities who constantly examine and question their 
presence.
	 The second is that states are increasingly claiming the 
right to withdraw citizenship, and the migrant citizen is 
particularly vulnerable to this. In the European Union, 
while 14 countries can withdraw citizenship based on 
behaviour contrary to the interests of  the state, eight of  
them apply this to only naturalized citizens, and seven 

have no safeguards against this resulting in statelessness. 
Although the UK does not discriminate in this way, from 
2003 citizenship could be withdrawn from those with 
dual citizenship on grounds of  behaviour prejudicial to 
the national interests, and from 2006, if  this is considered 
to be ‘conducive to the public good’. This power is held 
by the Home Secretary. Although this can happen to 
citizens by birth, the majority of  people who have had 
their citizenship withdrawn in this way since 2002 have 
been citizens by migration, and even where they are 
citizens by birth, their parents have been immigrants. 
 	 The danger is that migrant citizenship remains a 
distinct space of  fragility and uncertainty, rather than an 
equally valued and secure way of  being a citizen.

On 25 May 1948, Garry Davis turned in his American 
passport at the US Embassy in Paris and declared 
himself  a ‘citizen of  the world’.  He then created his 
own passport, rarely recognized at national borders, and 
found that, the more nation states harassed him about 
his status as a true cosmopolitan, the more publicity 
his One World Movement received. Six months after 
renouncing his citizenship, he stormed a session of  the 
United Nations General Assembly in Paris: “We, the 
people, want the peace which only a world government 
can give,” he proclaimed. “The sovereign states you 
represent divide us and lead us to the abyss of  total 
war.” Davis recreated himself  in public as the good 
cosmopolitan, to no little extent because of  the impact 
that he felt nationalism had had in the world (1961). The 
viewing of  the cosmopolitan, the world citizen and the 

Cosmopolitanism 
Sander L. Gilman

citizen without borders as corrosive, had been a pillar of  
Nazi ideology against which Davis fought as a pilot. In 
1935, the Nazi ideologist Alfred Rosenberg railed against 
the ‘international swarm of  Jewish orators and literati 
from the cosmopolitan centers of  increasingly racially 
degenerate cities… ’ 
	 From the Enlightenment, radical nationalism claimed 
to be rooted in the land or a people, as a concrete expression 
of  a homogenous society against the rootless nomad. In 
1784, the German theologian J. G. Herder defined the 
nation state as ‘a group of  people having a common 
origin and common institutions, including language’. 
For Herder, as for most Europeans after him, the Jews 
personified the rootless nomad. Jews ‘in the land of  their 
fathers, and in the midst of  other nations, . . . remain as 
they were; and even when mixed with other people they 
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may be distinguished for some generations downward’. 
In fact, Herder suggested that, ideally, ‘if  every one of  
these nations had remained in its place, the Earth might 
have been considered as a garden, where in one spot 
one human national plant, in another, another, bloomed 
in its proper figure and nature’. Cosmopolitanism goes 
against the ‘nature’ of  human beings who are rooted and 
should be unchangeable. He was of  Jewish descent and 
his call for the elimination of  borders simply rejected the 
fascist idea that borders and peoples were uniform and 
static (Davis, 2001). The reality is that the cosmopolitan 
is simply another way of  speaking about the potential 
for movement, for movement across borders, class 
boundaries, and cultural norms. All of  recorded human 
history speaks of  such movement all over the world, from 
ancient Greek city states to the expansion of  the Han at 
the same period into what is now considered to be China. 
But must one be opposed to the nation state if  one sees 
oneself, as Davis did, as a citizen of  the world? Recently, 
the philosopher Anthony Kwame Appiah argued that 
‘whatever obligation I might have to another, especially 
a foreign other, that obligation does not supersede the 
obligations I have to those people most familiar to 
me’ (2007). Being cosmopolitan does not cancel being 
national, regional or ethnic in the 21st century, as it 

did for Davis after World War II. Being cosmopolitan 
simply means that you have the potential for movement, 
transformation and change, not that this must take place.
	 We often think of  cosmopolitanism as a form of  
multiculturalism. But there is a model that sees the nation 
state as groups of  peoples from throughout the world 
living, functioning, competing, and collaborating with 
one another. These groups may shift and transform, 
and may come to speak the language of  the nation 
state (and then in the third generation rediscover the 
language that their grandparents spoke, and learn it). 
What cosmopolitanism promises us today is the potential 
for change and movement, not to spite the claims of  
the nation state, but to ever renew them, to make them 
flexible. Garry Davis died in the summer of  2013, still a 
citizen of  the world. But he died in Burlington, Vermont, 
not terribly far from his birthplace in Bar Harbor, Maine, 
a citizen of  the world but very much a New Englander.
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Ghettos – Deportation Without a Voice 
Clara Lecadet

On 18 December 2013, Sami Moussa Abdallah died in 
Bamako, Mali. He had spent many days with a fever, 
and was so thin and weak that he could no longer stand 
up. He was young, deaf  and dumb. Nothing was known 
about him other than his date of  birth and the names 
of  his parents. These were written on a safe conduct 

pass issued by the Malian consulate in Jeddah when he 
was expelled from Saudi Arabia. He had been supported 
by the Malian Expelled Migrants Association (AME), 
founded in 1996 in Bamako by Ousmane Diarra, a Malian 
trader expelled from Angola for helping undocumented 
migrants (Lecadet, 2012). AME had searched for his 
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parents for months, through the good offices of  the 
Malian authorities in Bamako and Jeddah, but to no 
avail. However, through their work with him, AME had 
discovered several places in the centre of  Bamako where 
expelled migrants from Saudi Arabia had settled. Like 
him, they were ‘Malians’ who had been born or grown up 
in Saudi Arabia, but who had been expelled as part of  the 
Saudi government’s ‘Saudization’ policy, an attempt to 
move away from private sector dependence on migrant 
workers and to restrict employment to Saudis. After 
expulsion they found themselves in Bamako, rootless and 
without bearings, and not speaking any of  the languages 
most commonly spoken in Mali. Their inaudible or silent 
voices belong to their segregated existence.
	 The day of  Sami Moussa’s death, those Malians who 
had shared a large house in the Kalambancoura area of  
Bamako went with him to the annual meeting of  AME 
to testify to the appalling predicament in which they 
found themselves. They spoke Arabic, and almost no 
one in the room understood their language, but they did 
understand their anger. In his speech, Amadou Coulibaly, 
head of  social action at AME, deplored the death of  this 
young man. Without a voice and without relatives, he had 
nonetheless borne witness to the existence of  a forgotten 
group, and by his death had become their emblem:

Mr Moussa’s case allowed us to make contact with 
other expelled migrants who are here today. These 
migrants are a special case because they were 
almost all born in the country where their parents 
still live. Furthermore, they have been sent back to 
Mali where the majority of  them have no secure 
family ties. In addition, they don’t speak either 
Bamanan or French, which are the languages most 
commonly used in Bamako. These migrants speak 
Arabic, Tamasheq or Songhay. Their situation 
forces them to regroup in isolated areas, usually 

building sites or abandoned buildings.
For all the talk about globalisation, the prerogatives attached 
to the nation state remain as strong as ever. Expulsion, 
increasingly standardised and internationally legitimised, 
can lead to brutal absurdities. Because they had migrated 
to Saudi Arabia a long time ago, and their families were 
firmly settled there, these Malians saw their nationality 
as a mere formality. It was, however, this ‘formality’ that 
enabled their expulsion without any legal process. Formal 
citizenship can be an empty shell, and expulsion on that 
basis leads to whole groups of  people being uprooted 
from their land and isolated from their language. 
	 Bamako hosts many expelled people. Malians expelled 
from Algeria, Libya and Mauritania wander the area 
around Sogoniko station, and sleep in cardboard boxes 
in Bamako Hall, a disused indoor market. Moreover, this 
phenomenon is not confined to Bamako: in Tinzawaten 
on the Malian border with Algeria, in Agadez and Arlit in 
Niger, and in Kye-Ossi on the border of  Cameroon with 
Equatorial Guinea, ruined houses, abandoned or lent 
by their owners and often linked to people smugglers, 
provide migrants with temporary shelter. 
	 Amongst themselves migrants refer to these places 
as ghettos. Unobtrusively hidden away and isolated even 
when in the centre of  a town, these ghettos are stopping 
places where people are blocked, and the weak – or those 
driven mad by expulsion, violent treatment and loss – 
are a hidden, utterly destitute population. Ghettos are 
marked by exhaustion, lack of  resources, illness and 
sometimes death. However, the abandonment in which 
many expelled migrants find themselves pushes them to 
regroup and organise, and ghettos are also places where 
a collective life can be rebuilt. Those who have financial 
assistance from friends or family can use them as transit 
points and set off  again, negotiating their journey to a 
new destination.
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	 Thus, while the proliferation of  expulsion across the 
world is creating new forms of  political hegemony, it is 
also generating new modes and spaces of  organising. 
Ghettos respond to a need for shelter and for regrouping 
immediately following expulsion, but they also make 
up an underground geography of  places where people 
organise themselves, amid hardship and ordeals, to 
circumvent constraints imposed by the state. One could 
liken this ‘shifting localisation’, used by Agamben to 
describe the heterogeneous nature of  contemporary 
forms of  camp, to a poor form of  politics: the ghettos 
and post-expulsion self-organisation show how expelled 
migrants rely on the resources of  the group and their 
national identity, that is on the very methods of  politics, 
to endure the rigours of  the post-expulsion period and 

to organise their future mobility. State politics may create 
ghettos as places of  deportation without a voice, yet they 
are also home to a subversive and demanding language. 
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The Sunshine and Shadow Politics of  Irregular Migrants in Europe 
Sarah Spencer

Many studies have highlighted the consequences of  the 
exclusion of  irregular (‘undocumented’) migrants from 
essential services, not least COMPAS’ own research on 
children (Sigona and Hughes, 2012). Perhaps, however, 
our surprise should be that, at a time when welfare states 
are being reined in and migrants most likely to feel the 
squeeze, those without permission to be here are granted 
entitlements to any services at all. 
	 We are familiar of  course with the idea that while 
irregular migrants are formally excluded from most 
services, they may in practice get access through the 
informal practices of  local service providers: doctors who 
sympathise with their situation or head teachers who 
think the priority is to get all children into school. When 
the state itself  grants those rights, however, what we see 
is formal exclusion versus formal inclusion; in effect 

the state is validating breaches of  its own sovereignty 
(Chauvin and Garcés-Mascareñas, 2012). Why would a 
state do that?
	 There is a stream of  analysis in migration studies 
that explores the competing imperatives that states face 
when attempting to manage migration and the trade-
offs implicit in the policy choices made (Spencer, 2011). 
Analysis of  the politics of  the migration policy-making 
process itself  reveals another insight: that inclusive 
policies are more likely to be found where a low visibility 
reform can be made, minimising the risk of  blame for an 
unpopular decision – characterised as ‘shadow politics’ in 
contrast to the ‘sunshine politics’ of  popular measures to 
restrict immigration (Guiraudon 2004). This suggests that 
at least part of  the explanation for granting entitlements 
to irregular migrants may be found in conflicting policy 
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imperatives which in effect trump those of  immigration 
control. These decisions may be more likely to be taken 
when the authorities can avoid the full glare of  public 
debate, even a ‘non-decision’ where practice shifts with 
no debate at all (Bachrach and Baratz, 1970).
	 A COMPAS study1  on official responses to irregular 
migrants across Europe has found that this is indeed 
the case: national, regional and municipal authorities 
are driven by legal, economic and social imperatives to 
provide services, with those imperatives felt most keenly 
at the local level. European and domestic human rights 
legal obligations are among the constraints they face but 
there are also many pragmatic reasons cited for granting 
entitlements, including the need to achieve competing 
policy objectives like public health, social cohesion, 
crime prevention and a reduction in street sleeping. 
Furthermore, there is a need for effective management 
of  public services: providing access for an undocumented 
child to a birth certificate means accurate population 
statistics, while access to primary health care reduces the 
pressure on emergency services. Where those decisions 
can be taken by adjusting the rules, reinterpreting the 
breadth of  an exclusionary provision or by overlooking 
the fact that the clientele of  a service has shifted over 
time from regular to irregular migrants, inclusion is more 
likely to be found. 
	 Humanitarian and ethical concerns certainly play their 

part in the uneven geography of  service provision to this 
section of  Europe’s population, helping to explain why 
the vast majority of  states, for instance, do allow access 
to school education and at least to emergency health care. 
Recognising the pragmatic necessity of  inclusion if  an 
authority’s broader objectives are to be achieved, however, 
brings us closer to explaining patterns of  inclusion to be 
found at the municipal level.   

Notes

1	 Undertaken under the auspices of  an Open Society 
Fellowship in 2012-2013 and ongoing at the time of  writing. 
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Everyday Multiculturalism 
Amanda Wise

