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Understanding security and migration in 
the twenty-first century 

What is security? What is migration? Bath these questions open hundreds 
of doors into many different disciplines, theories, practices and landscapes. 
Security as a term can be found in so many different settings and with sa 
many different meanings that a flourishing academie discipline, security 
studies, has developed, within which the search for definitions is essentially 
contested. Anyone trying to get a mortgage will be focusing on a very dif
ferent idea of security from the ones I willexamine in this hook. Similarly, 
the concept of migration can be found in multiple environments which 
point in completely different directions. For instance, Jacques Perrin's 
2002 film, Le peuple migrateur, translated into English as Winged Migration, 
achieved an Oscar award nomination in the Best Documentary category 
but does not include any humans. It is about birds. 

Human migration has given rise to an academie discipline - migration 
studies. Like security studies, it comes within the wider framework of 
international relations. The focus is on the state as the key actor regarding 
migration, which is a cross-border activity carried out by individuals. The 
state may be the state of nationality or origin of migrants ar that of their 
destination. The emphasis in the discipline is on the state and the acts of 
the state around flows of people. 

Bath migration studies and security studies as subcategories of politica! 
science and international relations tend to reach out towards other fields 
- human geography, law, history, anthropology, etc. But bath remain 
nested in international relations. It is nat surprising, then, that the work 
of academies in security and migration studies can be classified fairly 
satisfactorily using the main schools of thought of international relations 
;md politica! science (Williams 2008). Like security studies, migration 
studies has some difficulty in determining the scope of its object. Bigo has 
shown that security studies depends on the enlargement of the insecurity 
envelope (Bigo 2006). Like blowing up a balloon, the greater the insecu
rity concerns presented by political actors, the bigger the security issues, 
and hence the remit of security studies, become. Migration studies has a 
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tbe contradictions. While on thc one hand they acknowledge the public 
discourse of some actars which is virulently anti-migrant, on the other they .
examine the generally liberal outcomes in demoeratic states' migration 
regimes (Cornellius, Martin & Hollifield 1994). In the Marxist tradition, 
the focus places migration within a frameworkof economie struggle. The 
way in which states treat migration as part of their economie strategies and 
the struggles around the exploitation of migrant workers are central to 
this approach. In The Age ofMigration, Casdes and Miller's central element, 
which informs the whole work, is the relationship of migration with capital
ism and the organization oflabour: 'the consequential decline of working 
class parties and trade unions and theerosion oflocal communicative net
works" resulting from migration ereare the conditions for virulent racism 
(Castles & Milier 2003). The work ofRobin Cohen also comes within this 
general group, looking, as it does, at how the preferences, interests and 
actions of global capitalinterseet with labour migration (R. Cohen 2006). 

Migration as a threat to social cohesion and the right of communities 
to determine their memhership is central to a Communitarian approach 
to the field. Attention is focused on the sub-state level of community and 
the relationship of community with the state- how do the state's activi
ties in allowing migration flows affect community coherence (Kymlicka 
1995; Etzioni 2004)? One ofthe difficulties with this approach as applied to 
migration is that it leads towards a crystallization of the idea of community 
which excludes change. Constructivist theorists have taken a substantial 
interest in the migration-security nexus, in particular through the works of 
Buzan, Waever and Kelstrup. The identities and interestsof international 
actars become central in international relations. They examine the ways in 
which social construction of interests transfarms individuals into foreign
ers whoare perceived as a threat, as opposed to citizens (Waever, Buzan, 
Kelstrup & Lemaitre 1993). Sassen represems one of the most interesting 
voices in the constructivist/ normative framing of migration. Focusing on 
the relationship of structure and agent and how the mechanisms work 
by which institutions are produced by certain sets of practices, concep
tualization beyond the state becomes easier. There is, however, astrong 
normative setting directed at how practices are regulated or produced by 
norms. Her point of departure is globalization- of which the movement of 
immigrants is one manifestation - placed not so much in the state setting 
as in that of the city (Sassen 2006). Because of the strong focus on the con
struction and impact of norms there is a tendency towards the aspirational 
in this trend. Here the workof Rubio-Marin fits, examining migration 
from the perspective of civic memhership and exclusion (Rubio-Marin 

. I 

Understanding security and migration 5 

2000). While this approach is ticher than the strictly state-centric ones, its 
focus on the impacts of globalization generates criticism that it is partial. 
Critica! theory, in particular through the workof Habermas on citizen
ship, provides another prism of analysis in the field of migration. lts focus 
on a critique of domination bringing tagether social and cultural analytica! 
tools, has proven attractive as a way to engage belonging and movement 
in a normative societal setting (Habermas 1992). This has opened a new 
debate on belonging and exclusion, primarily developed at the intersec
tion of theory and philosophy (Follesdal 2001; Mertens 2008). However, 
it is through feminist theory that the focus of migration studies shifts sub
stantially towards the individual, prirnarily wamen and their position as 
migrants in patnarehal statist structures (Ehrenreich & Hochschild 2002), 
though the public policy debateis still very much present (Vargas 2003). 

More recently, international political sociology has focused on the rela
tionship of the individual with power and authority, in particular through 
the constitution of power and authority: how do individuals become 
categorized as migrants or nat. Here it is the role of individuals and their 
resistance to state political actars which is the subject ofinvestigation: what 
are the challenges to the state's categorization of the individual? Bigo and 
Huysmans, coming from critical security studies, develop the analysis of 
migration and security through the sociology of power and its constitution 
(Bigo 2002; Huysmans 2006). I have chosen this framework in which to 
examine the nexus of security and migration. In particular, I avoid analys
ing the constitution of authority and power as an exclusively state attribute 
which is then applied to flows of people. Instead I look at the individuals 
and their struggles to achieve authority and voice against the overarching 
framework promored by politica! actors, in particular in liberal democ
racies. By refusing to accept the disappearance of the individual into an 
undifferentiated flow of people which is then directed ( or nat, as the case 
may be) by state actars or processes, I seek to reveal the construction and 
deconstruction of assumptions about migration, identity and security . 
My contention is that the assumptions about groups of persons - in the 
case of migration, flows or stocks of migrants - are easily manipulated by 
political actors. When the flow is disaggregated into the individuals with 
their individual struggles and objectives in aspiring to constitute author
ity, a very different analysis is possible, though this is aften one which is 
disturbing to statist approaches and presuppositions. As Stanley Cohen 
has so seminally shown in criminology, it is through the deconstruction 
of the mechanisms of authority in state-centtic and media discourses that 
we can understand how society operates (S. Cohen 2003). His choice of 
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asylurn seekers and refugees as one of the groups through which to update 
his thesis in the introduetion to the third edition of Folk Devils and Moral 

Panics is symptomatic. The vitriotic discussion about forced migrants and 
migration promored by a variety of politica! and media actars can have real 
social consequences; Cohen points to the stabbing of an asylurn seeker in 
Glasgow following attacks on 'bogus' asylurn seekers in the media. The 
acts and aspirations of individuals count when analysing migration - both 
within the state and within the migration flow. 