… well-grounded and illuminating analytic points flow only 
from bringing concepts into a relationship with the messiness 

of  ordinary life, somehow recorded.
The Ethnographic Imagination - Paul Willis

Angela Merkel’s 2010 declaration that ‘multiculturalism has 
failed’ resonated among conservatives across the world. 
It played into the naive idea that multiculturalism could 
be discarded in favour of  integration and assimilation 
just by ‘declaring it so’. Those who are different would 
magically learn to blend in with the dominant majorities 
in the societies in which they settled. These ideas flourish 
in the muddled semantic terrain that is multiculturalism. 
At the state level, multiculturalism is understood as a set 
of  policies and programmes of  migrant integration and 
settlement that allow migrant and minority communities 
to retain, maintain and develop cultural and religious 
practices and belief  systems. It also signals questions 
of  national identity in settler societies like Canada and 
Australia. Comments like Merkel’s imply that these 
policies encourage minority cultures to live un-integrated 
‘parallel lives’ to the mainstream, and multiculturalism 
is to blame for a myriad of  social ills from terrorism to 
urban crime and poor school performance. In part such 
views gained traction because the everyday lived reality 
of  diversity remained absent from public, political, and 
scholarly discourse.
	 Everyday multiculturalism emerged as a concept 
in the 2000s to mark out the ‘fact of  diversity’ as a 
separate, though related, empirical object. Everyday 
multiculturalism (Wise and Velayutham 2009) is a situated 
approach to understanding the everyday dimensions of  
multiculturalism as it is lived. As opposed to policy-oriented 
multiculturalism focused on group based rights, service 

provision and legislation, the everyday multiculturalism 
perspective explores how cultural diversity is experienced 
and negotiated on the ground in everyday situations 
such as neighbourhoods, schools, and workplaces, and 
how social relations and social actors’ identities are 
shaped and reshaped in the process. While the focus is 
on everyday interactions, the everyday multiculturalism 
perspective does not exclude wider social, cultural and 
political processes, institutions and structures. Indeed, 
the key to the everyday multiculturalism approach is 
to understand how these filter through to the realm of  
everyday practice, disposition, encounter and meaning-
making. The term ‘multiculturalism’ is used in favour of  
‘interculturalism’ to capture these intersections and avoid 
the trap of  equating interculturalism to interpersonal 
interactions across difference. 
	 The everyday multiculturalism perspective is both a 
way of  observing and a way of  conceiving diversity as it is 
lived on the ground daily by people. It challenges ‘ethnicity’ 
as a singular, contained unit of  analysis and starting point 
for research. Instead, everyday multiculturalism research 
takes an interactional, typically place-situated approach to 
understanding the dynamic nature of  urban multiculture. 
It incorporates a particular set of  qualitative methods 
where people’s everyday experiences and encounters 
with difference are placed into the larger cultural, 
political, economic and social contexts in which they are 
occurring. Operationalising everyday multiculturalism 
calls for a thoroughly interdisciplinary approach, 
drawing on work from sociology, cultural studies, human 
geography and anthropology. Some of  the sub-themes 
explored by those working in this field include the rituals 
and everyday practices that underpin the development of  
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communities of  difference; how (intercultural) habitus 
and embodied dispositions interact with lived diversity, 
emotions, affect and the senses; material cultures; 
everyday cultural exchange and transformation; cultural 
hybridities; civility and incivility; networks, reciprocity, 
solidarity and gift exchange; everyday scripts, speech 
practices, code switching and humour, and their role 
in drawing and overcoming racial boundaries; how 
space and place mediate encounters with and meanings 
made of  difference – and how relations of  power and 
wider discourses and politics and institutions interplay 
through all of  these. A focus on the everyday includes 
documenting positive signs of  an emergent openness to 
difference as well as everyday racisms. Understanding the 
multifaceted lived complexity of  super-diversity is at the 
heart of  this approach. 
	 The sites of  study include any domain of  life 
where everyday encounters with difference occur. This 

includes most prominently studies of  how encounters,  
interactions with, and negotiations over difference occur 
in the everyday places of  neighbourhoods, including 
urban spaces like shopping centres, high streets, public 
spaces, parks, markets, public housing estates, public 
transport, and ‘micro-publics’ like schools, workplaces, 
sport teams or neighbourhood associations. Resonant 
terms in circulation include ‘mundane multiculturalism’, 
‘commonplace diversity’, ‘vernacular cosmopolitanism’, 
and ‘everyday cosmopolitanism’. They share with 
everyday multiculturalism an orientation towards 
qualitative methodologies, particularly ethnographic 
approaches.
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Acts 
Engin Isin

The tragedy of  Lampedusa unfolds in three acts. All 
three are acts of  citizenship. A fourth must come. 
	 The first and original act is the embarking on a journey 
to the other shore. When a group of  several hundred 
primarily Somalis and Eritreans got on board a ship, they 
became migrants. Why ‘migrants’? By seeking better lives, 
these Somalis and Eritreans were subjecting themselves 
to a regime of  truth that rendered them migrants because 
their journey crossed frontiers. This was their act of  
citizenship. For more than 300 on 4 October 2013, it 
became the ultimate sacrifice for it. In another regime of  
truth, they could have been heroes. 
	 The second act was the announcement by Italian Prime 

Minister Enrico Letta that those who lost their lives were 
to be given posthumous citizenship. He declared, ‘The 
hundreds who lost their lives off  Lampedusa yesterday 
are Italian citizens as of  today’. The day was also declared 
an official day of  mourning for the victims. Was it an 
act of  hypocrisy to give posthumous citizenship to those 
who were no longer ‘migrants’ but had become ‘victims’? 
Why not give citizenship to those who survived? Instead, 
those who survived were now ‘illegal immigrants’ destined 
to be charged, detained and deported. In another regime 
of  truth, they could have been patriots.
	 The third act was when the Italian city of  Treviso 
joined a network of  200 cities granting honorary 
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citizenship to the children of  foreigners born in Italy. It 
is an important act ‘to award honorary citizenship in a 
spirit of  solidarity with their neighbours, and frustration 
with rules that refuse to acknowledge modern Italy’s 
multiethnic social fabric’ (Davies, 2013). Still, I wonder if  
this ‘gesture of  hope’ falls well short of  granting what all 
those who arrive at the frontiers of  Europe themselves 
hope for: European citizenship. Instead, implicitly this 
act strengthens the rule of  autochthony, birth and status. 
Yet what it recognizes is the principle that those who 
remain and establish themselves in the social fabric of  
the city do have a claim to citizenship. 
	 This may be a symbolic act of  citizenship, albeit 
with far-reaching consequences. Why are Somalis and 
Eritreans not given what they demand, European 
citizenship? If  citizenship is about a chance to make 
ourselves anew, what better way to recognize them than 
with European citizenship? Not Italian citizenship, not 
Greek citizenship, not Spanish citizenship, not European 
citizenship as a benefit of  national citizenship, but non-
derivative European citizenship (that is, not dependent 
on prior citizenship of  one of  the 28 member states of  
the EU). This would be a recognition of  the fact that our 
common humanity deals us citizenship as birthright lottery 
(Shachar, 2009). Nobody is born under circumstances of  
their choosing. Somalis, Eritreans and countless others 
risk their lives for a chance to prove themselves, a chance 
to make a living for themselves and their families, and 
overcome what that birthright lottery has dealt them. 
That one can die in the act is the tragedy, as those nearly 
20,000 deaths at European frontiers attests. 
	 If  Europe cannot give those who arrive at its frontiers 
an unconditional citizenship, it can offer a conditional 
citizenship. Europe has a history of  conditional 
citizenship. The condition is about contribution, taking 
that chance and making a new beginning. For a long time 

European cities granted citizenship to anyone who stayed 
in the city for a year and a day. Being granted citizenship 
meant receiving the liberty of  the city, hence the German 
saying, ‘the city air makes one free’. 
	 It would be folly not to recognize the complexity of  
global migration. There are many scholars who study 
aspects of  this complex issue and its equally complex 
history. There are disagreements about approach, 
methods, data, findings, and interpretations. There 
are journals dedicated to migration studies and its 
many dimensions. There are more books on migration 
than any scholar can follow let alone read. Yet, can we 
not summon a fraction of  the courage of  migrants 
to draw one conclusion: as global inequality spreads 
(something to which Europe contributes massively and 
disproportionately) it creates more pressure on millions 
of  people to migrate. Can we not accept that migrants 
are people who are seeking better lives for themselves 
and their families? Isn’t dividing them into economic 
and political migrants as cruel as dividing the poor into 
deserving and undeserving (Bosniak, 2006)? Migrants are 
citizens not by fortune, but by deed (McNevin, 2011). 
When such pressure is met with frontier security regimes 
of  surveillance, deterrence and detention, the risks of  
crossing frontiers become higher. The more migration 
becomes intractable, the more it spawns further security 
measures (Guild, 2009). 
	 Nation-state citizenship, which the European Union 
both sanctions and strengthens, is in a vicious death 
cycle. Unless Europeans commit member states and the 
EU to reducing global inequality and offering conditional 
but non-derivative European citizenship, the frontiers of  
Europe will engender more death, more suffering, and 
more tragedy. 
	 As a final (redeeming) act of  this tragedy, Europeans 
must now establish a European network of  cities that 
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grant European citizenship to those who arrive at the 
continent’s frontiers. Each city can decide on a period 
of  growing into the social fabric of  the city, learning 
and following local customs, norms, and sociability, and 
democratic deliberation with the network. This act would 
honour not only the dead but also the living. It would 
also honour a particular European history of  citizenship. 
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Recognizing Migrants’ Practices of  Citizenship and their Impact 
Davide Però

In a context characterized by the curtailing of  migrants’ 
rights and tighter border controls, migrants tend to 
feature in the political arena mainly as political objects. 
They are routinely made into political and policy ‘targets’ 
to control, count, contain, deter, detain and deport. Their 
often disadvantaged and precarious conditions favor 
exploitative and exclusionary treatments by employers 
and politicians alike, and their representation in public 
discourse is increasingly hostile.
	 In this short piece I want go beyond this approach 
and look at migrants as political actors and subjects of  
policy. While many questions could be considered in 
this respect, here I will focus on only two. Firstly, I am 
interested in highlighting how migrants can articulate 
their agency in adverse contexts such as the ones just 
outlined. Secondly, I want to consider the impact of  their 
engagements. Can policies be transformed from below 
by migrants and their civil society allies (unions, NGOs, 
social movements and community organizations)?  
	 Despite usually lacking the right to vote and sometimes 
even the right to stay in the receiving country, there are 

several indications of  migrants’ civic and political vitality, 
even though these have received scant scholarly and 
media attention. In recent years, migrants throughout 
Europe have struggled against irregular status and the 
vulnerability and exclusion it produces, seeking papiers, 
papeles and pathways to citizenship (see Mc Nevin, 2011; 
Anderson, 2010). They have demonstrated in the streets, 
occupied churches, undertaken hunger strikes, and formed 
alliances with labour, civic and community organizations. 
In the UK, examples include the Justice for Cleaners and 
the Living Wage campaigns where precarious migrant 
workers joined forces with unions and community 
organizations to engage multinational companies and big 
business on the issue of  fair pay and conditions (Però, 
2014). In addition to fighting exploitation, abuse and 
discrimination at work, migrants have struggled across 
a range of  other issues such as fairer access to health 
care and housing. They have also mobilized for respect 
and recognition. This has been an important element 
in the struggles of  Latin American migrants in London 
who felt invisible and thus perceived themselves to be 
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an unsupported minority in superdiverse Britain (Però, 
2008).  Migrants have also fought against the violation of  
their human rights, as was recently the case in Italy, where 
a group of  migrants sewed their lips in protest at being 
detained.  
	 Clearly, when examining and assessing migrants’ 
political engagements, we need to factor in their subaltern 
and marginalized conditions to fully appreciate their 
agency and impact. We also need to adopt an inclusive idea 
of  policy change that extends beyond formal changes. 
As I have argued elsewhere, this more comprehensive 
idea of  policy change should comprise ‘smaller’ changes 
produced by the everyday practices of  citizenship that 
migrants deploy to cope with, neutralize or resist adverse 
policies, and to demand the enforcement of  favourable 
policies and laws when these are not being implemented. 
For example, I have elsewhere discussed how a group of  
sin-papeles in Barcelona obtained regularization through a 
combination of  hunger strikes and a well organized and 
supported occupation of  churches. While not repealing 
the immigration policy that had originally illegalized 
them, these migrants did successfully manage to suspend 
its enforcement and negotiate an amnesty. I have also 
illustrated, on the matter of  exploitation and rights at 
work, how a group of  new migrant workers from Latin 
America succeeded in their demand for the application 
of  existing British employment law through establishing 
a migrant workers’ organization, LAWAs, within the 
British trade union movement. This initiative not only 
made a significant number of  migrants with a poor 
command of  English aware of  their employment rights,  

but also supported them in demanding compliance from 
exploitative employers (see Però, 2011). 
	 Given the significance of  the kinds of  migrants’ 
practices of  citizenship outlined above, it is important 
for engaged scholarship to pay attention, in research and 
teaching, to both the practices and their impact. Likewise, 
it is time for community and labour organizations to 
represent more systematically the interests of  this new 
and marginalized sector of  the population. Finally, as part 
and parcel of  their role as guardians of  pluralism and 
fairness in a context of  growing inequality, nationalism 
and xenophobia, it is important that the liberal and 
cosmopolitan media give more visibility to the struggles 
for justice involving these new members of  society that 
we call migrants.  
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Belonging 
Nandita Sharma

Belonging is often associated with a search for a sense 
of  being at home. It is, however, more than an individual 
state of  mind: our ideas of  belonging connect us to each 
other, and to the social worlds we inhabit in quite specific 
ways. The dictionary tells us that to belong, we need to 
‘fit in a specified place or environment’. It is not enough 
to just be in a particular place; one must fit in and, in order 
to fit in, one must be seen to belong by others. Belonging 
is, in other words, relational. 
	 Lurking within ideas of  belonging, then, is the 
idea that some do not belong: ‘s/he is a stranger, and 
doesn’t belong here’. This is especially the case for ideas 
of  national belonging. Nationalism uniquely sets limits 
to belonging (Anderson, 1991). Nationalism not only 
creates an ‘us’ with a sense of  being ‘at home’, it also 
creates a sense that there are persons who not belong. 
David Morley argues that a nationalist discourse ‘allows 
us to imagine that we do not have to share our space 
with anyone else unless they are of  exactly our own 
kind by virtue of  consanguinity’ (2000). The legitimacy 
for subjecting those said to ‘not-belong’ to differential 
treatment under the law or to outright exclusion is 
created by such ideas. ‘They’ should not, ‘we’ feel, 
have the things (rights, entitlements or even a sense of  
belonging) believed to be exclusively ‘ours’. Nationalist 
ideas of  belonging, thus, draw lines of  difference. Such 
lines are drawn not only between nation states but within 
nation states. 
	 ‘Nationals’ and ‘foreigners’ exist not only in separated 
national territories but, in reality, coexist within any 
nation state. Nationalist imaginations work to construct 
hierarchies between people differently classified as either 
‘nationals’ or ‘foreigners’ within any given nation state. 

Those constituted as ‘foreigners’ can include those with 
varying legal statuses of  ‘migrant’ (‘permanent resident’ 
to ‘temporary foreign worker’ to ‘illegal’) as well as co-
citizens seen as not ‘fitting in’.
	 The process of  sorting out who belongs and who 
does not is not a natural, timeless process. Nor is it 
random. Nationalist ideas of  belonging are historically 
situated in a global context of  capitalist competition, and 
they are informed by the intertwining of  normative – and 
normalizing – ideas of  ‘race’, gender and sexuality with 
those of  ‘nation’. Hence the idea that any given ‘nation’ 
can best be defined through ‘genealogy’, ‘bloodlines’, and 
‘family ties’. The very first national controls were highly 
racialized, gendered and sexualized. They also favoured 
the free movement of  elites, particularly the bourgeoisie, 
over workers. Indeed, state restrictions against free human 
mobility were central to the creation of  nation states and 
to the creation of  national belonging (Mongia, 1999). 
Indeed, it was only as monarchical or imperial states 
became nation states – a process begun in the late 18th 
century and, arguably, only secured at the end of  World 
War II – that state sovereignty and societal membership 
came to be defined by border controls. Consequently, in 
contrast to new ‘national subjects’, ‘migrants’ came to be 
thought of  as not belonging and, therefore, as not having 
the ‘right to have rights’ (Arendt, 1951).
	 The growing number of  regulations and restrictions 
against human mobility enacted by nation states over 
the past century or so have helped to produce the view 
that human migration is always already pathological. In 
today’s world of  nation states, there is a deep sense that 
migration – and those classified as ‘migrants’ – produce 
nothing but crises. Tellingly, this (state) category does 
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not include everyone moving across national boundaries, 
but usually only those who come to be seen as ‘foreign’ 
to the ‘nation’, those whose lives have been devalued 
by the close association of  the ideology of  nationalism 
with the ideologies of  racism, sexism and heterosexism. 
Nationalist ideas of  belonging are particularly and 
profoundly dangerous for these persons, regardless of  
their citizenship or immigration status.
	 Such ideas are, however, very helpful to some. Along 
with producing certain people as national subjects, 
national ideas of  belonging produce a group of  persons 
who can be treated in ways that would be deemed 
unacceptable – illegal even – were they applied to those 
‘belonging’ to the ‘nation’. For example, those categorized 
as ‘temporary foreign workers’ are tied to their employers 
in conditions not unlike those of  indentured servitude, 
conditions considered illegal when applied to ‘citizen’. 
The consequences of  denying ‘migrants’ mobility, 
labour, social, and political rights – and the consequence 
of  the glaring lack of  solidarity between ‘migrants’ and 
citizen workers – is that those classified as ‘foreigners’ 
receive lower wages and less social services. They are 
also subjected to a relentless degradation of  every aspect 
of  their being. Far from trying to keep ‘foreigners’ 
out, then, nation-state immigration and citizenship 
policies are best viewed as a means of  ensuring the 
subordination, oppression and heightened exploitation 
of  those imagined to not belong. From the perspective 
of  the state and employers, ‘migrants’ are best wanted 
as unwanted (Hage, 2000). Nationalist ideas of  belonging 
do not protect ‘nationals’ or ‘citizen workers’, as they are 
thought to. The fact is that the global system of  capitalist 

competition depends on there being persons who can be 
made to work for lower wages or under more dangerous 
conditions. Restrictions on human migration are one, 
very significant, way that this competition is organized. 
It is indeed difficult to overestimate the significance of  
ideas of  national belonging and the differences that they 
materialize to the capitalist world economic system and 
the political formation of  nation states within it.
	 The route to ending this cut-throat competition does 
not lie in the erection of  more borders against ‘foreigners’ 
but in the elimination of  borders. We cannot indulge in 
the fantasy that states (or vigilantes) can stop human 
migration: there are too many good reasons for people 
to move, and no amount of  walls or guns or vitriol is 
going to prevent this movement. Instead, by enacting a 
world in which we all equally belong, we might – all of  
us – be in a stronger position to protect ourselves from 
ongoing displacement, dispossession and our resultant 
impoverishment.
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In January 2014, The Guardian newspaper reported that 
UK Border Agency (UKBA) staff  received financial 
rewards for winning appeals against asylum seekers 
challenging negative decisions. This generated public 
controversy, because it suggested that the Home Office 
had a systematic bias against individuals being granted 
refugee status. No one who has followed asylum’s travails 
in western states could have been surprised. Academics 
have long described a ‘culture of  disbelief ’ pervading the 
UK government’s asylum decision-making processes, 
in which asylum claims are met with incredulity and 
cynicism. This culture seems merely an extension of  the 
battery of  measures and mechanisms – including visa 
regimes, carrier sanctions, and interdiction – that western 
states have put in place over the last three decades to 
stop forced migrants from places like Bosnia, Iraq, 
Afghanistan and Syria arriving to access asylum. If  the 
UKBA’s offer was remarkable, it was only as the reductio ad 
absurdum of  states’ current restrictive responses.
	 Yet for all this hostility to asylum seekers, no western 
state has publicly entertained the idea of  doing away with 
the institution of  asylum altogether. On the contrary, 
the UKBA website lauds Britain’s ‘proud tradition’ of  
offering asylum for those who need it. Nor is Britain 
alone. The US, Australia, and Canada all claim to 
have similar admirable histories. Their claims are not 
entirely without substance. As restrictive measures have 
developed across Europe and North America, the legal 
grounds on which individuals can claim asylum have 
expanded significantly. Far from confining themselves 
simply to the 1951 Convention on Refugees, western 
countries now accept a range of  human rights grounds 
as a basis for asylum, including the threat of  torture 

Asylum: Principled Hypocrisy 
Matthew Gibney

and inhuman and degrading treatment. Moreover, EU 
countries granted refuge (or similar protection) to almost 
80,000 people in 2011 alone. Even Australia, surely the 
cynosure for asylum restrictive practices, granted almost 
14,000 refugee and humanitarian visas in 2009/10. What 
needs to be explained is why, in the midst of  antipathy 
towards asylum seekers, the institution of  asylum has not 
only survived, but expanded.
	 One possible answer is that the continued existence 
of  asylum helps affirm the legitimacy of  immigration 
controls. Fundamentally, asylum works as an exception – 
founded on conditions of  necessity – to the normal rule 
that states have the right to decide who can enter and 
reside in their territory. As an exception, asylum supports 
the general rule of  state discretion. Border controls are 
intuitively difficult to justify in a world of  egregious 
inequalities between states, where one’s state of  birth is 
likely to determine whether one lives to be 85 (Monaco’s 
average life expectancy) or 47 (Sierra Leone’s). Justification 
is harder still because the territorial boundaries of  states 
are typically arbitrary, artefacts of  power rather than right. 
The provision of  asylum for those who would face death 
or persecution takes the edge off  these harsh realities, 
and so helps affirm the legitimacy of  a bounded world.  
In this view, the institution of  asylum exists not to limit 
the prerogatives of  states, but to validate them.
	 A somewhat different explanation for asylum’s 
resilience is that it reinforces the state as community.  
Contemporary states do not portrary themselves simply 
as random collections of  people sharing a legal status, 
but as communities of  value, who share some common 
principles that provide a reason for them living together. 
The construction of  the state as a community facilitates 
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effective rule and makes the division of  the world’s 
population into states appear less arbitrary. One obvious 
way of  affirming such collective values is through exclusion. 
For example, the practice of  deportation illustrates that 
certain non-citizens are not worthy of  residence or 
membership in the state because, unlike honest, hard-
working nationals, they are ‘fraudsters’, or ‘takers’. But 
the significance of  state membership can be affirmed 
equally well through inclusion. By offering asylum, a state 
can fashion a vision of  its citizens as ‘generous’, ‘rights-
respecting’, or ‘sympathetic’, thereby (re)constituting 
the idea of  a national community.  Once again, asylum 
is less about protecting the vulnerable than bolstering a 
bordered world.
	 Each of  these explanations helps explain why states 
might need asylum even if  they don’t want asylum seekers. 
But there is another explanation for the current responses 
of  western states, one that takes values seriously. This 
focuses on the fact that the states we are discussing are 
liberal democratic states.
	 Liberal democratic states are simultaneously 
legitimised through the values of  liberalism (with its 
respect for the individual as the bearer of  human rights) 
and democracy (with its animating ideal of  collective 
self-rule). These values tend to pull in very different 
directions on the issue of  asylum. On the one hand, 
respect for human rights demands the provision of  asylum 
by the state, for if  there are any human rights at all, the 
right to asylum (which ensures that individuals can meet 
their basic security needs) is surely one of  them. On the 
other hand, this right is always potentially controversial in 
democratic political systems, where the demos (electorate) 
are likely to judge the entrance of  significant numbers 
of  non-citizens in need as costly to their own interests 
(for example, in terms of  the job market, housing, and 
public services). This is particularly true when political 

entreprenuers (and sections of  the media) whip up 
grievances and racist anxieties against newcomers. 
	 The result is the schizophrenic response evident across 
western states, where the importance of  the principle of  
asylum is not denied, but the costs of  respecting it are 
resented by the public and often evaded by governments. 
This conflict is built into the institutional fabric of  western 
states. Courts often find themselves as the defenders of  
asylum seekers’ human rights because of  their role in 
interpreting human rights law, while politicians – who 
claim to represent the demos – bitterly criticise judicial 
attempts to constrain their efforts to deter refugee claims. 
Some argue that this conflict is not inevitable. If  it 
weren’t for tabloid newspapers or cynical politicians, the 
public would accept the value of  asylum, and the tension 
between what human rights require and what the demos 
wants would evaporate. While there is no doubt that the 
media and some politicians make the environment more 
toxic, I believe that the tension is fundamental and close 
to irresolvable within the international state system as we 
know it (at least as long as it continues to generate huge 
numbers of  people in need of  protection). Ultimately, 
universalist claims to protection will make heavy demands 
on democratic communities, and these communities will 
want to resist them.  
	 This leaves us with a question: how do we reconcile 
the moral claims of  non-citizens in desperate need with 
a meaningful democratic politics, which requires some 
degree of  closure and a privileging of  the claims of  
insiders over outsiders? I don’t know of  any compelling 
answer to this question, though one can perhaps take heart 
from the fact that more people (including academics) are 
now thinking about it than ever before. In the meantime, 
the paradoxical response to asylum continues: states 
continue to embrace asylum but spurn the asylum seeker.
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Landing
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Before they emerged from their capsule
they never imagined birdsong or the sound 
of  the ocean crashing upon the shore.

The jerk of  recognition it induced 
in the pit of  their spacesuits;
so many harmonies courting each other

across the coldest of  stratospheres. And even if
it later proved a simulation, designed to reduce
cortisol in the blood-stream of  long-haul voyagers,

no-one could explain the salt on their lips,
the soft specks of  sand on their lashes.
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Steal Away, Steal Away Back Home 
AbdouMaliq Simone

“Steal away, steal away home, I ain’t got long to stay here,” 
was the lament of  African slaves situated in between 
the urgency to run away and resignation that spiritual 
redemption was the only escape. It could also be the 
lament of  many urban dwellers faced with the immanence 
of  dispossession. For slaves, the act of  running away was 
always fraught with dangers, not only of  recapture, but 
uncertain alliances with other marginalized people of  all 
sorts – Amerindians, outcasts, vagabonds, and felons. 
Hastily assembled kinships, ‘nations’, and roadshows 
sometimes managed to stay off  the radar for long periods 
of  time, but were most usually prone to betrayals and 
misunderstandings that prompted further dispersal. Still, 
there was always something fecund in the imagination of  
such constellations, amplified by the dense entanglements 
of  bodies with diverse rivers, streams, bush, earth, 
animals, and foliage. Here, sustaining life was not a 
process of  striving and fruition, but an intermixing of  
decay and generative forces, of  inexplicable events and 
monstrous circulations.
	 If, as Anna Tsing (2012) claims, the plantation was 
the initial model for projects that can expand without 
changing their form and function, the contemporary 
spread of  the mega-development – with its standardized 
integration of  residence, shopping, leisure and services 
– is its continuation and aftermath. The product is no 
longer sugarcane, or any product in particular, but rather 
the control of  freedom – the ability to control the 
process where life can become anything at all. For the 
mega-development signals the end of  the myth that the 
city was interested in creating particular kinds of  persons, 

particular kinds of  life. 
	 Rather, it seizes upon the conceit of  self  generation, 
inserts itself  as the machine that enables individuals to see 
themselves as, what Claire Colebrook (2010) calls ‘that 
which feels and knows itself  as nothing other than self-
affecting life’. Disentangled from diverse material and 
social environments, and stripped of  the skills needed to 
intermingle with creatures and formations of  all kinds 
that once circulated across urban spaces, residents must 
calculate their every move through constant exposure 
to and enfoldment in proliferating networks, but where 
these instances of  contact do not really affect much of  
anything. Meanwhile, individuals are encouraged to ‘steal 
away’ as much as they want. For the only place to circulate 
is in abstracted, media-saturated exchanges incapable of  
eliciting either desire or dread.
	 When people returned to Phnom Penh once the failed 
Khmer Rouge laboratory had finally run its course, for 
most it was not really a return home.  Emptied of  almost 
all of  its inhabitants, the subsequent vacancy was also 
an erasure of  claims, memories and orientations. Bereft 
of  its intricate interweaving of  ties, the recuperation of  
place had little meaning, and with no authority or records 
to back them up, securing a place often meant uncertain 
alliances with those whose very continued survival 
rendered them outcasts of  a particular sort. The return 
to the city was then an extension of  running away, and 
the need to revise expectations continuously was only 
tempered by the initial period where the Vietnamese ran 
the city as a camp.
	 Under such circumstances it was understandable 
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how residents stuck closely to family connections even 
when these were ridden with mutual suspicions. Family 
members had to stay close to each other, but also at a 
distance, so this meant spreading out. If, for example, a 
family needed to secure a plot in a not yet built up area, 
it was usually important for them not to carry too many 
members with them, so as not to be seen to be trying 
to consolidate too much. Rather, they found a quick 
way of  inserting themselves, staying under the radar as 
much as possible and scouting for other places on which 
to take a chance. This did not mean that consolidation 
was not taking place, that securitizing family interests did 
not operate through various forms of  expansion. Rather, 
spreading out, as a means of  consolidating family interests 
and ties, was also predicated on subjecting these projects 
to a process of  being affected by those undertaken by 
others – of  being turned around, altered, revised, and 
redirected. Since not everything the family had was then 
staked on any one project, if  things got out of  hand, not 
all would be lost. One could always steal away.
	 Sometimes neighbours would silently agree not to 
interfere with each other’s efforts. Still, at other times, 
residents would run smoke screens for each other – 
pretending that certain conditions, events or projects 
were not underway, when in reality they were, in order 
to control how much attention outsiders paid to them 
and to ward off  any harmful intrusions. In all of  these 
practices and strategies, more than one thing is occurring 
at once, and often what looks to be the reality of  the 
situation is really something else. People look like they are 
cooperating, but in reality they are just acting as if  they 
are doing so in order to win themselves the freedom to do 
their own thing; or conversely, people may look like they 

are running all over each other, stabbing each other in the 
back, pursuing their own strong-willed aspirations when 
in reality they are implicitly learning from and adjusting 
to each other, affecting each other without it looking like 
they are doing so.
	 The intense demonization of  the poor that has been 
underway in Phnom Penh for the past decade in part 
reflects the inability of  the urban elite to know what 
to do with all of  the surreptitious, inexplicable, and, to 
them, monstrous circulations and consolidations that 
have been at work in remaking the city. A population 
supposedly traumatized by genocide and largely seeking 
refuge in spiritual quietude nevertheless has carried on 
constructing viable residential quarters such as in Prek 
Pra or Boeng Salang. As the Gang of  Hun Sen and other 
oknha (big men) go out of  their way to prove that the 
Khmer Rouge were right about urban life – filling it with 
mega-developments of  dubious economic viability – it 
is not far-fetched to think about this demonization as a 
form of  capture; a way of  breaking up the circulations 
of  effort and experimentation that have underpinned 
everyday efforts to resettle the city. And this effort 
towards breakage is not unlike a seemingly interminable 
preoccupation with demonic possessions, illicit networks, 
vectors of  disease transmission, and dangerous 
circulations.
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Integration 
Ben Gidley