Critica! security? 

Security cannot be reduced to one element. Rather it can only be understood 
in relation to power- either more power provides more security (the Cold 
War scenario in which more military technology was considered essential 
to security) or security is basedon relationships among actars and thus nota 
commodity at all (Williams 2008). Critica! security studies began the investi
gation into the object of security studies- the meaning of security itself. It is 
within this rich discipline that the questions I pose about security are best situ
ated (Krause & Williams 2003). One thingwhich is generally accepted about 
security is that there is a rension between collective security and security of 
the individual. While, in the name of collective security, measures are taken 
which have direct and immedia te impacts on the security of the individual, 
the safeguarding of security for an individual may constitute a challenge to 
the dominant framing of the requirements of collective security. This is par
ticularly so when the individual concemed is a foreigner (Huysmans 2006). 

In liberal democracies, measures taken in the name of security are taken for 
the good of the collectivity, that is the individuals who are entitled to voice 
within the community. That these measures may reduce the security of any 
one individual is inevitable. For example, decisions about the allocation of 
pollee resources will result in some individuals having better access than 
others. Changes to social benefits rules will result in great social security for 
one individual but not necessarily for another. 

A rension also exists regarding the composition of the collectivity which 
is entitled to security. Depending on the way in which we are using the term 
'security' and in respect of which set of relationships, some individuals will 
be fully included but others less so (Fierke 2007). For instance, the state 
sancti on of social relationships through marriage is intended, among other 
things, to provide financial security for the economically weaker partner on 
the realization of specific events (such as death, divorce, etc.). The struggle 
of same-sex partners to enjoy this state sancti on and the security which goes 
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with it has taken up substantial amounts of parliamentary time in many 
liberal democracies. The question ofinclusion or exclusion from the relation
ships of security varies depending on how one is using the term 'security' and 
for what purpose. Security is, then, most frequently about inclusion, exclu
sion and choices about sacrifice (Walker 2009). Decisions of this kind are the 
result of struggles around the constitution oflegitimate authority. 

Similarly, there is a rension between intemal security and extemal secu
rity. The politica! debates on what types of security individuals should enjoy 
within the state, whether these be in the form of social security benefits or 
the length of derention befare charge (which was a very hot issue in the 
UK parliament in 2008), take place within highly structured constitutions 
which constrain the variations possible. The institutions engaged in security 
within the state are multiple - for instanee social affairs and health minis
tnes concern themselves with limiting the risk of pandernies killing many 
people, the police and crimina! justice departments occupy themselves with 
the question of crime: what it is, who cammits it and how they should be 
punished. The more widely the concept of security is defined, the more state 
activities fall within its remit. Extemal security, on the other hand, is more 
limited. In its classic form it is concemed with the physical integrity of the 
state- ensuring that the state is notoverrun by some other state. The institu
tions most engaged with this form of security are the military and the foreign 
ministries. However, the boundaries between these two types of security 
are by no means as clear as fust appears (Bigo 2001). Separatist and national
ist movements within parts of states may challenge the physical integrity of 
the state more fundamenrally than any foreign country. Interlor ministries 
may play an increasingly important role in foreign affairs- making extradi
tion agreements with other countries so that the reach of national crimina! 
law can extend into other states and catch individuals, or readmission agree
ments whereby states will accept back into their territory foreigners who 
have passed through it on their way somewhere else. 

In this hook I will bemost concemed with the relationship of security, 
in many of its different farms, with the individual who is not defined as 
intrinsically belonging to the collectivity: the foreigner. Among the fields 
of security which will be central in this hook are: 

• sovereign, state or national security - the state's right to determine its 
borders, who crosses them and what the consequences of crossing a 
border are; 

• security, policing and crime - what a crime is and how it relates to the 
foreigner; 
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• security categorization and identity - the state's power to define the 
identity of its citizens and thereby exclude others who are not accepted .. 
as such; 

• welfare and social security - the allocation of resources to proteet the 
individual. 

Undoubtedly, for many readers, security is associated with war, strategie 
studies and international relations. However, my understanding is wider 
than this conventional one. By bringing into the security equation history, 
sociology, law and other disciplines which themselves have long and quite 
independent definitions of' security', it is possible to attempt a deeper and 
more comprehensive analysis of the relationships involved (Fierke 2007). 
The definitional problems are part of the changing field of security studies 
which, until the great failings of the field at the end of the 1980s when the 
end of bipolarity came as a considerable surprise to most in the interna
tional relations discipline, was monopolized by military sector analysis. 
The addition of the concept of human security added a new range of 
issues to the international relations security agenda. For the moment, this 
security divides into three main streams: the natural rights I rule of law 
approach to human security, as based on internationally acknowledged 
human rights guaranteed by state institutions designed to deliver rights 
without discrimination; the humanitarian perspective, embraced by a 
number of UN agencies, whereby the deepening of the role of the inter
national community and its engagement in fields which have traditionally 
been reserves of state sovereignty is based on the humanitarian imperative 
to pursue or prevent, in particular, war crimes and genocide; and eco
nomie, environmental and social issues which affect individuals and their 
wellbeing. 

It is not surprising that 1989 constitutes a moment of transition for 
security studies, as the fall of the Berlin W all, the end of bipolarity and 
the unanticipated transformation of the politics of proteetion left many 
professionals exposed. The end of the Cold War was in itself an impor
tant de-securization move (Waever 1995). The traditional understanding 
of security studies as engaging primarily the military and strategy was 
in decline (Buzan 1991). At the same time, and as a result of the same 
sequence of events, internal security was discredited in the farmer Soviet 
Union as obviously incapable of maintaining the status quo of the politica! 
system, no matter what powers they had. In many farmer Eastern Block 
states such as Romania, which is also perhaps the most important example, 
internal security was the object of such popular rage that the internal 
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security files themselves were destroyed (Deletant [1995] 2006). By 2007, 
many in Hungary and Poland may have wished the same had happened 
there as many figures who had been held up as opponents to the commu
nist regimes were gradually being revealed through the investigation of 
the national archives as, in fact, having been complicit with those regimes 
(Deak 2006). 

The de-legitimization of security institutions both in international rela
tions and in internal affairs was central to the transformation of borders in 
Europe. The dissalution of a series of previously (apparently) impenetrable 
borders (most notably the Berlin Wall itself) and the creation of a whole 
series of other borders - such as those of the three Baltic States, or in the 
fragmentation of the farmer Yugosla via in a bloodbath- for many, changed 
the relationship of sovereignty and security. The challenges of the 1990s to 
sovereignty and security, and the relationship between the two, in Europe 
resulted in a tremenclous shift in where both are claimed and how they are 
exercised, not least with the creation of new borders and the re-establish
ment of states which had not been on the international scene for a century 
or more, but also with the massive expansion of the European Union, itself 
achallenge to traditional views about sovereignty and security. 