Integration – the stuff  that happens after migration – 
has an ambivalent relationship to migration studies. The 
integration question has historically been posed in relation 
to the context of  reception and, therefore, within the 
disciplinary boundaries of  the sociological tradition. The 
sociological tradition was born with the emergence of  
the modern city; the question of  the stranger within the 
city – the stranger who comes today and stays tomorrow, 
as Georg Simmel put it (1950) – has been one of  its 
constitutive problems.	
	 Classically in this tradition, though, the question has 
been posed in a way that brackets out and renders invisible 
the migrant journey. 
	 Three problems for the classical sociological approach 
follow from this. First, it takes a receiving society 
perspective, as noted by migration scholars developing a 
more transnational or cosmopolitan perspective. Second, 
as the national state’s role is redefined by the turbluence 
of  globalisation, an integration discourse which ‘sees like 
a state’ is increasingly inadequate. And, third, it raises the 
question of  what it is that migrants integrate into. 
	 All three of  these problems were present in Emile 
Durkheim’s reflections at the start of  the 20th century. 
For Durkheim, in an age defined by mass rural-urban 
migration, without some mechanism for integration, 
society ‘is no more than a pile of  sand that the least jolt or 
the slightest puff  will suffice to scatter.’ Forms of  organic 
solidarity were required, and the civil religion of  the nation 
was the answer, binding strangers to the abstraction of  the 
state. 
	 The concept of  integration was introduced to the 
UK’s political agenda in the 1960s by Home Secretary 
Roy Jenkins, who defined it in a far less functionalist way: 

‘not as a flattening process of  assimilation but as equal 
opportunity, accompanied by cultural diversity, in an 
atmosphere of  mutual tolerance’ (1967). This definition 
emerged at a particular historical moment, that of  the 
Windrush generation of  (post-)colonial citizen migrants. 
This generation’s first struggle was with its designation as a 
generation of  immigrants. Hence the emergent anti-racist 
movement (and later the academic consensus informed 
by that movement) rejected the notion of  integration as 
insufficiently distinct from assimilation. Thus the concept 
was for a long time largely absent from political and 
scholarly debates in Britain. 
	 This changed in the wake of  the mill town riots and 
terrorist attacks of  2001, and also as a result of  European 
Union debates. This has happened, however, at a time 
when integration is in danger of  becoming a zombie 
concept, stumbling after its lifespan has passed. 
	 The British integration debate has been characterised 
by a profound lack of  clarity. Too often, politicians and 
pundits unconsciously freight the term with the baggage 
of  Durkheimian functionalism. ‘British values’ and 
commitment to the ‘British way of  life’ have taken the 
role of  Durkheim’s civil religion of  the state, betraying a 
melancholic nostalgia for a monochrome Britishness that 
probably never existed. As across Europe, integration 
debates have had a punitive streak: imagining migrants 
‘not really wanting or even willing to integrate’ (as Prime 
Minister David Cameron put it), politicians have made full 
participation in citizenship contingent on the migrant duty 
to fit in. 
	 Sarah Spencer, in her book The Migration Debate (2011), 
proposes a useful alternative definition: integration refers 
to the processes of  interaction between migrants and the 
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individuals and institutions of  the receiving society that 
facilitate the socio-economic, cultural, social and civic 
participation of  migrants and an inclusive sense of  identity 
and belonging. This definition emphasises the multi-
directional nature of  integration: it is not something which 
migrants do, but rather about interaction. It acknowledges 
integration as a series of  processes across a number of  
related, but ultimately autonomous, domains, at a range of  
different scales.  
	 This definition challenges the authoritarian drift of  
an integration debate focused solely on the migrant 
responsibility to fit in. It presents us with a policy agenda 
on integration which I will summarise here as seven key 
questions. 
	 First, how can we go beyond the limits of  
methodological nationalism to understand the local scale 
on which integration occurs? Migrants move between 
countries, but people move between places. Different 
domains of  integration take place on different scales, and 
most often on a scale smaller than the nation-state. We 
need to attend better to new geographies of  settlement, to 
local variations in attitudes, to neighbourhood effects, and 
to local policy. 
	 Second, how can we escape the methodologically 
nationalist receiving country perspective, to develop 
comparative research and policy transfer around 
integration? The nation state is the wrong scale to consider 
integration, yet the terrain is striated by differences at 
the national level: definitions of  key terms, philosophies 
of  integration, histories of  migration, of  race and of  
colonialism, structures of  governance. These open up 
profound translation problems which EU-funded officials 
and researchers have often glossed over in what Hannah 
Jones and I (2013) have called a ‘soupy transnationalism’  
which glibly boosts putative ‘good practices’ rather than 
rigorously engaging with difference. We need a more 

contentious transnationalism to develop more meaningful 
comparisons.
	 Third, if  integration is a set of  processes occurring in 
multiple domains, how can we understand the intersection 
of  these domains? Both inter-ethnic friendships and 
feeling at home in a neighbourhood are strong predictors 
of  identification with Britain – but not of  each other 
(Gidley et al., 2012). Similarly, you can be civically active 
while excluded from the labour market, or residentially 
segregated while socially integrated. There are multiple 
paths to integration. Social science understands little about 
how these different domains influence each other.
	 Fourth, how do (restrictions to) entitlements impact on 
migrants’ possibility for integration? Our legal rights and 
responsibilities are the foundations on which integration 
– in all domains – is built. Yet policy debates on these 
rights and responsibilities rarely consider the integration 
trade-off. 
	 Fifth, what is the responsibility of  the public and 
institutions of  the receiving society? If  integration is not 
just the duty of  migrants themselves, whose responsibility 
is it? We don’t know enough about how much public 
attitudes matter, and what shapes them. We don’t know 
enough about what difference leadership by public 
authorities and civil society can make. 
	 Sixth, how can we do integration research without 
using a reductive ethnic lens? Anthropologists have been 
accused of  methodological ethnicism: the assumption that 
migrants from a particular nation state or region constitute 
an ethnic group (‘the Bangladeshis in London’, ‘the Turks 
in Germany’, and so on) before their identity, actions, 
social relations and beliefs are studied. Only by shifting our 
attention from ethnicity to sites and spaces of  integration can 
we overcome this addiction. 
	 Finally, how can we attend to the lived experience of  
integration?  Especially given the gap between what people 
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say in interviews and what people do in real life: there may 
be deep, meaningful interactions between migrants and 
settled people in places where the interviews with settled 
people suggested high levels of  xenophobic attitudes 
(Jensen and Gidley, 2013). This is a methodological 
challenge, and suggests the importance of  ethnographic 
research, hitherto relatively neglected in the integration 
field. 
	 I suspect that an ethnographic approach to integration 
as a mundane, unremarkable feature of  today’s complex 
societies, might reveal – contrary to the politicians’ rhetoric 
of  dislocated communities and migrants unwilling to 
integrate – that migrants and non-migrants are getting on 
with it without us. 
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The Multilevel Governance of  Migrant Integration 
P. W. A. Scholten 

Public debate on migrant integration has often fixated 
on how and why different countries approach migrant 
integration differently: the German welfare state 
approach, the British race relations approach and the 
French assimilationist or Republicanist approach. It 
has strengthened the idea that migrant integration is 
primarily national. In their depiction of  ‘methodological 
nationalism’, Wimmer and Glick Schiller (2002) showed 
that this preoccupation with the ‘national’ dimension 
of  integration had also pervaded, or was even being 
reproduced by, academia. 
	 One of  the strongest challenges to national models has 
come more from the local level than from the European 
level, where the involvement with migrant integration 
has remained weak and mostly intergovernmental rather 
than supranational. Big cities have taken a leading role 
in this policy area and developed their own integration 

philosophies. From a sociological perspective, this 
development makes sense, as it is at the local level that 
migrants meet others, find a job, have children, and so on. 
It is also at this level that negative as well as positive sides 
of  diversity are experienced most concretely. Finally, we 
know from research that migrants identify much more 
easily with the city they live in than with the nation. 
	 It is increasingly obvious that cities in different states 
have more in common than national models would suggest 
(see Caponio and Borkert, 2010). Hyperdiverse cities like 
Berlin, Amsterdam and London embrace diversity as part 
of  the city’s identity and as a positive anchoring point 
for local policies, sometimes in spite of  their respective 
national models. Industrial cities like Manchester and 
Rotterdam have connected their traditional emphasis on 
work and housing to the new challenge of  diversity. This 
supports what the sociologist Benjamin Barber (2013) 
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suggests, that it is precisely the inability of  national 
democracies to develop effective responses to migration 
and diversity that prompts cities to develop their own 
strategies with a much greater emphasis on pragmatism, 
trust and participation. 
	 This local turn in migrant integration policies, 
combined with the continued salience of  the national 
level and the nascent European dimension, lies at the 
heart of  what policy scientists describe as the multilevel 
governance of  migrant integration (Scholten, 2013). It 
involves a challenge in terms of  policy coordination and 
policy coherence. If  there are different policies at different 
levels in one single policy domain, this risks conveying 
conflicting messages to migrant groups. Recent research 
shows that in several countries local governments feel they 
have to repair some of  the centripetal forces unleashed 
by national political and policy discourses: politicized 
debates on the national level can have a performative 
effect at the local level as well. This multilevel challenge 
is becoming especially relevant as migration policy is 
becoming increasingly Europeanized, whereas migrant 
integration is becoming increasingly localized. European 
and national decisions in terms of  the regulation of  
migration often have distinctly local consequences in 
terms of  integration. 
	 One way to ensure that policies do not conflict is to 
establish relations between them that are not simply top-
down. Indeed we are increasingly witnessing bottom-up 
relations, where local governments set political and policy 
agendas at other policy levels. Take, for instance, the 
advocacy of  the Greater London Authority for a refugee 
integration strategy, Glasgow’s agreement with the UK 
Border Agency on dispersal of  asylum seekers to the 
Glasgow area, and Rotterdam’s successful lobbying for a 
special law enabling it to adopt a more effective strategy 

toward gentrification. Cities have ventured beyond the 
role of  policy implementer to that of  policy entrepreneur. 
	 Cities are also exchanging knowledge and experiences 
in national and international horizontal networks. 
Over the last decade, various European networks have 
developed, including Eurocities, Integrating Cities, 
Intercultural Cities, and Cities for Local Integration 
Policies for Migrants (CLIP). These networks have 
become institutionalized and are an important motor 
of  policy learning. Their definitions of  best practices 
have significant effects on local policies. Interestingly, 
especially from a multilevel governance perspective, 
many of  these networks are supported through European 
funding programmes. 
	 There is a welcome local turn in academic interest 
in migrant integration, but we need a better theoretical 
understanding and more empirical research on multilevel 
governance challenges that this local turn produces. 
Observing that there is a local turn and that this leads 
to a multilevel policy setting does not mean that we can 
immediately speak of  effective multilevel governance. In 
contrast, this multiplicity of  levels may just as well add yet 
another dimension to this already wicked policy problem.
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Construction, Migration and Urbanisation 
Michelle Buckley

Who builds our cities, and under what conditions? Over 
the last few years, this question has been at the forefront 
of  my research as a geographer. Answering it has led me in 
two broad directions. The first has been to explore the roles 
that construction workers play in everyday city-building. 
The second includes the conviction that the question 
above, while answerable in a whole manner of  ways, 
ultimately requires some engagement with the process 
of  migration, and the lives and livelihoods of  migrants 
themselves to the city. Migrants to cities have very often 
played a central role in building them. Irish and Italian 
immigrants of  19th and 20th-century New York formed 
the backbone of  the workforce that produced its skyline. 
Today, rural migrants to rapidly urbanising Chinese cities 
comprise a construction workforce numbering in the 
tens of  millions. In addition to bringing crucial skills and 
expertise to the construction labour markets of  many 
cities, immigrants and temporary migrants employed in 
the trades have often been important to city-building 
because they have taken jobs that no one else wants to 
do – a great deal of  construction work has long been, and 
continues to be, dirty, dangerous and low status.
	 In cities across the globe, construction is not just a 
significant sector for the incorporation of  migrant and 
immigrant workers, but a rapidly growing one (Erlich 
and Grabelsky, 2005; Wells, 2012). This trend has 
gone hand-in-hand with the deepening insecurity and 
casualisation of  construction work internationally over 
the last three decades. In Europe and North America, 
segments of  the urban construction labour market such 
as residential construction have been subject to heavy 
de-unionisation. The sector both within and outside 
Europe and North America has also become heavily 

polarised, comprising highly-skilled professionals such 
as engineers, cost estimators or construction managers 
at the top of  the wage scale, and workers employed 
in lower waged and more insecure manual jobs such 
as concrete finishers or general labourers. In a diverse 
range of  cities, meanwhile, ranging from Kuala Lumpur 
(Abdul-Rahmana et al., 2012) to Singapore (Debrah 
and Ofori, 2001), construction sector deregulation 
has led to increased inter-regional migration flows into 
the sector and the subsequent emergence of  a highly 
flexibile, insecure and internationalised workforce in the 
construction trades. Intranationally, urban construction 
jobs have provided an important income supplement 
for rural workers in some countries. In parts of  India, 
for example, contemporary pressures eroding agrarian 
livelihoods (of  which urbanisation is itself  one) have led 
both men and women to seek out temporary and seasonal 
work in urban construction markets. As a result, patterns 
of  seasonal, circular migration between the construction 
site and the farmer’s field have become increasingly 
common in countries where rapid urbanisation is fuelling 
both formal and informal construction markets. 
	 Taken together, factors such as the growing 
prevalence of  long subcontracting chains, ongoing de-
unionisation, increasing international competition among 
contractors, and the casualisation of  employment at 
the lower end of  the wage scale have in many cases led 
to poorer employment conditions and job security in 
construction’s lower paid occupations. This process has 
disproportionately affected temporary (im)migrants over 
the past decade: their work can be unstable and insecure, 
offer limited rights, protections, and benefits, and allow 
workers limited autonomy, recourse, or control over 
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Warren Buffett recently maintained: “There is class 
warfare, all right, but it’s my class, the rich class, that’s 
making war, and we’re winning.” I describe here how this 
rich class is indeed waging class war through the striking 
new strategy of  going offshore (Urry, 2014).1 
	 It had been thought, especially in the 1990s, that the 

The Migration of  the Rich 
John Urry

their working conditions. This reality was starkly visible 
following the 2007-08 financial crisis, when construction 
markets worldwide not only posted the highest aggregate 
job losses of  any other sector, but precariously employed 
migrant workers were consistently at the forefront of  
these layoffs. 
	 In addition to waged formal and informal work in 
construction, urban migrants also take part in many kinds 
of  ‘illegal’, non-waged or non-profit-oriented building 
activities that play a central role in the physical production 
of  neighbourhoods, streetscapes, marketplaces and 
infrastructure in cities. With global estimates forecasting 
that by 2020, over one billion urban and suburban 
residents in the world will be living in ‘informal’, 
‘unauthorised’ and/or ‘substandard’ dwellings, self-built 
or informally-waged construction activities both by and 
for new arrivals to the city are some of  the most important 
ways that the cities of  tomorrow are taking shape. Within 
these acts of  construction, productive and socially 
reproductive activities are often closely interlinked; 
not only does subsistence construction address urban 
migrants’ needs for shelter, but they also form an integral 
part of  informal construction economies, tying migrants’ 
building activities to flows of  steel, cement and other 
aggregates, corrugated tin, plywood and other materials in 

the city. With governments often ‘producing’ informality 
among urban migrants by designating certain kinds of  
construction activity as ‘legal’ or ‘illegal’, unauthorized 
building activities can often cement unequal access 
to urban resources, infrastructure, and amenities. As 
a result, illegal or unauthorised construction is often 
closely connected to the formation of  unequal forms of  
urban citizenship among migrants. In its many different 
forms, construction by migrants is at once a material and 
political act, one that has important implications for both 
the physical and social contours of  the 21st-century city. 
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massive ratcheting up of  movements of  money, people, 
ideas, images, information and objects was economically, 
politically, and culturally beneficial. Most aspects of  
contemporary societies were believed to be positively 
transformed through increased cosmopolitanism and 
borderlessness. But the 1990s were not the harbinger 