The variety of possibilities as to the meaning of' security' leads us back to 
our initial question: what is security? It appears that this question may well 
be unanswerable in the abstract as it involves, rather than a positive state of 
affairs or situation, a negative, the lack of sarnething- though it is doubtful 
that the lackis that ofinsecurity (Bigo 2002). One ofthe difficulties in exam
ining security and migration is the fact that mainstream security studies 
not only began to disrance itself from international relations studies in the 
1990s but also entered into a debate with critical security studies around 
the meaning of 'security'. The move away from classic international rela
tions studies, which claims fixed boundaries between the international and 
the internal, has been hastened through the development of concepts such 
as international political sociology, which reject as a false dichotomy the 
internal-external divide and demand cross-fertilization among different 
disciplines in order to analyse political violence, transnational mobilization 
.or indeed migration (Bigo & Walker 2007). 

The weakening of the classica! international relations grip over security 
studies which came with the end ofbipolarity also permitred security studies 
to startre-discovering sociology, history, politics and law and, through a 
multidisciplinary approach, to examine other institutions, internal and 
external, and other power relationships in order better to understand the 
meaning ofboundaries (Bigo & Walker 2007). Security studies also began 
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to develop a different vocabulary which indudes key conccpts such as 
risk and uncertainty (Beek 1996), (in)security (Dillon 1996), ethnic conflict 
(Kaufrnan 2006), human security (Hampson et al. 2002) and environmental 
change (Dalby 2002), etc. It claimed as legitimate subject matter fields as 
diverse as the international arms trade (Hartung 1995), peace operations 
(Pugh & Caoper 2002), private security (Avant 2006) and transnational 
organized crime (Kyle & Koslowski 2001). Among the subjects into which 
security studies began to venture was that of population movements, in 
which the activities of well-established international organizations such as 
the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, as wellas ones in 
the process of transformation following the end of bipolarity such as the 
International Organization for Migration, became the subject of analysis 
(Bali 2008). 

Critica! migration studies 

This brings me to the second question which this hook addresses: what 
is migration? Even when one focuses exclusively on human beings (as 
opposed to birds, whose migration brings up the largest number of refer
ences in many internet searches), there are still many ways of defining 
the notion. The fust key boundary in migration studies is that between 
movement within a country and movement across international borders. 
Migration within state borders has traditionally been a preserve of geogra
phers. As the example of China in the twenty-first century reveals, this type 
of migration can be far more significant in terms of numbers than migration 
across international borders (Fan 2007). Another discipline, anthropology, 
while increasingly engaged in migration studies, is less inclined to accept 
that national sovereignty in the form of borders is of central importance 
(Vertovec & Cohen 2002). However, it is migration across international 
borders which has become the core concern of those working in migra
tion studies,2 including many geographers who are engaged in relevant 
research (Rajaram & Grundy-Warr 2007). 

In mainstream migration studies, as the focus is on the state and its 
action regarding migration flows (King & Black 1997), the question ofhow 
the state constructs the individual as a foreigner attracts less attention (R. 
Cohen 2006) . The political struggles around the state's claim to categorize 
the individual áre invisible. In this hook, I want to focus on the notion of 
migration which includes: (a) the state as the determiner of international 
borders, and (b) state sovereignty as encompassing the claim of states to an 
entidement to control movement of persons across borders. In this re gard, 
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l coin the term · cr!tical migration studies' to describe the process of decon
stmeting the state's claims intheface of resistance by individuals. Rather 
than accepting at face value the state's claims regarding migration flows, 
struggles with the term 'migration' itself are under the microscope, not as 
a definitional question but through the agency of individuals. 

The modem state claims a monopoly over the legitimate crossing 
of borders (Torpey 2000). Any border-related definition of 'migration' 
depends on the deployment of a claim by the state to a sovereign right to 
designate whoare its citizens and whoare not (Noiriel2001 ). This requires 
a number of steps already to have been achieved. First the state needs to 
have alegal definition of who a citizen is, as opposed to those who are not. 
This will demand a system of registration ofbirths and deaths (and proba
bly marriages if citizenship is related to legitimacy ofbirth within marriage, 
as it was in Europe until the end of the twentieth century). The state will 
need to produce identity documents which reveal that status to its own
officials, whose actions are based on this distinction, and ensure that other 
states recognize those documents as evidence of the status of their citizens' 
identity claims. All this is quite an onerous proposition and means that 
substantial public resources must be spent on doeurnenting citizens. 

Only once states have determined who their own nationals are does 
it make any sense to claim to control entry of persons to the state terri
tory on the basis of citizenship. The reverse side of the citizenship coin is 
foreignness . Those who are not citizens of a state may fall into two main 
categories. Bither they are citizens of some other country and therefore 
foreigners to the state in question, or they are stateless and no state at all 
claims them as their own. Statelessness is a particularly unfortunate status 
as the individual can rely on the proteetion of no state to confirm their 
existence through documents, which is the first step oflegal existence and a 
necessary prerequisite to participation in western democracies, let alone to 
movement across international borders in a lawful marmer (Gyulai 2007). 
The international community has taken various steps to reduce the occur
rence of statelessness, the most important of which are through the UN 
Convention Relating to the Status ofStateless Persons 1954 and the follow
up Convention on the Reduction ofStatelessness, 1961. The purpose ofthe 
multilateral rules which seek to reduce statelessness, according to the 1954 
Convention, is to ensure that all human beings are able to enjoy human 
tights ( tights notbasedon citizenship) due toa profound concern that state
less persons should be able to access fundamental tights and freedoms. 

Once a citizen leaves his or her country of nationality, he or she auto
matically becomes a foreigner unless the individual holds the nationality of 



12 Security and Migration in the 21st Century 

more than one country -- commonly called 'dual' or 'multiple' nationality 
(Faist 2007). Oual or multiple nationality presents particular problems for • 
states and possibly advantages for individuals. To some extent one can 
make an analogy between citizenship and ownership - the state lays a 
claim to ownership over the individual. Of course this analogy cannot he 
taken very far as it rapidly becomes absurd- the range of actions which the 
state can take in respect of its citizens is restrained by constitutions and, in 
liberal demoerades where the citizen participates in the choice of govern
ment, one might justifiably make the opposite analogy, that the dtizen 
owns the state, in order to exemplify other aspects of the state-citizen 
relationship. However, hearing in mind the limitations of the analogy of 
ownership between the state and the citizen, it is the state's responsibil
ity in the international state system to take responsibility for its citizens, 
whether this means accepting them back into the national territory when
ever the citizen so chooses or providing consular services to them when 
they are abroad (that is to say, when they are foreigners on the territory 
where they are physically). 

When two states claim the same individual as belonging to them- dual 
citizenship - various problems arise, for bath the state and the individual. 
For young people, the issue of military service can be problematic - can 
bath states oblige the individual to complete military service (in principle 
they can, but there are some international agreements which seek to limit 
the effect of that possibility (Hailbronner 1996)) . Similarly, the question as 
to which state bas the right to extract resources from the citizen to finance 
itself - otherwise known as taxes - raises problems - does the citizen owe 
a duty to pay taxes on bis or her worldwide income to bath countries (a 
problem which keeps many accountants in employment)? Politica! partici
pation in two countries also raises questions a bout the nature of the link 
between the citizen and the state. There are two main state approaches 
to dual citizenship: (a) toleranee - for example China, the UK and many 
south American countries do notimpede their citizens' acquisition and use 
of another citizenship, nor is this an obstacle to acquiring their citizenship; 
(b) intalerance- Malaysia, Germany and many Nordie countries actively 
discourage dual citizenship, aften to the point of seeking to deprive an indi
vidual of their citizenship if they become a ware that he or she has acquired 
another (Martin & Hailbronner 2003). 

The concept of migration depends, then, first on the existence of inter
state borders which are the object of sovereignty claims by states, regarding 
their citizens and others. Thereafter, there needs to he a possibility that the 
individual may travel beyond the borders ofthe state (or states) ofwhich 
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he or she is a citizen (Toyota 2007). Whether this possibility is realizable 
or not by any particular individual is less central (Tangseefa 2007). The 
cross-border movement of individuals must be accompanied bath by the 
allocation of a citizenship status to the individual which is evidenced in 
some farm, or otherwise discernable, and by an administrative system, 
at least in the country to which the individual is going, which recognizes 
the individual as foreign and differentiates its treatment of the individual 
accordingly (Sadiq 2008). Normally this means that the individual is enti
rled to fewer rights (and possibly subject to fewer duties, for instanee in the 
case of military service or taxes) than citizens of the state (Guild 2004). 

Foreigners, immigrants and migrants: contesting migration 

From the perspective of critical migration studies, not only is the subject 
matter of migration studies the object of investigation, in particular 
through the actions and agency of individuals, but also the normative 
consequences of the allocation of a title must he examined. The words we 
use in migration studies to describe individuals and groups carry norma
tive loads capable of modification. As Stanley Cohen analysed, the use 
of the term 'bogus' asylurn seeker carries such a heavy normative laad 
in British society that it contributes to an environment where physical 
assaults on asylurn seekers take place (S. Cohen 2003). Once the individual 
falls into the gf;neral category of 'foreigner', the variety of possible sta
tuses which may he applied to him or her multiply. Depending on how 
the individual is categorized, he or she may acquire quite different and 
normatively charged titles. It is in the allocation of statuses that the first 
indications of the relationship of the foreigner with security appear. For 
instance, so long as the individual is a foreigner or an alien, this definition 
allocates the individual as the responsibility of another state, in general 
terms. However, once the individual is categorized as an immigrant or a 
migrant, a different relationship with the host state comes into existence. 
Bath terros are meant to define foreigners and bath relate to the degree 
of social and economie insertion the individual plans or hopes to have. 
But nationals of some countries are more easily defined as immigrants 
or migrants than those of others. For instance, it is rare to come across 
US citizens being described as migrants or immigrants ( except by statisti
cians). Moroccans or Malians in many parts of Europe are almast always 
described as immigrants or migrants ( and aften illegal, irrespective of their 
status). Further, the children ofimmigrants whohave acquired citizenship 
of the host state are aften described in European discussions as · second 
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generation immigrants' .3 This discourse was particularly evident (and 
problematic) during the 2005 social disturbances in the suburbs of Paris, .. 
where the categorization of young French citizens as immigrants provided 
a mechanism to speak of ethnicity without using the term (Begag 2007). 
The allocation ofthe term 'immigrant' or 'migrant' is notneutraL In many 
circumstances, particularly in Europe, it is already normatively loaded 
with a security-related content. 

The fust separation which western liberal demoerades make is between 
foreigners who are legally on the territory and those who are irregularly 
present. Here the force of the use of the terms 'immigrant' and 'migrant' 
is particularly clear: if someoneis described as 'an irregular foreigner', it 
would he uncertain exactly what aspect of the foreigner was irregular -
his or her behaviour? Dress? One would not he sure. As soon as the term 
'migrant' or 'immigrant' is used, there is no langer any doubt- an image 
is evoked which relates to the decision of the state whether to admit, or 
refuse admission to, the individual. While the European Union exclusively 
uses the term 'illegal migrant', most international fora prefer less obvi
ously normative terms such as 'irregular' or 'undocumented' migrants. 
The claim to neutrality made by many scholars in migration studies dis
integrates as soon as one examines the words used to describe individuals 
and groups (King & Black 1997). The words 'immigrant' and 'immigration' 
already provide indicators about the normative position of the scholars. 

This di vision of foreigners into legal and irregular is made exclusively on 
the basis ofthe host state's knowledge ofthe individual. A regular migrant 
is someone who has passed through the formal processes of the state and 
whom the state recognizes as an individual who is entitled to he on the 
territory. It is a state-centric division which reinforees the state's claim to 
a monopoly on the legitimacy of movement across borders (Soguk 2007). 
Most commonly, these official processes take place at borders and require 
the formal presentation of documents, but, as I will examine in the final 
chapter, particularly in the context of the European Union, this paradigm 
ofthe border as the place where the state and the individualmeet is subject 
to change. An irregular immigrant is someone who has not fulfilled the 
state's rules on admission or stay. This group can he further divided into 
clandestine immigrants - a term usually used to describe persons who 
crossed the border surreptitiously, avoiding all contact with state officials 
who would refuse him or her entry; and irregular immigrants. This term 
can he used to include clandestine immigrants but also covers those who 
arrived lawfully but overstayed the period of time they were permitted 
to he on the territory, or engaged in activities which are prohibited by 
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the immigration status which the state gave them. The most common 
example of this is the foreigner who arrives as a tourist, then stays on 
beyond the end of the permitted stay and gets a job. But an illegal immi
grant is someone in respect of whose presence on the territory the state 
has passed a law making mere existence a criminal offence. Nonetheless, 
how an illegal immigrant will be treated is by no means consistent. The 
relationship between the state of origin and the state of illegality may 
mean that no action is taken. 