R
e

sc
a

l
in

g a
n

d R
e-pl

a
c

in
g

181

of  an optimistic and borderless future. Migrating across 
borders are not just consumer goods and new services, 
but terrorists, environmental risks, trafficked women, 
drug runners, international criminals, outsourced work, 
slave traders, asylum seekers, property speculators, 
smuggled workers, waste, financial risks, and untaxed 
income.
	 There are many ‘secret worlds’ of  offshored 
manufacturing work, waste, energy, torture, pleasure, CO2 
emissions, property ownership, and taxation. Offshoring 
involves moving resources, practices, peoples and monies 
from one territory to another, hiding them within secret 
jurisdictions. Offshoring involves evading rules, laws, 
taxes, regulations or norms. It is all about getting around 
rules in ways that are illegal, or going against the spirit of  
the law, or using laws in one jurisdiction to undermine 
laws in another. Offshore worlds are often based upon 
secrets and lies.
	 Offshore worlds have been made possible by the 
development of  new sociotechnical mobility systems, 
of  container-based cargo shipping; aeromobility; the 
internet and virtual worlds; car and lorry traffic; electronic 
money transfer systems; the growth of  taxation, legal 
and financial expertise oriented to avoiding national 
regulations; and the proliferation of  ‘mobile lives’.
	 The offshoring world is dynamic, reorganising 
economic, social, political and material relations between 
societies and within them, and more and more resources, 
practices, peoples and monies are made or kept secret. 
The global order is the opposite of  a simply open world – 
it is one of  concealment, of  many secret gardens mainly 
designed by and for the rich class and its casual patterns 
of  migration. 
	 Since the rise of  neoliberalism in the later 1980s 
there has been an astonishing growth in the movement 
of  finance and wealth to and through the world’s 60 to 

70 tax havens, which entail one-quarter of  contemporary 
societies. These tax havens, or ‘treasure islands’, include 
Switzerland, Jersey, Manhattan, the Cayman Islands, 
Monaco, Panama, Dubai, Liechtenstein, Singapore, Hong 
Kong, Gibraltar, the City of  London, and Delaware. The 
development of  ‘secrecy jurisdictions’ are core to the 
neoliberalisation of  the world economy from around 
1980, and the ending of  many exchange controls. To be 
offshore is to be in paradise, contrasted with the high-
state, high-tax life experienced onshore. Tax havens are 
places of  escape and freedom, a paradise of  low excises, 
wealth management, deregulation, secrecy, and often nice 
beaches. 
	 This rich class is the beneficiary. Almost all major 
companies have offshore accounts/subsidiaries, more 
than half  of  world trade passes through them, almost 
all high net worth individuals possess offshore accounts 
enabling tax ‘planning’, and 99 of  Europe’s 100 largest 
companies use offshore subsidiaries. As a consequence, 
one-quarter to one-third of  all global wealth is held 
‘offshore’. Offshored money has grown from US$11 
billion in 1968 to US$21 trillion in 2010, or a sum 
equivalent to the combined GDPs of  the United States 
and Japan, about one-third of  annual world income. 
Fewer than 10 million people currently own this offshore 
fortune. This is the source of  power and wealth of  the 
super rich who almost all owe their fortunes, in part 
at least, to the rapid and secret moving of  money and 
ownership.  
	 Offshore is how the world of  power now works. 
Money staying onshore is almost the exception, suitable 
only for the ‘little people’ still paying tax. Most big money 
is offshored. Nicholas Shaxson describes how the US is 
by far the world’s most important ‘secrecy jurisdiction’ 
(2012). In the diminutive state of  Delaware there is a 
single building which houses 217,000 companies, the 
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largest and most (fiscally speaking) unethical building 
in the world. The annual loss of  taxation is hundreds 
of  billions of  US dollars. The offshore world makes it 
hard for small and medium-sized companies to compete, 
as revealed by protestors, NGOs and charities who 
increasingly engage in ‘tax shaming’.
	 One commentator reports how, for billionaires, 
‘you don’t live anywhere, and neither does your money’ 
Meek, 2006). Place, property and power are intertwined 
in forming and sustaining such a networked rich class: 
homes dotted throughout the world, first class travel, 
private schools, family life structured around episodic 
get-togethers, private leisure clubs, airport lounges, 
private jets, luxury destinations, and places of  distinction 
for encountering other super rich and extending one’s 
‘network capital’. 
	 Central to these offshore worlds is water. Seven billion 
humans are crowded onto one-quarter of  the earth’s 
surface. Almost all the ocean world is out of  sight. The 
oceans contain many unregulated ‘treasure islands’; ships 
sail oceans flying flags of  convenience, with conditions 
of  work driven to the bottom; many poor migrants lose 
their lives in oceans; oceans are a global rubbish dump 

with the ‘Great Pacific Garbage Patch’ twice the size of  
France. The sea is a neoliberal paradise for the rich class, 
a vision of  the world almost without government, taxes 
and laws, and where only the powerful ships and their 
companies survive, with the rest often literally sinking 
to the bottom. The outlaw sea also subjects humans to 
heightened unruliness: more intense storms, hurricanes, 
tsunamis, rising sea levels and flooding.
	 The social sciences neglect these offshore worlds 
at their peril. Can what has escaped offshore ever 
be reshored? Offshoring and the associated lack of  
transparency is bad for democracy, and for the possibility 
of  societies moving towards a low carbon future. 

Notes

1	 See http://www.morphstudio.co.uk/work/offshoring/ for 
a short video on offshoring.
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Urban Neighbours  
Ash Amin

In days gone, when people lived in settled communities 
and identified strongly with the locality, neighbours knew 
each other and were expected to behave in certain ways: if  
not in a friendly manner or through reciprocal exchanges, 
then as part of  a world with familiarities and ties 
mediating local animosities and disputes. Neighbouring 
was a way of  life and a compulsion, a habit or a reason 
to get out, or an ordeal for the outsider. Today, this is 

not an expectation of  neighbouring. People live next to 
each other largely as strangers, in places that hardly hold 
together as communities of  common fate or interest, 
without much contact, often moving on to somewhere 
else. In an age mediated by all manner of  real-time 
intimate contact with people far away, even the most 
sedentary subjects dwell in worlds of  multiple affiliation 
and feeling. This is what travel, the internet, television, 



R
e

sc
a

l
in

g a
n

d R
e-pl

a
c

in
g

183

mobile phones and advertising, alongside the intimacies 
of  materialism, religion and ideology have permitted. 
Neighbours or strangers who find themselves in the 
same space can ignore each other, avoid being inquisitive 
except in indifferent or suspicious ways, or even up sticks 
when necessary. 
	 The neighbour is just the person next door, and 
neighbouring is no longer a required art of  living with 
others. This is all the more so when private ownership 
makes people proprietary. The intensity of  neighbourly 
self-interest and indifference is probably particularly high 
in cities, where the majority of  people, living as they do 
in suburbs, high-rise flats, or inner city areas, dwell in 
multiple worlds of  connectivity, move on frequently, and 
work hard at negotiating the complexities of  urban living. 
Should we allow neighbouring to become a culture 
of  self-interest and social avoidance, an ethic of  
indifference towards cohabitants? The danger here is to 
court isolationist ways of  living with difference, turning 
neighbourhoods into zones of  discipline. Additionally, 
this way of  living provides a further excuse to accept the 
9/11 culture of  aversion to difference, which tells us to 
be wary of, discipline, or eject the disruptive neighbour: 
the asylum seeker, the Muslim, the beggar, the welfare 
scrounger, the dissident, the immigrant, the one who does 
not fit. The logical extension of  this culture – backed by 
elaborate systems of  surveillance and vilification of  the 
stranger – is that the neighbourhood becomes a place of  
fear and suspicion of  the other. 
	 It is this kind of  possibility that has prompted a 
policy quest for neighbourliness and mixed community, 
for places where people from different backgrounds 
can meet and perhaps even build interdependencies. 
Emblematic of  this desire is a policy turn towards mixed 
neighbourhoods, twinned schools, housing schemes that 
promote visibility and contact, and projects to build 

bridges or facilitate contact between strangers. I have 
my doubts about whether such engineering can work in 
a society of  multiple identities and affiliations. Greater 
exposure to neighbours could breed more intimacy but 
also more hate, while designing environments of  shared 
interests and sympathies strays uncomfortably close to 
the ethos of  gated communities that we tend not to like. 
However, an ethic of  good neighbouring that builds 
sensibilities around real habits of  modern urban living 
may be worth exploring. Three such sensibilities come to 
mind. 
	 The first is a sensibility of  respectful distance. 
Immediate neighbours who share a garden fence or a 
common entrance should learn to ignore difference – 
bodily, cultural and ideological – and also not to expect 
too much from each other. Instead, they could learn to 
keep the peace, by understanding that they share a fragile 
dividing line. A politeness of  the party wall or privet 
hedge can be structured around small things: respectful 
greeting, taking in the neighbour’s mail, keeping the 
noise down. Of  course, the reality is often the opposite, 
punctuated by complaints of  unruly behaviour, disputes 
over who pays for common repairs, and sly encroachment. 
Reversing this is not easy, and bad relations are often a 
quirk of  fate (you cannot choose your neighbours), but 
the combination of  being able to call in the authorities 
as a last resort, schooling in the manners of  the party 
wall, and social regulation through the two additional 
sensibilities discussed below, might do the trick. Who 
knows, respectful distance might even lead to studied 
care.
	 The second sensibility has to do with care for the 
neighbourhood. Bad relations are pushed to the margins 
when people in a neighbourhood feel strongly about 
the local patch, especially when they work together to 
protect it. This is what happens when volunteers work 
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to clean up public spaces, make streets safe, or set up 
local amenities for children. Through these acts, people 
take responsibility for their neighbourhood, an ethic that 
may even turn into studied care for one’s neighbours. Of  
course, many of  the residents will not play ball, and all 
too frequently it is the same old people who come out. 
The challenge lies in finding ways of  cultivating interest 
in the local commons among the disinterested, perhaps 
through the promise of  small rewards and projects that 
capture the imagination.
	 The third sensibility concerns the aesthetic of  place. 
Architects, planners and social reformers have long 
understood the impact of  good design, green spaces, 
busy streets, functioning services, low-key surveillance, 
and human-scale development on civic behaviour. The 

aesthetic of  place comes with no clear guarantees – slums 
can yield feelings of  solidarity, and pristine suburbs 
strong feelings of  aversion. Chances are, however, 
that in a decent neighbourhood with plentiful signs of  
social life in public space, neighbourly relations may 
turn for the better, as people appreciate the commons 
shared by everyone, nod unthinkingly to the passer-by, 
come out when the aesthetic is threatened, and think 
again before making someone’s life miserable. None 
of  this is reducible to place aesthetics, but when such 
an atmosphere combines with a strong sense of  place 
identification, a new alchemy of  living with difference 
might be catalysed, where neighbours see each other as 
part of  a community. 

What Drives Human Migration? 
Hein de Haas

Why do people migrate? This is a simple and a difficult 
question. On the one hand, it seems reasonable to assume 
that most people migrate hoping to find better conditions 
or opportunities, such as jobs, higher wages, safety or 
freedom of  expression. This is the implicit assumption 
underlying the ‘push-pull’ models taught at secondary 
school as well as neo-classical migration theories. Most 
migrants have good reasons to move. However, this 
does not really help us to understand the complexity and 
drivers of  real life migration. 
	 To say that most people migrate to find better 
opportunities is somehow stating the obvious. Push-pull 
models usually list factors in origin and destination areas, 
but fail to make clear how the various factors together 
lead to migration. They fail to explain why there should 
be a difference between push areas and pull areas in the 

first place, and are therefore ‘a platitude at best’ (see also 
Skeldon, 1990).  
	 Neoclassical migration theories assume that people 
migrate to maximise their income or wellbeing. Migration 
is a (temporary) response to development ‘disequilibria’ 
between origin and destination countries, and will decline 
through a process of  wage convergence. However, 
migration has been a constant factor in the history of  
humankind and is not a temporary by-product of  capitalist 
development.Furthermore, the wage convergence 
assumption naively ignores how power asymmetries 
usually sustain economic inequalities (Castles et al., 2014). 
	 Both push-pull and neoclassical models fail to provide 
insight into the social, economic and political processes that 
have generated the spatial wage and opportunity gaps to 
which migration is supposedly a response. It is therefore 
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not surprising that the predictions of  push-pull models 
and neoclassical theories are fundamentally at odds with 
what is seen in real life migration patterns. Most migrants 
do not move from the poorest to the wealthiest countries, 
and the poorest countries tend to have lower levels of  
emigration than middle-income and wealthier countries. 
It is often said that the only way to reduce migration from 
poor countries is to boost development. However, this 
ignores that the relation between development and levels 
of  emigration is fundamentally non-linear. Important 
emigration countries such as Mexico, Morocco, Turkey 
and the Philippines are typically not among the poorest. 
Going against popular perceptions of  a ‘continent on the 
move’, sub-Saharan Africa is the least migratory region of  
the world.  
	 Analyses of  historical and contemporary data show 
that human and economic development is initially 
associated with increasing emigration (de Haas, 2010). 
Any form of  development in the poorest countries 
of  the world is therefore likely to lead to accelerating 
emigration. This suggests that we need explanations that 
do not confuse individual factors or motivations to move 
(which, indeed, often refer to better opportunities) with 
macro-structural explanations of  migration processes.  
	 Such rethinking can be achieved by conceptualising 
migration as a constituent part of  broader development and change, 
rather than as a problem to be solved, or as the sum of  
individual responses to given (unexplained) geographical 
opportunity gaps. For instance, in the modern age, 
much migration within and across borders has been 
inextricably linked to broader urbanisation processes. It 
is difficult to imagine urbanisation without migration, 
and vice-versa.  Rather than asking ‘why people migrate’ 
the more relevant question is therefore how processes 
such as imperialism, nation state formation, the industrial 
revolution, capitalist development, urbanisation and 

globalisation change migration patterns and migrants’ 
experiences.  
	 For instance, how can we explain why development 
is often associated with more, instead of  less, migration? 
To understand this, we must move beyond sterile views 
of  migrants as predictable ‘respondents’ to geographical 
opportunity gaps. Conceptualising migration as a 
function of  people’s capabilities and aspirations to 
move can help to achieve a richer understanding of  
migration behaviour. Processes of  human and economic 
development typically expand people’s access to material 
resources, social networks and knowledge. At the same 
time, improvements in infrastructure and transportation, 
which usually accompany development, make travel less 
costly and risky. 
	 Development generally increases people’s capabilities 
to migrate over larger distances, but it does not 
necessarily lead to migration. Migration aspirations 
depend on people’s more general life aspirations, as well 
as their perceptions of  life ‘here’ and ‘there’. Both are 
subjective and likely to change under the influence of  
broader processes of  structural change. Improved access 
to information, images and lifestyles conveyed through 
education and media tend to broaden people’s mental 
horizons, change their perceptions of  the ‘good life’, and 
increase material aspirations. Development processes 
tend to initially increase both people’s capabilities and 
aspirations to move, explaining why development often 
boosts migration. Once sizeable migrant communities 
have settled, social networks tend to reduce the costs 
and risks of  migrating, with settled migrants frequently 
functioning as ‘bridgeheads’. 
	 However, as societies get wealthier, overall emigration 
aspirations are likely to decrease because more 
people can imagine a future within their own country, 
while immigration is likely to increase. Although it is 
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often assumed that technological progress increases 
migration, easier transportation and communication may 
enable people to commute or work from home, while 
outsourcing and trade may also partly reduce the need to 
migrate. In fact, from a long-term historical perspective, 
technology has facilitated humankind to settle down. 
Ever since the agricultural (‘Neolithic’) revolution began 
some 12,000 years ago, technology has enabled people 
to shift from hunting and gathering to more sedentary 
lifestyles. In modern times, technological progress has 
certainly boosted non-migratory mobility – such as 
commuting, tourism and business travel – but its impact 
on migration is rather ambiguous. This may partly explain 
why the number of  international migrants as a share of  
the world population has remained remarkably stable at 
levels of  around 3 per cent over recent decades. 