Australia has excellent staristics on entry and exit from its territory as 
it has a mandatory registration system which is tied to the transport com
panies. According to the Australian governmenfs pubHeation Immigration 
Compliance (2005),4 the country whose citizens farm the highest propar
tion of visitors to Australia is Britain. Of those foreign nationals who 
stayed beyond the period permitred by their visas ( delicately called 'Visitor 
Non Return Rates') the global average is 1.22 per cent but the average 
for British citizens in Australia is 1.58 per cent. Thus the country whose 
nationals, objectively in both numeric and percentage terms, represem 
the greatest risk of overstaying their visit visa in Australia is Britain. If the 
category of illegal immigrant were one neutral of normative content then 
the efforts of the Australian authorities to reduce overstaying of visit visas 
would he directed against British citizens. Instead, the Australian report 
itself obscures the issue by grouping the staristics in such a way that the 
category of overstayers described as 'a considerable burden to the commu
nity because of the cast of their location and remaval from Australia' (p. 
37) is separate from the Visitor Non Return Rates (by including all sorts of 
other categones of persons in the first but only visitors in the second) and 
thereby providing an overstaying ra te which puts nationals of Kiribati at 
the top of the list- the result of a tiny population, in respect of which even 
one individual overstaying will change the statistics.5 

Irregular migrants, overstayers and 'visitor non returners' do not remain 
indefinitely in their categories. As the Australian authorities note in the 
report (above), 'most overstayers only overstayin Australia fora few days' 
(p. 37). Because the status is one allocated by the host state by reference 
exclusively to its own rules, once the individualleaves the state he or she 
ceases to come within the category. The same individual may return to the 
state and overstay again, or go to another country and overstay there, as a 
result of very different rules applicable to that state. Or the individual may 
go to his or her country of origin and never fall into the category again. 
These are the options immediately available to the individual as the result 
ofhis or her own actions. 
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It is also open to thc state to remove the individual trom irregularity. 
This may happen in many different ways. First the state may change its ~ 
rules - for instance, extend the period of time generally available for visi
tors to remain on the territory. Alternatively, as aresult of an international 
agreement, nationals of the state may cease to be irregular on the territory 
of another state and enjoy a right of residence. This happened in the EU 
in 2004 and again in 2007 when, by reason of their states of nationality 
joining the EU, nationals of ten countries in 2004 and two countries in 2007 

gained a right of residence which reduced to a very low level the possibil
ity of them becoming irregularly present in other EU states (Bigo & Guild 
2005). The state may take a decision in respect of the individual to extend 
his or her permission to be on the territory after a period of irregular 
residence, for instanee on the basis of marriage to a national, or successful 
studies. Equally, the state may open a wide regularization programme to 
bring classes of foreigners irregularly on the territory into regularity (De 
Bruycker 2000). Finally, the state may seek to force the foreigner to leave 
the territory, ultirnately by expulsion, a more or less expensive option 
depending on how far the country of nationality is from the host country. 

Thus, by examining the terms 'migration', 'immigrant' and 'migrant' 
quite a different perspective of migration studies emerges. The state is nat 
a monolithic entity standing befare a tide of migrants flowing towards its 
borders. Politica! choices are made regularly within states, on the basis of 
which normative categones are created and deconstructed. There is no 
fixed meaning to the terros 'irregular', 'illegal', or 'undocumented' migra
tion that a state administration cannot transfarm very rapidly. Therefore 
to understand migration one must examine the political preferences, the 
interests, of politica! actors, and individuals' farms of resistance to their 
categorization. Critical migration studies open this field of inquiry. 

Temporal classijication 

Individuals who are foreigners, therefore not in a state which claims them 
as citizens, can he subdivided into many different categoties on the basis of 
a number of different organizing principles. Temporality is an important 
one used by liberal demoerades to explain the presence of the foreigner: if 
the individual does nat intend to stay long in the state, then he or she may 
he classified as a visitor or tourist. This classification is made by the host 
state on the basis of its assessment of what the individual is planning to do 
on its territory. So long as that is to spend a little time and money on the 
territory and then leave, the requirements for being a taurist or visitor are 
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usually met. Exactly how long is a short period of time for tourists varles 
:.: from state to state. In most EU states it is three months out of every six 

' ' months. In the UK it is six months at a stretch, though this is subject to 
reconsideration; in Indonesia, the limit is sixty days. However, states das

,· ' · .. sify as temporary many other kinds of foreigners, for instanee those who 
are providing services, or employees who are seconded to the host terri
tory (I willexamine this area in chapter 8). The definition of the foreigner 

-. .. by reference to how long he or she will remain on the territory permits 
the state to make claims about the identity of its population. So long as the 
individual plans to leave, and is required by his or her immigration status 
to leave, after a fixed period of time, there is a presumption, at least, that 
he or she does nat become part of the population with the same entitle
ments to social security protection, etc., as those who do (I will return to 

· this issue in chapter 7) . Thus, for instance, students are considered to be 
temporary (and normally nat migrants at all- subject, however, to where 

.. they come from) as they are required to return home at the end of their 
'· studies. 
·./ The other group of foreigners, as determined on the basis of temporal
ity, are those who move to the host state with the intention of staying for 
a long period. This will include those foreigners the state has permitred to 

•.· · I, 

.. stay indefinitely or for what that state considers to he a long period: this 
: group is most likely to be classified as 'immigrants' at least for statistkal 

purposes. In the EU, long residence means five years or more ( Groenendijk 
· · ···· 2007; and see chapter 7). This is when the foreigner acquires a long resi

. dence status, and with this a sustainable claim to participation in all the 
security mechanisms of the state becomes more difficult to resist, in par
ticular as regards social security (Minderhoud 2008). The ways by which 
foreigners acquire long residence status are extremely varied, depending 

. on the imagination of the legislator and social pressures within states (De 
· Bruycker 2000). Another group of foreigners who are categorized on the 

·· . . basis of the length of time they are likely to stay in a state are those who 
arrive as farnily memhers of long-staying foreigners or citizens. This cat
egory also includes those foreigners who arrived for a short stay and then 
changed their status. A camman example, which is fairly unpopular with 
some western governments, is that of students who marry citizens in the 
host state. Foreign family memhers are aften subject to a variety of strict 
requirements to prevent them becoming an expense to the state and, in the 
case of some European countries, notably the Netherlands and Denmark, 
they may he required to pass a test to show they are integrated into the 
host society befare they have left their country of origin (Groenendijk, 
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Strik & van Oers 2007). It is in thinking like that of a state that individu
als are classified as short- or long-stay foreigners, migrants or immigrants. ~ 
Even more controversially, states' attempts to control their population by 
creating immigration obstacles to the arrival or residence of foreign family 
memhers (usually justified on grounds of abuse, fraud or forced marriage) 
bring the struggles around control of migration into the territory of protee
tion ofthe integrity ofthe family . Migration studies' ability toengage with 
these issues about the state and identity is hampered by a reluctance to 
examine the individual' s struggles and the positions of politica! actors ( or 
indeed entrepreneurs). 

Confaunding the temporal and legall illegal classification 

Poreed migration is a key category in respect of the movement offoreigners 
across international borders as it brings into the equation state obligations 
to the international community which extend beyond the immediate 
scope ofborder sovereignty. It also raises profound ethical questions about 
state control (Gibney 2004). The central characteristic offorced migration 
lies in the relationship of the individual with his or her country of national
ity (or habitual residence). Ifthat country persecutes, tortures or seeks to 
do either to a citizen and, as a result, the individual flees to another country 
in search of protection, forced migration is at issue. Thus the keys to forced 
migration lie in the action and intention of the country of origin towards 
the individual, rather than those of the host country (Goodwin-Gill & 
McAdam 2007). However, the struggle of the individual to gain recogni
tion as a refugee and to escape the infernal category of' asylurn seeker' (i.e. 
a person who has made a claim for proteetion but in respect of which the 
state has yet to take a decision) is his or her daily existence. This limbo may 
go on for years, depending on the efficiency and adequacy of the state's 
administrative and legal procedures. 