	 It is illusionary to think that large-scale migration 
is a temporary phenomenon that will disappear once 
– an equally illusionary – equilibrium is achieved. Such 
ideas reflect a fundamentally flawed, ahistorical  view on 
the history of  humankind. Development itself  drives 
migration. Migration has therefore always been – and will 
remain – an inevitable part of  the human experience. 
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Multiculturally Yours: The Neighbourhood as Lived Diversity 
Ole Jensen

Neighbourhood is personal. Rather than a suburb, defined 
in terms of  its distance from an urban centre, neigh (Old 
English for ‘near’) emphasizes spatial proximity and 
closeness. And unlike a ward – a means of  government 
that can belong to politicians, demographers or urban 
planners – a neighbourhood is a geographical space 
loaded with individual meanings. It is, in other words, 
socially produced. It is, in the context of  immigration and 
settlement dynamics, also the site of  an ongoing everyday 
negotiation of  difference, with us-them distinctions 
increasingly blurred by diverse stories of  immigration and 
settlement. Accordingly, the neighbourhood doubles as a 
site of  lived diversity and a lens that provides insights into 
how individuals and groups actually live that diversity. 

	 My neighbourhood, as a researcher and an immigrant, 
is basically a road in inner Woking, a town 30 miles south 
west of  London. Perhaps indicative of  the declining 
numbers of  ‘native’ residents, Woking Working Men’s 
Club, at the top of  the road, has been closed for a 
number of  years, and the Indian-run Polski sklep (Polish 
food shop) across the road is now the only local outlet 
selling alcohol. Emblematic of  the increasingly diverse 
nature, the barber shop further down the road advertises 
itself  as ‘specialists in European, Afro Caribbean, Asian 
& Traditional hair cut’. When the local post office closed 
down years ago, an Islamic school opened, then a short-
lived Brazilian shop, and the building is now divided 
into a Western Union outlet and a beauty parlour. In 
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this manner, images of  the changing street provide 
insights into how diversity is built into, and continuously 
transforms, the area. What was there before is unclear, 
and it is indicative of  the area that the two longest-serving 
local shops are an Italian deli, opened in the 1970s when 
many Italian immigrants lived in the area, and a Pakistani 
supermarket, with a board commemorating ‘25 years of  
service to the community’.
	 But what is that community about? “We’ve lost the 
track,” said the woman living opposite us – she herself  
Swiss-born, but a resident for 30 years. She was pointing 
to the row of  Victorian terraces where we live, recalling 
days when she could name everyone living in them. I could 
see her point. When our neighbours moved to France in 
2007, they let the house: first an Australian couple moved 
in; then three house-sharing engineers, two Pakistanis 
and one Palestinian; two moved on, and the remaining 
Pakistani then shared with his Chinese wife who moved 
down from Glasgow; when they bought a house nearer 
London, a Polish couple moved in, he working in IT. 
They stayed a year, then moved to Abu Dhabi where she 
found work; this year, a black British couple from Enfield 
moved in – still working and attending church in London. 
	 This turnover is, in part, in the nature of  the 
neighbourhood, this being the cheap part of  town and 
thus the point of  arrival for newcomers – and increasingly 
so, with the number of  households in private rented, and 
thus flexible, accommodation in this area doubling in 
the period 2001-11. It is a process we know as ‘churn’, 
though that is not a helpful term, as it distracts from the 
diverse nature of  newcomers as well as, in this instance, 
the resourcefulness that allows them to move on. This is 
very much in contrast to the unskilled immigrants of  the 
1960s and 70s, who typically found a local job, moved 
the family, got a mortgage – altogether actions signalling 
long-term intent. 

	 Untouched for years amongst all the comings and 
goings on the road is the glass-covered noticeboard at 
the roadside, holding messages from a now defunct 
community association – the notices undated, but faded. 
Community lost? Evidently, the fluidity and discontinuity 
characterising the area serves to question if  there is anything 
solid in terms of  lasting and inclusive associational bodies. 
The answer would be no, and it is indicative of  the make-
up of  the neighbourhood that the most well-established 
organisations are the Pakistani and the Kashmiri welfare 
organisations, both dating back to the early 1970s. But the 
absence of  neighbourhood-based organisations belies the 
more sporadic coming together around specific causes. So 
the local community centre, situated in a Victorian school 
building, came into existence after a campaign led by local 
minority groups. Italians, Spanish, Chinese, Pakistani, 
Moroccan groups established a community association 
for the purpose. No sooner was it up and running than 
the association was dissolved. 
	 What constitutes the neighbourhood fabric is rather 
the dynamics whereby routine episodes become public 
familiarity and the ‘banal transgressions’ that are part of  
everyday life and, therefore, often remain unnoticed. It 
may be the fish curry from our Sri Lankan neighbour 
down the road, my daughter’s play-date with a Kurdish 
school mate, the sharing of  a joke with the retired Italian 
shopkeeper who, aged 70, has bought himself  a sporty 
Lamborghini to show for a lifetime of  toil.
	 Overall, my research showed that memories of  the 
past and narratives of  the present neighbourhood share 
a lot of  explanatory ground. One was the nostalgic 
memories of  elderly white residents, remembering the 
past as a coherent, comprehensible era, a neighbourhood 
underpinned by strong local ties. The other was the 
experience shared by younger, locally born Pakistanis. 
Many of  them erstwhile pupils in the same school where 
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they later sent their own children, they referred to the 
neighbourhood as a ‘comfort zone’ where ‘you know the 
community and the people and everything’. 
	 So yes, neighbourhood is personal. But it is personal 
in many different ways, characterised by both experiences 

of  local belonging and short-term settlement processes, 
without any one narrative of  community. And it is by 
observing how these experiences come together in the 
context of  everyday life that we arrive at more nuanced 
understandings of  how diversity is lived and experienced.

Mediterranean 
Ferruccio Pastore 

The economic and political significance of  the 
Mediterranean for Europe has shifted dramatically from 
crucial reservoir of  labour to deeply problematic border.  
First came the gradual inclusion of  the continent’s 
southerners – Italy first, much later Greece, eventually 
Portugal and Spain – into the European Community and 
the Common Market. This accompanied, and to some 
extent promoted, their surprising metamorphosis from 
migrant-sending to receiving countries. In the meantime, 
and partly as a side effect, it was increasingly the southern 
and eastern shores – Yugoslavia, the Maghreb and Turkey 
in particular – which emerged as recruitment basins.
	 By the early 1970s, active recruitment of  migrant 
labour had officially been discontinued, but it took one 
more decade for European governments to agree that 
the ban on low-skilled labour migration needed joint 
enforcement to become effective. Systematic cooperation 
and targeted harmonization were also felt necessary to 
achieve another strategic priority: a common space of  
economic and civic freedom through the suppression of  
customs and police controls at ‘internal borders’. What 
was later to be known as the ‘Schengen Club’ was born, 
and with it the ‘common external border’. Over 34,000 
km of  the EU’s Mediterranean coasts soon became the 
most politically contentious and symbolically charged 
emblem of  ‘Fortress Europe’.

	 Harmonizing and reinforcing controls towards the 
outside was the price for lifting internal checks: freedom 
for insiders was enhanced at the expense of  freedom 
for outsiders. In the meantime, with the collapse of  the 
socialist bloc, perceptions of  where the line was drawn 
between Europe’s inside and outside markedly changed 
in the course of  a few years, and the grand eastern 
enlargement project took shape: the Union opened up to 
the east and closed down to the south.
	 The European border which has been developing 
since then is a new kind of  border. Not any more a neat 
and simple border line punctuated by guarded checkpoints, 
in front of  which trucks and tourists’ cars queue, but 
rather a wide (and constantly widening) and complex 
border zone, itself  bounded by blurred borders, where pre-
emptive and repressive controls and surveillance activities 
are performed at multiple stages, through a variety of  
more or less technological means, and by a heterogeneous 
plethora of  public and private actors. Very significant 
human and financial resources have been invested in 
developing ever more sophisticated techniques, methods 
and infrastructures for profiling persons, scanning 
vehicles, screening spaces, and detecting anomalies and 
forgeries. Under the pressure of  (alleged and perceived) 
interdependence and growing anxiety about unwanted 
migration, Europe has turned into the largest and, by 
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some possible measures, the most advanced laboratory in 
the world for migration controls, with the Mediterranean 
as prime testing ground.
	 According to the letter and the spirit of  European 
treaties, every inch of  the external border is understood 
as ‘common’: established on behalf  of  all member states 
and benefitting them all. It is only due to the hazards of  
geography and territorial sovereignty that each stretch is 
primarily controlled by the agents of  one specific state.
	 It was a few years after the formal incorporation of  
such principles in the law of  the European Union that 
the imbalances embedded in such an unprecedented 
distribution of  duties and responsibilities among 
sovereign nations became clear. Border countries, with 
Mediterranean ones on the frontline, were called to 
perform a common function, according to common 
standards, but using their own means. The distribution 
of  border surveillance costs, potentially heavy, especially 
in the case of  maritime activities, turned into an issue 
which started to climb up the EU’s policy agenda.
	 Meanwhile, the borderization of  the Mediterranean 
was proving effective, although sometimes in unforeseen 
ways. The efforts of  coastal EU states, usually with the 
crucial cooperation of  neighbouring transit states, closed 
down several once prominent irregular migration routes, 
including the Otranto Channel, the Gibraltar Strait and 
the crossing to the Canaries.
  This successful border upgrade was applauded in 
politicians’ discourses and in public perceptions, but there 
were some collateral effects. Given the mixed nature of  
the deterred flows – where ‘economic migrants’ share 
boats with minors, victims of  trafficking and asylum 
seekers – externalization of  controls implied a substantial 
thwarting of  the international obligation to protect forced 
migrants. Even more seriously, the more risky smuggling 

techniques required by enhanced controls had as a side 
effect a rise in deaths at sea (conservative estimates reach 
a figure of  around 20,000 victims over two decades).
	 Furthermore, the relative effectiveness of  such 
epochal transformation was integrally related to the 
authoritarian nature of  Europe’s main ‘partners’ operating 
on the southern shore. The strong and capillary control 
that so-called ‘moderate Arab regimes’ had over their 
territories and societies, and their capacity to disregard 
widespread popular opposition to exit controls and 
readmission policies, were critical factors in the success 
of  European externalization strategies. This became 
transparent in 2011, when the collapse of  those regimes 
stirred a wave of  anxiety among migration control 
bureaucracies, amplified by the media, contributing to 
Europe’s precocious (and to some extent self-fulfilling) 
scepticism on the destiny of  ‘Arab revolutions’.
	 Such anxiety proved exaggerated or at least premature, 
because – in a first phase at least – cooperation 
agreements were quickly and effectively negotiated 
between key players, as, for instance, between the 
Italian government and the new Libyan and Tunisian 
authorities. But the intensification of  regional push 
factors (from the escalation of  the Syrian conflict to a 
new deterioration of  the situation in the Horn of  Africa), 
together with the relapse of  Egypt and Libya into conflict 
and instability, are once more showing how fragile is a 
European migration management strategy which gives 
priority to the separating over the connecting function of  the 
Mediterranean. The weakness of  European responses in 
the wake of  the Lampedusa tragedy of  3 October 2013, 
and the tensions surrounding what ‘European solidarity’ 
should actually mean in such circumstances, are another 
urgent reminder of  the long-term unsustainability of  
reducing the Mediterranean to just a border.
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Every year since 2004, I travel back to South Africa to 
visit family. It is an eleven and a half  hour flight, usually 
made through the night, allowing the traveller to get 
from London to Cape Town without missing so much 
as a day. Except, like me, if  you don’t sleep well on a 
plane. Scrunched in an economy seat that perceptibly 
shrinks with each year, I mark the hours with in-flight 
movies and a good book. Around 3am I slink past the 
row of  sprawling bodies to walk up and down the aisles, 
passing seats filled with passengers in various bodily 
states of  oblivion and blankets that have slithered to 
the floor. Around 5am we are greeted by the full set of  
lights being put back on, the unpalatable aroma of  egg 
that has been sitting in microwavable foils for the past 
24 hours, and the determined cheeriness of  the flight 
attendants. At this point, having refused to take part in 
the breakfast charade, I resort to the in-flight magazine. I 
flick past restaurant and city reviews; offers on perfume, 
faux jewellery and giant packs of  Toblerone; and finally, 
at the back, reach the map. The one element of  curiosity 
offered in the 11 hour flight, contained in a single A4 
image of  destinations the airline flies to and from. At 
the click of  a search engine we can find all thinkable 
articulations of  our global age, and yet it is this map, full 
of  its pinpoints, continental outlines and flight arcs, that 
evokes the wonder of  it. London to Accra; Singapore to 
Perth; New York to Mexico City. Millions and millions 
of  families, students, business people, leaders, crooks, 
writers, artists, doctors, nannies, all traversing the globe 
every day of  every year. 
	 So porous are our city borders that on any one day, 
airport passengers average 180,000 at Heathrow, 100,000 
at Gatwick and 50,000 at Stansted. Six hundred thousand 

World Wide Street 
Suzanne M. Hall

students arrive from outside of  London each year, filling 
the city’s university lecture rooms and libraries with daily 
attendance. Four hundred thousand tourists peruse its 
galleries, jostle up and down Oxford Street, and have 
their pictures taken in front of  Buckingham Palace. And 
that is just on one day. How could we comprehend the 
accumulation of  generations of  arrivals and departures 
in the making of  the city? In 2004, I moved into a flat 
above the Walworth Road in south London. A year later, 
intrigued by the diversity of  people who activate this linear 
ecosystem of  retail and day-to-day convenience, I decided 
to trace the origins of  independent proprietors on the 
street. I had in mind the connections of  that airline travel 
map, and so, relying on a colleague’s computer skills, we 
set out an image with a map of  the world below and a map 
of  the street directly above it. For two weeks we walked 
the Walworth Road, engaged in a face-to-face survey 
of  the independent proprietors My colleague Thiresh 
pinpointed the worldwide origins of  the 93 shopkeepers 
on the mile length street who were willing to participate 
in our survey, and drew a line to the corresponding 
shop. I elected to leave out any visual distractions: no 
colour, just a simple black and white tracing of  one point 
connecting to another. What appeared in monochrome 
was no less captivating to me than the airline original. On 
one London street at one point in time, an aggregation 
of  origins of  stunning diversity: Afghanistan, China, 
Cyprus and Northern Cyprus, England, Ghana, India, 
Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Malawi, Malaysia, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Sudan, Sierre Leone, Trinidad, Turkey and 
Vietnam. 
	 There are many audits and tracings of  this kind that 
one would like to see: workers in the NHS, for example, 
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A map of  the origins and destination of  the diverse 
proprietors on a south London street, surveyed in 2009. 