While there is no right in intemationallaw for an in.dividual to enter any 
country other than that ofhis or her nationality, there is a duty on states 
which have accepted commitments under the UN Convention relating to 
the Status ofRefugees 1951 and its 1967 Protocol (the Geneva Convention) 
not to expel someone to a country where he or she woulçl be persecuted. 
Most of the memhers of the UN have accepted the obligations arising from 
the Geneva Convention. Refugees confound the temporal categorization 
of foreigners, as they may be temporary- if the situation intheir country of 
origin is likely to change rapidly so that they can return in safety - or they 
may be permanent if no change occurs intheir country and they remain at 
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risk of persecution and thus entitled to remain on the territory of the host 
state (because that state cannot expel them without breaking its obliga
tions under the Geneva Convention). 

Poreed migrants also confound the division of foreigners into lawful 
and irregular as their right to be on the territory of the host state arises 
exclusively because of the actions or threatened actions of another state 
- that of their nationality. Thus the right to he present on the territory 
does not co me into existence because of the particular decision of the host 
state to admit or not to admit the individual, it comes from the act of a 
foreign state. Whether the individual arrives as a result of a clandestine 
entry, without doeurneuts or with a false passportand false visa makes no 
difference to whether or not he or she has a right in intemationallaw to 
proteetion on the territory of the host state (Crepeau & Nakache 2006). I 
will examine forced migration in chapters 4 and 5. 

The state of nationality of the individual who claims proteetion against 
persecution or torture rarely accepts that it intends to persecute or torture 
its citizens thus from the very outset creating a tension regarding protec
tion. Where a host state acknowledges the claim of the individual that 
his or her home state would persecu te or torture him or her if returned, 
there is at the least an impHeit criticism of the state of nationality. Very 
substantial differences arise as to what punishment is acceptable so as not 
to constitute torture or persecution. While the Geneva Convention does 
not define persecution, leaving the matter to national authorities, the 
UN Convention against Torture does define precisely what constitutes 
torture (see chapter 5). The participation of the international community 
in the definition of the right of the individual foreigner to remain on the 
sovereign territory of a state for an indetermmate period of time, and 
irrespective of how he or she arrived on the territory gives rise to not 
insignificant friction. 

The forced migrant, by reason of his or her claim to a right founded 
beyond the control of the sovereign state ( other than if the state withdraws 
from the international Convention), disrupts the border claim of the state 
and, by so doing, the categorization of foreigners. This claim to a supra
national right to reside for proteetion purposes raises another key issue in 
critical migration studies - the capacity of the individual to re ach beyond 
the state to a souree of rights to which the state is committed, and to rely 
on those rights against the state's preferenee to expel the individual. The 
issues are the relationship of sovereignty to the construction of author
ity and the capacity of the individual to interact within this system of 
authorization. 
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Forcigners, migrations and security claims 

The way in which individuals move across sovereign borders and the 
manner in which they are categorized by the host state have profound 
consequences on their relationship with different types of security. If one 
compares a few examples: 

• citizen: this individual is the one in whose name liberal demoerades 
carry out security-related activities; the citizen is the person entitled to 
security but also to participate in its definition within the state; the claim 
is that it is in order to proteet the interests of citizens that liberal democ
racies take action against irregular migrants, refuse to recognize forced 
migrants' proteetion claims, and expel foreigners. The security of the 
citizen is the starring place for the insecurity of the foreigner. 

• non-national: the most generic of terms - this individual is defined by 
absence - the lack of the citizen' s relationship to security; the non
national is the individual yet to be identified as belonging somewhere 
specific other than not to the host state; the non-national is categorized 
into a state of insecurity, one which disappears once artachment to a 
state is determined. This can be a matter of friction where the individual 
has no doeurneuts and claims to be a citizen of one state but the host 
state determines that he ar she is the citizen of third state. This happens 
most frequently where the individual asked for proteetion as a forced 
migrant on the basis of the circumstances in his or her home state but 
the host state believes that he or she belongs to another state where 
there is no reason for fear of persecution or torture. 

• tourist: this category is normally classed as security-neutral, though 
health scares in one part of the world may transfarm the image of the 
taurist from benign to a security risk in a matter of days. Similarly, the 
association of politica! violence (so-called 'terrorism') with tourism has 
been developed sirree the 2001 attacks in the USA where a number of the 
attackers were in the country as tourists (Guild & Baldaccini 2006). 

• Ex-pat.: these people are defined by reference to where they come from 
rather than where they are. This arises from the difference-in-power 
relationship between the country of origin, to which the individual seeks 
to retain a very close relationship, and the host country, which is unable 
(ar unwilling) toseek to integrate them into the host society. 

• immigrant: this category normally includes people who plan to stay a 
long period in the state and thus may give rise to claims to social secu
rity, perturb the identity security of the state, etc. It is also a category 
which attaches more quickly to some groups than others, as discussed 

.. 
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above. By using the term 'immigrant' in respect of an individual, 
particularly outside the field of statistics, a normative claim is made 
about the intention of the individual to become part of the community 
and thë willingness of the community to accept the individual or not. 

·· Inherent in the term is the idea that the immigrant should become part 
ofthe community. Increasingly in Europe this means becoming part of 
the community without having the right to participate in the growth, 
changing or transformation of its features . The risk that the immigrant 
will bring different values, religion, language, food, etc., is constituted as 

, a security threat to the state (Van Selm & Guild 2005) . 

The different words which we use to describe the individual carry different 
implied understandings of the relationship of belonging and security. For 
the foreigner the possibility of security of residence may be irrelevant, as in 

·,,. respect of the tourist, or a life-or-death matter, as in respect of the forced 
migrant. The way in which access to security of residence is structured in 

, liberal demoerades tends to be around the perceived interests of the host 
· state, privileging some foreigners over others, usually on the basis of the 

resources - economie, educational or cultural - which they bring with 
them. The state's assessment of these resources is not normatively neutral 
-:- for example, according to Dutch legislation, where a foreigner has a job 
offer which guarantees a salary above a specified amount, the individual 
will be given permission to work and reside. However, three categories are 
excluded from this rule: imams, football players and prostitutes. 