Source: Hall, S. M. (2012) City, Street and Citizen: The Measure of  the Ordinary, 
London: Routledge.

or London bus drivers, 
or even students 
and staff  in my own 
university. I chose 
the street because it 
is so commonplace, 
an everyday urban 
currency that each of  
us, no matter where 
we are from, has a 
familiarity with. The 
intention is to reveal 
what is common to 
our urban landscapes 
and how the everyday 
alters in an increasingly 
mobile world. Our 
survey reveals the 
diversity of  people that 
is integral to the way 
day-to-day life in our 
cities works. To deny 
this commonplace 
conviviality or the 
porosity of  the world 
in which we now live, would require holding, at all costs, 
to another truth. It would require a moral claim for the 
tightening of  borders, accompanied by an expedient 
pragmatism that allows for a discriminatory system of  
access to those with high influence and income. To 
counteract the experience of  living in the wider world, we 
would have to circulate a cynical apparatus of  hierarchy 
based on a singular national allegiance above cross-
border interdependencies. To make the distinctions of  
insiders and outsiders felt, there would need to be vans 
parading around London neighbourhoods with billboards 

demanding ‘Go home 
or face arrest’. But 
who would go that far 
down such a dead-end 
street? 
   On my return 
flight from Cape 
Town to London 
I pass through the 
South African border 
control. Because I 
am a dual nationality 
citizen, I am required 
to travel in and out of  
South Africa with both 
passports, a minimal 
obligation which, on 
this occasion, I had 
forgotten to respect. 
As I handed the border 
guard my maroon UK 
passport, instead of  
my Springbok green-
and-gold one, he 
frowned:

“You have forgotten your passport,” he stated. 

“Yes,” I replied sheepishly. 

“But you wouldn’t forget this one, would you?” 
he insisted. “This is the one you wouldn’t forget.”

In today’s world, we are all migrants of  sorts. We perpetually 
travel across borders in airplanes, through mobile phone 
networks, along internet satellite signals. But as the border 
guard reminded me, we are not all equally migrants; some 
are permitted more access than others.
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Arrivals between Bildungsroman and the City Commons 
Michael Keith

The Athenians believed that the moral imperative was to 
leave the city a better place on departure than on arrival. 
The sense that there is a moral obligation towards what 
comes next, to those who inherit the present, famously 
informs Aristotle’s description of  the constitution of  
ancient Athens, and is central to the genesis of  a political 
vision of  the metropolis as the good city. It prefigures 
a notion of  intergenerational ethics, and foregrounds 
a sense of  obligation towards both the new arrival and 
the citizen. But it sits uneasily with the way in which the 
urban age of  the 21st century has treated the steady flow 
of  people to the city – of  those from rural areas to urban 
spaces, and as well as of  those across national boundaries.
	 Migration provides a lens through which dilemmas 
of  particular moments of  human mobility speak to the 
human condition. Characteristically, people arrive in one 
place, more often than not as adults seeking a job, an 
education, or family ties. They arrive skilled and schooled 
to some degree already. To the extent that they work, they 
contribute to the metropolitan economy, even as their 
arrival may place strains on the commons of  the city 
– the public resources that we share – the ecology, the 
neighbourhood welfare nets, the competition for scarce 
land, housing and shelter.
	 It is possible to see this process analytically as the 
transitional strains of  economic development. The 
long-term return on the mobility of  labour optimises 
factor resource distribution, powers economic growth, 
and drives social change – in 21st-century Shanghai and 
in 19th-century London. But as the city grows, it may 
undermine its own sustainability through ecological 
hazards of  pollution and traffic, and failures to plan waste, 
water, and the exploitation of  scarce public resources. 

This invokes a potential tragedy of  the commons as 
the metropolis spirals into decline. Detroit has become 
the emblematic site of  such malaise and post-industrial 
shrinking. But at times it is also possible to see less the 
tragedy of  the commons than the banality of  repertoires 
of  social closure in the face of  scarcity. Competition 
for scarce resources between those who have the least 
structures logics of  intolerance – for example, the 
responses of  an ageing Europe to a challenged welfare 
state paradoxically staffed by the very migrants who 
are popularly represented as threatening its survival; 
sponsored violence against Bihari movers to Mumbai; 
the heavy policing of  African enclaves in the emerging 
market economy of  21st-century Istanbul. 
	 New urbanisms generate new commons in liminal 
and restructuring urban spaces and at the rural-urban 
interface in Europe and the USA, as well as in the 
emergent economies of  China, India and Brazil. As 
new arrivals make sense of  a city that is not their own, 
the metropolis mutates: ecologies and publics are 
reconstituted, and the calculus of  economic change is 
resynchronised. These changes inevitably challenge the 
legitimacy of  rule and governance of  existing common 
interests. But which parts of  the future metropolis, 
which spaces and times, should be properly thought of  
as common pool resources (CPR)?  When and how are 
private rights challenged by the collective needs in the 
future city? Migration brings such questions to the fore 
when mayors and municipal decision-makers have to 
balance the demands of  the present and the needs of  
the future metropolis. This is particularly pronounced in 
cities where development and expansion are most rapid  – 
in emergent megacities such as Delhi, Shenzhen and Sao 
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Paolo  –  but also when old metropolises such as Moscow 
or London reinvent themselves. Optimal economic 
organisation of  the affluent metropolis may sit in tension 
with a moral calculus of  the good city, implying policy 
trade-offs between what is plausible and what is ideal, and 
requiring the reconciliation of  demographic pressures 
of  settlement with the rational organisation of  space, 
property rights, and popular demands for redistribution: 
that is, of  formal principles with informal realities.
	 The economics and political science literature on the 
commons has focused primarily on the rural context. But 
revisiting the subject becomes more pressing as the world 
turns urban. Thus in her landmark work Governing the 
Commons, Nobel laureate Elinor Ostrom briefly discusses 
migration as a potential threat to collective understandings 
of  and agreements on use of, and access to, resources 
(1990). But in her later writing Ostrom oriented her 
work towards an analysis of  the attributes of  community 
with stable resource pooling, including questions that 
should be asked of  the community by leaders seeking 
to address heterogeneity, generational population shifts, 
and migration. She synthesised the ethical questions and 
empirical challenges of  migration by incorporating both 
the putative threat of  diversity to legitimacy and also 
‘rules of  use’ through the following questions to which a 
shifting community and CPR should be held: 
•	 Is there general agreement on the rules related to 

who is included as a member with both benefits and 
responsibilities?

•	 Do the members have a shared understanding of  
what their mutual responsibilities are as well as the 
formulae used for distribution of  benefits?

•	 Are these rules considered legitimate and fair?
•	 How are the rules transmitted from one generation 

to the next or to those who migrate into the group? 
(Ostrom, 2009)

In this set of  questions, Ostrom highlights both analytical 
and normative challenges of  migration for the city. 
Because migrants join communities that may already be 
tenure-insecure, whether in rural or urban settings, local 
groups ‘can be quick to abandon or to change ways of  
tenure in the face of  significant migrant arrival, because 
there can be little reason to continue with rules that others 
are not following’. The central question of  legitimacy, a 
crucial component of  protection against eviction in much 
of  the global south, is complicated, as migrant groups 
may shift, appropriate, or alter the premises for access to 
land-based resources. But the question of  legitimacy in 
the city also invokes the ethical obligation to the stranger, 
in other words, the rights of  new arrivals to have rights. It 
does not isolate empirical diversity from contested ethics 
of  the good life, and instead points toward the inevitable 
mixing of  moral private problems and instrumental 
public issues. 
	 The contemporary city consequently reframes the 
sense of  arrival. Ethically, we arrive in the present as 
somehow strangers to ourselves. The facility of  the 
modern is the chameleon-like propensity for change so 
rapid that vernacular knowledges of  place are trumped 
by the transformation of  spaces of  the everyday in 
processes of  economic restructuring. We may identify 
and belong in one place, but owe a debt of  obligation to 
those near and distant in both time and space in the city 
that is yet to come.
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Housing 
David Robinson

Migration holds a mirror up to society and prompts 
reflection about social issues that might otherwise be 
brushed under the carpet of  political and popular debate. 
So it is with housing.
	 England is suffering a housing crisis. Rising house 
prices and restricted access to mortgage finance have 
put home ownership beyond the reach of  increasing 
numbers of  households. There is a desperate shortage 
of  affordable homes. More than 1.5 million households 
are reported to be waiting for social housing, yet we 
are building fewer houses than at any time since 1945. 
Overcrowding is on the rise and more than 600,000 
households in England are now living in overcrowded 
conditions. The rising cost of  living is leaving many 
households struggling to cover housing costs and facing 
the possibility of  repossession or eviction. Homelessness 
is increasing and more and more homeless families are 
being placed in bed and breakfast hotels because suitable 
accommodation is simply not available. 
	 Tackling this crisis should be on the pledge card of  
every political party. Decent, stable housing provides 
more than just a roof  over someone’s head. It provides a 
place of  safety and security, a healthy living environment 
and links to community. It promotes health and well-
being and life chances. Yet the housing issue rarely 
warrants a mention by politicians, while press and media 
coverage merely feeds the public’s appetite for news 
about the latest house price figures. However, the interest 
of  politicians and the public in the housing crisis can be 
piqued when a convenient folk devil emerges which they 
can blame for these miseries. 
	 Housing is one of  the key issues around which popular 
and political debate about the impacts and consequences 

of  migration has coalesced. In England, anti-immigration 
groups and far-right parties frequently place housing at 
the centre of  their campaigns, criticising the political 
establishment for failing to protect and provide for its 
citizens. The housing shortage, rising house prices, and 
problems of  affordability are blamed on international 
migration. The accusation that migrants are unfairly 
advantaged in the allocation of  social housing is one 
of  the most frequently alleged injustices of  migration. 
Rather than asking why successive governments have 
failed to ensure a supply of  reasonable quality, accessible, 
secure and affordable housing, the housing crisis has been 
blamed on migration. The irony here is that migrants 
tend to be living in some of  the worst housing conditions 
of  all. 
	 New migrants typically fill voids in the housing stock 
left aside or avoided by other households. Consequently, 
migrants often end up living in unpopular neighbourhoods 
and in poor quality housing, usually in the private rental 
sector. Such housing is often overcrowded and in a poor 
state of  repair. Insecurity is a major problem. Difficulties 
with paying the rent and limited recourse to public funds 
can increase the risk of  eviction and homelessness for 
many migrants. Estimates vary, but it is possible that 
upwards of  20 per cent of  people sleeping rough in 
London are migrants. 
	 The fact that many migrants struggle to meet their 
basic material needs and frequently occupy a precarious 
position in the housing system is a cause for major 
concern. The 1951 Geneva Convention specifies the 
social rights of  refugees in relation to housing for good 
reason. Housing is fundamental to quality of  life and 
critical to the integration process. Housing that provides 
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a place of  safety, security and stability provides a home. 
It improves life chances, promotes health, education and 
employment. It is fundamental to an adequate standard 
of  living. Of  course, this is true not just for migrants, 

but for everyone. We therefore urgently need to shift the 
focus of  attention away from blaming migration for the 
housing crisis to solving it, so that everyone can gain and 
sustain a safe and secure home.

Diaspora Formation 
Nicholas Van Hear 

Diasporas form in two main ways, the common ground 
being dispersal of  a population across several destinations. 
They may form gradually by accretion, emerging as a result 
of  ‘voluntary’ or routine migration, or alternatively, be 
brought about by crisis, involving coercion, catastrophe, 
expulsion or other forcible movement resulting from 
conflict or persecution. Dispersal may also result from 
a combination of  compulsion and choice, and diasporas 
emerge as a result of  cumulative processes and crises 
(Van Hear, 1998). The classical diasporas – Jews, 
Africans, Armenians, Irish, and later the Palestinians – 
were scattered following a catastrophic event or series 
of  events that forced them into exile (Cohen, 2008). 
Subsequently, a much greater number of  dispersed 
peoples have come to term themselves diasporas or have 
been designated as such: these were often formed as a 
result of  less catastrophic events, or by a combination of  
migration crises and more routine migration.
	 The literature on labour migration points to some of  
the ways in which diasporas form by accretion. In their 
book Worlds in Motion, Massey et al. (1998) traced ways 
of  accounting for the inception and perpetuation of  
migration. Their synthesis of  migration theories pointed 
to how explanations of  the initiation of  migration could 
be found in a number of  approaches: in neoclassical 
economics, which located the drivers of  migration in 
differences in income levels between countries; in the 

new economics of  (labour) migration; in segmented 
labour market theory, which held that migration 
stemmed from labour demand in industrialised societies; 
and in variants of  historical-structural and world-systems 
theories, which sought explanations of  migration in 
the unequal distribution of  power worldwide through 
a political economy approach. Explanations of  the 
perpetuation of  migration could be found in theories about 
social capital, networks and ‘cumulative causation’. All of  
these approaches could be applied in different ways to 
help explain the inception, formation and consolidation 
of  diasporas, but some are particularly relevant. The 
new economics of  (labour) migration approach points 
to decision-making not just by individuals, but by 
households and communities, with the object not just 
of  maximising income, but also of  spreading risk; this 
chimes with the behaviour of  diasporas in formation, 
particularly in circumstances of  stress. Ideas about social 
capital and networks are likewise helpful in explaining the 
formation and reproduction of  diasporas, by pointing to 
ways in which social connections can be drawn upon in 
the migration context. Likewise, the notion of  cumulative 
causation strikes a chord with diaspora behaviour, by 
highlighting how each act of  migration alters the social 
context in which subsequent migration decisions are 
made, often making additional movement more likely 
(Massey et al., 1998).
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	 While insights from analysis of  so-called ‘voluntary’ 
migration in the 1980s and 1990s helped account for the 
formation and perpetuation of  diasporas, other sources 
of  diaspora formation were found in the increased 
numbers of  asylum seekers moving from the global 
south to the global north, and also as a result of  major 
forced migration crises associated with the end of  the 
Cold War and the emergence of  a unipolar world from 
the early 1990s onwards – among them the break-up of  
the Soviet bloc in 1989-91; the 1990-91 Gulf  crisis; the 
genocide, wars and mass refugee movements in Central 
Africa from 1994; protracted conflict and displacement 
in Palestine, Afghanistan, the Horn of  Africa, Sri Lanka, 
Colombia and elsewhere; and more recently the refugee 
and migratory movements associated with the wars 
in Afghanistan (from 2001), Iraq (from 2003), and the 
upheavals in the Arab world from 2011, especially the 
war in Syria.
	 Among people fleeing these and other conflicts, 
a common pattern has been for most to seek safety in 
other parts of  their country, for a substantial number 
to look for refuge in neighbouring countries, and for a 
smaller number to seek asylum further afield. Some of  
those in neighbouring countries of  first asylum may later 
be resettled in other continents, or migrate onward to 
new destinations, joining those who have gone there 
directly. If  exile persists, complex transnational relations 
will develop among the different locations of  the 
developing diaspora: that is, among those at home, those 
in neighbouring territories (what might be called the near 
diaspora), and those spread further afield (what might be 
termed the wider diaspora) (Van Hear, 2006). With their 
dispersal comes the establishment of  transnational 
relations and networks among the dispersed groups, 
and it is through these networks and relationships that 
diasporas can exert influence on their countries of  origin.