. The concept of migration nat only involves the idea of the individual 
as a citizen of some country crossing borders but also excludes the move
ment of the citizen back to his or her country of nationality. While for 
the demographer such a movement may be equally significant to the 
movement of a non-citizen national to a state of which he or she is not a 
riational, in legal thinking and in political terms this type of movement has 
gradually ceased to have central importance as the period of decolonializa
tion gradually fades from the European memory (Guild 2004). During that 
period, inthefarmer colonial powers ofEurope, a lively debate took place 
as to whom belonging, inthefarm of citizenship, should apply. Movement 
'back' to a state where an individual was not bom nor had ever set foot, 
on the basis of historie citizenship, was highly contested insome countries 
(e.g. the UK) and a matter of faith in others (e.g. Portugal) (Nascimbene 

. 1996). The security of the nationalto go to his or her country of citizen
ship has become well entrenched, though the social consequences of such 
movement may be more important than the arrival of foreigners. The case 
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of the arrival in Germany of ethnic Germans from the former Soviet Block 
is a case in point (Groenendjik 1997). ~ 

The need fora new approach 

The argument which I present in this book is that the construction of 
authority around the issues of migration and security is not ( or no longer) 
a monopoly of state politica! actars but is certainly not a path to globali
zation with the elision of states. Thus it is not possible to understand the 
nexus of migration and security from an exçlusiyely state-centred or glo
b@.~tpo~i~~on. Two further topics are critica! to any a~al"y"ii!s-óftlïeareä: 
(a) the indiviäual as differentiated from a flow or stock ofpeople, and (b) 
the supranational structures within which liberal demoerades participate 
and which are capable of legitimating or delegitimizing state actions. 

:;."!'· Cl~~~idll.alsfthrough their struggles around specific identities, are central 
to the resistance to the capacity of state politica! actors to construct suc
cessfully discourses a bout the belonging and othemess of these individuals 
by categorizing them into groups. The arrival of the individual on the 
international scene happens not just through the activities of actors such 
as Amnesty International, for instance, with its prisoners-of-conscience 
campaigns, but through individuals accessing international dispute reso
lution mechanisms such as the UN committees, the European Court of 
Human Rights, etc., intheir struggles against state authorities. In doing sa, 
states' claims to authority and legitimacy may he undermined. This is an 
impÖrtmt faêt that politiêal scientists and even sociologists aften neglect.6 

The 'migrant' turns out to be a citizen after all; the 'terrorist' tums out to 
be a refugee in need of protection. Same politica! actors within states lose 
authority as a result, while that of others is enhanced. The relationship of 
individuals to bath state actars and supranational actars changes the rela
tionship between state actars and international actors. States are forced 
to obey the international courts and tribunals or lose legitimacy bath 
intemally and within the international community. Through the analytica! 
tools of international politica! sociology discussing the boundaries of the 
politica! scene in the world today, I seek tochallenge the state-centred and 
globalist approaches which currently dominate migration studies and to 
promate the development of critical migration studies in which the indi
vidual, as a construct and as a point ar line of resistance, is fust and foremoSt
the· sübjêci: èif iriquiry. ït is . irl reactiÖn Ï:o the movement of clle' i!ïdlviàllaf-' 
that die -state seeks to apply concepts ofbo~ders, ·citizenship, migratj.oJ1, 
ide~ltity, etc. It is also aften against the individual thät globalist approaches 

'.~ 

Understanding security and migration 23 

opera te by reducing the multitude to a homogeneaus reference to human
ity or cosmopolitanism and accordingly becoming the spokesperson, with 
the result that the agency of the individual becomes invisible, wrapped up 
in claims about a global humanity. In the ensuing struggle, even the legiti
macy of democratie state migration controls may be thrown into doubt as 

·· ·· · the individual reaches out to supranational sourees of authority to support 
. : · his or her claim. 

In order to pursue this analysis, I will examine the relationship of the 
foreigner and security, as it relates to individual security and collective 
security and the claims around bath. I will follow the individual foreigner 

· in search of security and examine the actions of states around this figure. I 
pay particular attention to the way in which the individual on the move ar 
in search of identity constitutes a souree of friction between states. I follow 

_, the individual as he ar she becomes visible in the international system 
through the claims, based on international rules, which escape the state 
through the engagement of international dispute resolution mechanisms. 
In the chapters which follow, I will develop this approach as outlined 
below. 

In chapter 2 I examine security and the claim of an individualto identity. 
" Here I analyse the nature of citizenship and what it means in terrus of secu-

city of the individual. To do this I take the case of the so-called 'Australian 
·::. Taliban', David Hicks, who spent more than five years in derention in 
·:: . the US military base at Guantánamo Bay. When his state of nationality, 

.t ·· Australia, refused to seek his release, he sought to activa te another identity 
- British citizenship - as the UK gaveroment had successfully negotiated 
the release of their nationals. Through an examination of the identity 
claim of an individual and his relationship with a state which refused to 
accept responsibility for him in the face of a third state's security claim, 

· ·· the claims of three states about the individual are thrown into disarray. 
-· While traditional migration studies are loath to accept as migration the 

forced migration of an individual, like David Hicks, where this is caused by 
a liberal democratie state in an illegal manner, the acts are as much forced 
migration as when the persecution comes from a totalitarian regime. The 

., capadty of the individual to renegotiate his identity with a third state, in 
order to escape inhuman and degrading treatment on the basis of another 
state's security claim, exemplifies the importance of critica! migration 
studies as a means of understanding the nature of state relations among 
themselves and with individuals. . 

. In chapter 3 I move to the question of conflict and migration. Here I 
examine thc intemal security arguments of states which are in the process 
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of cxpelling foreigners. Taking the example of the creation of supranational 
rights in the European Convention on Human Rights, I analyse how the ~ 

right to define the individual as a security risk, at least in part, has escaped 
European states and become embedded in rules beyond sovereignty. This 
has resulted in the foreigner successfully claiming security of residence 
against the state's claim to the proteetion of pubtic security through the 
expulsion of the individual. The framework of conflict and migration is 
between the individual and the state - the state's categorization of the 
individual as an immigrant liable to expulsion and the individuars resist
ance to that claim. The conflict between these two very unequal parties is 
transformed by the ability of the individual to mobilize the international 
commitments of the state against the state officials seeking to expel him 
or her. The last word in the conflict is no langer within the bounds of the 
sovereign state. The obligation of the liberal democratie state to comply 
with its international commitments brings the authority of the suprana
tional institutions to the aid of the immigrant against the state. From the 
perspective of critical migration studies, this moves the focus to the indi
vidual in conflict with the state and the constraints on the state which the 
individual is able to mobilize through international commitments. The 
mantra of traditional migration studies - that states are sovereign in their 
border controls - must be revisited in light of the changing framework 
and sourees of individual rights. The mantra of the no-border world in the 
making of globalist migration studies is equally limiting. Boundaries exist, 
but insteadof encircling state territory, they are more and more frontiers 
ofhuman rights law andjurisdiction. 