	 Quite often, diasporas are formed from mixes of  
refugees and people who move for economic betterment, 
study, marriage or other reasons – sometimes called ‘mixed 
migration’. As the international migration and refugee 
‘regime’ has become more stringent and access to affluent 
destinations more limited, class or socio-economic 
standing, access to resources, and associated elaboration 
of  networks shape the capacity to migrate. Access to more 
prosperous and desirable destinations are increasingly 
limited to the better resourced. Put simply, there tends 
to be a hierarchy of  destinations that can be reached by 
migrants and asylum seekers, according to the resources – 
financial and network-based – that they can call upon. 
	 Major new diasporas have formed from or been 
augmented by both economic migration and conflict-
induced population movements – or mixes of  the two 
– over the past two decades. These new or resurgent 
transnational social formations have consolidated, are 
enduring, have undertaken new or extended existing 
forms of  transnational activity, and are becoming 
integrated into the global order, particularly in respect 
of  relations between affluent countries and emerging 
powers in the global south (Van Hear, 2009).   
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The Dynamics of  Pakistani State-Building and Balti Migration Practices
Ole Jensen

Pakistani migration patterns have principally been analysed 
either in relation to integration and social cohesion in 
European countries, or in the context of  international 
migration to the Gulf  states. There has been little attention 
to internal migration in Pakistan. In the studies that have 
been carried out, migrants have been perceived as labour 
migrants, pushed out from their rural environments due to 
economic hardship and landlessness, or pulled by actual 
or supposed opportunities in Karachi and in the cities of  
Punjab. Whereas present day internal migration patterns 
in Pakistan have largely evolved since Partition in 1947, 
there has been little emphasis on how this reshaping of  
the political landscape has impacted migration dynamics. 
I will here, based on fieldwork carried out in Thalay, a 
mountain valley in Baltistan, and among Balti migrants 
in Karachi, examine the relationship between Pakistani 
state-building and Balti migration practices.
	 Baltistan is a high altitude mountain area, covering 
some 25,000 square kilometres and situated in the 
Karakorum Mountains. Classified as a mountain desert, 
with subsistence farming contingent on access to glacial 
melt water for irrigation, the scarceness of  the local 
resource base has historically curtailed the number of  
people that the land can support. Early western explorers 
of  the late 19th century referred to the local population 
as ‘overflowing’, and described chance encounters with 
Balti migrants [en route to Simla], ‘…clothed in filthy and 
scanty rags, and of  a half-starved appearance’ (Knight, 
1905). Since then, the Balti population has tripled, to 
approximately 300,000 in 2000, with the local population 
increasingly forced to look beyond the region for means 
of  subsistence.
	 At the same time, the Balti room for manoeuvre has 

changed dramatically since 1947. Baltistan is part of  the 
disputed territory of  Kashmir, and is located immediately 
north of  the Line of  Control dividing Pakistani and 
Indian-held Kashmir. Due to the ongoing conflict over 
Kashmir, the Balti population has seen its traditional 
routes of  trade and migration to southern Kashmir 
cut. Instead, a physical and political infrastructure has 
emerged that construes Baltistan as an integrated part of  
Pakistan (though never officially recognised as such). 
	 Most significantly, however, an all-year access route 
was constructed through the Indus Gorge in the early 
1980s, linking the regional capital of  Skardu to the 
Karakorum Highway and the Pakistani plains. A route 
previously only rarely used, as it passed through territory 
controlled by Sunni Muslim tribes (the Baltis are Shi’is 
and Nurbakshis), this has become a lifeline, providing 
food supplies from down country and a way out for Balti 
labour migrants who leave during the bitterly cold winter 
period. This seasonal migration is a recurring move which 
most households in the valley engage in, typically heading 
towards the regional centre of  Gilgit, an eight hour bus 
journey away, or to coal mines in northern Punjab. Going 
away over winter thus becomes part of  a subsistence 
cycle, solidly integrated in the totality of  things to do to 
make a living.
	 Less recognisable, and only indirectly part of  a 
subsistence strategy, are the long-term moves away from 
the mountain region – mostly to Karachi, home to an 
estimated 8 to 10 per cent of  the Balti population. Seen 
from the mountain villages, the moves were explained as 
long-term investments. Young men would go to Karachi 
for educational purposes, in order to qualify for a job 
in government service on their return. The prospect of  
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government service is key here, with many using the 
same metaphor: “A private job is like the snow; when 
it is melted, it is over. A government job is a fountain; it 
lasts forever.” “Forever” translated into the certainty of  
a monthly salary, a significant lump sum payable upon 
retirement, and a modest monthly pension. Pensioners – 
retired from the army or from government service – were 
living proof  of  the ‘fountain’. But unemployed graduates 
were aplenty in the valley, waiting for vacant positions. 
	 The picture looked somewhat different among Balti 
migrants in Karachi. “You finish studies, you go home, 
that’s the system,” was how Ali, a migrant from Thalay, 
explained it to me. Except, he didn’t. 26 years old, Ali had 
moved to Karachi eight years prior. After finishing his 
studies, he had been working as a typist, living in shared 
accommodation with other migrants from Thalay. The 
pressure was on, however. Like most Balti migrants in 
Karachi, Ali had married during a visit back home, and 
his wife and baby son were now living in his father’s 
house.
	 Ali would eventually go back to Thalay and take up 
the job in government service that his father – with 
good connections and a solid bribe – had secured for 
him. Others would be in a similar situation, torn between 
expectations from home and opportunities in a now 
familiar urban context. “What is there for me to do 
there?” was what many would argue. Altogether, two-

thirds of  the 32 Balti migrants I interviewed in Karachi 
had spent more than ten years in the city, and most of  
them had eventually moved their families to the city.
	 But Balti migration to Karachi cannot be reduced 
to the sum of  individual trajectories of  return or 
consolidation. It is also in Karachi – at a distance from 
the villages and valleys that constitute the primary points 
of  identification – that the idea of  Baltistan as a political 
entity is emerging. Protesting against a status quo where 
Baltistan is controlled by Pakistan without the Baltis 
being accepted as Pakistani citizens, immigrants from 
Baltistan have demonstrated against Pakistani domination 
and in favour of  closer ties with Ladakh, in Indian-held 
Kashmir. 
	 In conclusion, the mechanisms of  Pakistani state-
building have clearly impacted the nature of, and 
motivations behind, Balti migration practices – to the 
point where these mechanisms are being questioned. So 
whereas the initial move to Karachi would seem driven by 
an ambition to avail oneself  of  livelihood opportunities 
brought about by the Pakistani state-building process, it 
is also here, at a distance from Baltistan, that questions 
emerge concerning Baltistan’s place within the Pakistani 
state.

References

Knight, E. F. (1905) Where Three Empires Meet, London: 
Spottiswoode & Co.



R
e

sc
a

l
in

g
 a

n
d

 R
e
-p

l
a

c
in

g

200

The offices of  local authority social services departments 
are rarely the most welcoming places, yet it is doubtful 
that they are intentionally hostile. As a goal of  social 
policy, hostility is reserved for one group of  people 
above all others – irregular migrants – as summed up by 
Theresa May in an interview with The Telegraph in May 
2012: “The aim is to create here in Britain a really hostile 
environment for illegal migration.” Although restricting 
access to basic services – free secondary healthcare, 
public housing, benefits and support from statutory 
social services – predates the coalition government, 
Britain’s current government is seeking to consolidate 
this approach through restrictions to primary health care 
and the right to rent accommodation in the private sector.
	 In theory, denying basic rights and services to 
irregular migrants is supposed to force the issue of  
return; in practice, sometimes it works and sometimes it 
doesn’t, with many people remaining in Britain in spite 
of  these restrictions. From my experience of  working 
with migrants in social services, many people remain 
for years, if  not decades, often with children born and 
brought up in the UK. But little thought is given to what 
implementing this so-called hostile environment means 
in practice, including for those who have lived unlawfully 
in Britain for so long. What actually happens when people 
and their children are in need of  basic services such as 
financial help and accommodation, and what happens 
when those basic services are refused?
	 It is not uncommon in the waiting rooms of  local 
authority social services offices to see families from 
abroad: parents, their children and their suitcases. 
Homeless children in Britain are ‘children in need’ 
according to laws governing local authority practice, and 

they cannot lawfully be left to live without a roof  over 
their heads, in spite of  this being an impact of  central 
government immigration policy. Here, then, begins the 
administration of  the hostile environment, a festival of  
bureaucracy, of  lengthy legal justifications for or against 
the provision of  services. It is the site of  brinkmanship 
between a parent and the state, mediated by his/her 
advocate and the duty social worker. There is a plethora 
of  legal and practical considerations to be made: the 
best interests of  the child, the definition of  ‘destitution’, 
the strength of  a family’s claim to remain in the UK. 
The outcome of  the assessment can result in statutory 
services being provided anyway, an offer of  tickets to 
return to the parents’ country of  origin, or a referral to 
friends, a charity, or a place of  worship for the provision 
of  informal support.
	 In order to understand how fraught this process 
can be, it is worth looking at what happens to families 
before they arrive at the offices of  the local authority 
social services department. This narrative cannot speak 
for the heterogeneity of  Britain’s irregular migrant 
population, nor can it clarify what is often a confused and 
unquantifiable construction of  the ‘illegal immigrant’. 
However, it illustrates the policy dilemma as it relates 
to families who have been living unlawfully in Britain 
for some time, a situation that I saw again and again 
when working in social services. Up to this point, these 
individuals have been neighbours, colleagues, fellow 
pupils, friends, and family members. The bonds families 
create over the years in their communities, in their place 
of  worship, on their street, in school or workplace, 
constitute a network of  support that can prop people 
up for years, until a crisis situation (an argument, rent 
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arrears, loss of  employment, domestic violence) forces 
them into precarious housing and living situations and 
into the offices of  their local social services department 
or voluntary sector advocate.
	 It is perhaps in court where these issues have been 
considered in most depth. Many cases have found that 
the strength of  families’ bonds with their communities 
has the effect of  creating a legal obligation for local 
authorities to provide services. In looking at whether 
Birmingham City Council had breached article 8 of  
the Human Rights Act 1998 – the right to private and 
family life – in its decision to withhold accommodation 
and support from a destitute family that had been living 
unlawfully in the UK for years, the judge in Clue (2010) 
said: 

The right to private life entails considerations far 
wider than the right to family life. Importantly, 
private life includes the relationships and the 
social, cultural as well as the family ties that a 
person forms.

The case of  ZH (Tanzania) illustrates the added 
complexity of  families with ‘mixed status’, in this case 
relating to children in the care of  a Tanzanian refused 
asylum seeker, but with a British father:

They are British children; they are British, not 
just through the ‘accident’ of  being born here, 

but by descent from a British parent; they have an 
unqualified right of  abode here; they have lived 
here all their lives; they are being educated here; 
they have other social links with the community 
here; they have a good relationship with their 
father here. It is not enough to say that a young 
child may readily adapt to life in another country. 
That may well be so, particularly if  she moves with 
both her parents to a country which they know 
well and where they can easily re-integrate in their 
own community…. But it is very different in the 
case of  children who have lived here all their lives 
and are being expected to move to a country which 
they do not know and will be separated from a 
parent whom they also know well (2011).

The story of  people’s relationship with their community, 
with friends, family, neighbours, fellow worshipers – 
irrespective of  their immigration status – shows that 
implementing a hostile environment has social as well as 
legal limitations. It begs the question of  whether Britain 
can be so easily made into such a hostile place after all.
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Routes and Reading out of this Anthology

challenge of  future research agendas. We are attempting to 
offer eclectic bibliographic trails to follow.  Consequently, 
the scholarship that informs the text contributions is 
reflected in this bibliography under the sub-headings of  
the volume as a whole. 
	 Third, we have tried to include a number of  pieces 
that are landmarks in migration studies, without defining 
a canon of  literature as such. For this reason, some of  the 
authors of  some of  the more canonical pieces have been 
included in subject areas that do not always reflect the 
substantive nature of  their research focus, or in categories 
which they might not recognise. This is deliberate and, we 
hope, a helpful way to rethink their ongoing relevance to 
new theoretical debates and emergent research agendas. 
	 Fourth, we have attempted to include a 
disproportionate number of  contributions of  work 
from colleagues and researchers past and present at the 
Centre on Migration, Policy and Society in order to give 
a representative flavour of  the much greater volume 
of  scholarly publication over the last decade and in 
recognition of  the support provided in this decade by 
the Economic and Social Research Council.

Alongside the contributions made to this Anthology, 
and in addition to the huge body of  work produced by 
its contributors, we decided to provide a bibliographic 
supplement for readers wishing to read in further depth 
about the topics covered. We have included a selection of  
the many insightful and easily available novels and films 
about migration. We would also encourage those who 
are interested in engaging with the study of  migration to 
take a look at Global Networks and Migration Studies, two 
journals that COMPAS has established relations with 
over the years.
	 With this bibliography we wanted to achieve four 
things: 
	 First, we have deliberately avoided conventional 
reference practices for the academic contributors to the 
volume, in order both to make the volume more readable 
and the combination of  prose, poetry and imagery more 
sympathetic. 
	 Second, we hope to help readers who are interested 
in developing interests both looking back at the growing 
body of  migration studies scholarship that accumulates 
in the rear view mirror of  history and forwards to the 
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