In chapter 4, I move to the issue of conflict, migration and protection. 
Armed conflict results in displacement of individuals and the spreading of 
insecurity. An increasing reluctance of liberal demoerades in the western 
world to accept spontaueaus refugees on their territory has resulted in the 
use of border controls as a mechanism to prevent the entry of persons to 
whom states would then owe a duty of protection" I look at the results 
of these mechanisms and what they mean for security in a wide range of 
senses. This chapter moves to the issue of conflict in the farm of violence 
between and within states that results in people fleeing. First, I examine 
how violent conflict is defined - the difference between crime and war is 
central here - and which institutions have the authority to decide which 
definition is dominant. What happens to the people fleeing violence? On 
the one hand, if they cross the border of sovereignty they may be enti
tled to security as individuals who are beneficiaties of states' obligations 
to refugees. On the other hand, if they cannot escape across the border 
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they remain trapped in the local, that is to say, the state. While the state 
in armed conflict is rarely efficient at maintaining the sovereignty of its 
borders for the purposes of cantrolling movement of persons, in fact it 
is toa aften the actions of liberal democracies in placing obstacles and 
hindrances in the way of people trying to flee across international borders 
which deprive these individuals of the possibility of becoming refugees 
and entitled to international protection. The focus in this chapter is on the 
consequences for individuals of enforced 'sovereignty' imposed by other 
states on states in armed conflict, which prevents those individuals from 
fleeing to safety. The flip side of this enforced sovereignty is the ability 
of liberal demoerades to avoid what they increasingly call the 'burden' 
of providing international proteetion for refugees, as the refugees never 
come into existence. Refugees are neither victims nor Homo sacer; they 
are struggling for their rights. Notwithstanding a politica! elimate in many 
liberal demoerades which facilitates their demonization, refugees are aften 
successful in rnahilizing international institutions against the preferences 
of state actors. 

In chapter 5 I move to the question of security and torture. These two 
issues touch migration through international obligations on states nat only 
to refrain from torturing individuals but also to give proteetion to persons 
fleeing torture. In this chapter I look at two examples of the claims around 
individuals, security and torture. First, from the UN tribunals, two claims 
by individuals to remain on the territory of a state because their expulsion 
would result in their return to torture in their country of nationality are 
examined against the claim of the state that their expulsion is necessary 
to public security. Second, from national institutions and then the UN 
tribunals, I analyse the extraordinary rendition of two Egyptians from 
Sweden in December 2001. At the centre of this chapter is the question of 
the assessment of state claims to international security, individual claims 
to personal security, and the international community's evaluation of the 
competing claims. Torture is among the most condemned practices in 
international and national conventions and laws. By taking the perspective 
of the individual who is returned at the hands of liberal demoerades to a 
country where he or she is tortured, the question of the legitimacy of state 
action is unavoidable. Mainstream migration studies have failed to come to 
terms with this reality, leading to a weakening of its analytica! value, while 
globalization theorists tend to ignore the emergence of the individual 
within the international state system. 

In chapter 6 I examine the claims of liberal demoerades that the docu
mentation of foreigners is critica! to state security. The challenge which 
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this presents lies not only between the individual and the toreign state 
which seeks to allocare an identity to the individual, but also between the ~ 
individual' s state of nationality, which claims the right to provide security 
of identity to its citizens, and the foreign state (the individual's host or 
destination) which claims to ereare a separate and equally valid identity for 
the same individual. It is through the examination ofthe individual's right 
to identity that his or her claim to residence, proteetion from expulsion, 
and family life is accessed. It is a form of resistance to a targeted surveil
lance society which, in wider terros has been the subject of much research 
in surveillance studies and international politica! sociology. The relative 
politica! weakness of foreigners within liberal demoerades has made them 
the guinea pigs for a raft of surveillance measures which may he rolled out 
later for the wider community. Por instance, in 2008 the UK authorities 
implemented a biometrie identity card system for foreigners, expressly 
staring that this was a first step towards an identity card system for the 
whole population. In this chapter and the following two, I will return to 
the issue of the security continuum, how the individual is subsumed into a 
category which is suspect - the category of foreigner or migrant. Because 
the category is suspect, its impact on other fields leads to a stigmatization 
- the foreigner is constructed as inherently insecure, so the state needs 
to know more about him or her than about its own citizens. The for
eigner, as inherently insecure for the state construction, can be added to 
the economy, transforming normal economie relations into a souree of 
insecurity. 

Chapter 7 moves to the relationship between the economy, security 
and migration. The competing claims regarding the role of foreigners in 
economie activities in states - as a threat to security or a benefit to the · 
state- are at the centre. The example I take in this chapter is the European 
Union - looking at, on the one hand, how labour migration as a threat 
to social security was constructed at the time of enlargement of the EU 
in 2004 and 2007, and, on the other, the perception of the foreigner as 
a potenrial security threat, as revealed in the EU legislation about long
term resident third-country nationals. It is insuftleient to argue that labour 
migration reveals the class struggle in its most international form. The 
rnadalities by which labour migration is constructed as a threat or not are 
critical to our understanding. It is necessary to exarnine the practices of 
labour migration nat only through the discourse of various politica! actars 
but also through the impact of circulars, laws and measures on individual 
workers, in order to get some picture of what happens on the ground. The 
security continuurn is particularly in evidence here. 
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In chapter 8 globalization and the non-national are at the core. I look at 
the rul es of the international trading system, the W orld Tra de Organization 
(WTO), as they relate to the movement of persons across borders for eco
nomie purposes. Against the basic principle in favour of such movement, 
I examine the security arguments of states and the counter-movement 
which can be found in the international rules on preventing and punishing 
the trafficking of human beings. Here the supranational system provides 
a gradually developing impediment to state sovereignty as regards labour 
migration ( called 'service provision'). The relationship ofthe state with the 
supranational system impacts directly on individuals, pushing them into 
the protective arms of their employers who increasingly stand in the shoes 
of the state in constituting the authority capable of permitring or blocking 
international mobility. In one sense, one part of the supranational system 
begins to develop mechanisms to privilege its actors, transnational compa
nies, against sovereign claims by states that economie migration is a threat. 
The WTO develops tools to decrease the possibilities available to actars 
at the nationallevel to use the security continuurn to prevent or hinder 
economie migration. While the demonization of migrant workers as an 
economie security threat may be a useful political tool to rally resources, 
particularly in times of rising unemployment, resistance to this political 
move by international actars - for instanee the WTO seeking to proteet 
their interest group, employers - becomes increasingly evident. 

This hook ends with an examination of the changing nature of sov
ereignty as it relates to the border and the possibility for, and right of, 
individuals to cross it. The example I take is the European Union and the 
way in which sovereignty has gradually been divested from the borders 
and, indeed, sovereignty--itself ·has--migrateêf elsewliere, away from the 
single _faç~ __ 9f.!?.eJ<?.r:~~S!:er. In the twentieth centUry; the most eniblêin
atic of state sovereignty symbols was the border - the black lines around 
territories, filled in with different cola~~~ . r~p;esenting different sover
eign countries. In this final chapter I inquire whether this p~ç;sentation of 
sovereignty is still vali91 lQJ>kil).g at what border. ·c;~t~~ls on movement 
of persons acnially ~eal} a~d how they are ëarried out. I challenge thc:_ 
glol;>alist -cos1llpQliça,pist disco~sê 'which' downplays the signifi;in~;··~f 
boundaries and exclusion. Examination from the perspecti~e ~(thê i~di- --c
vidual within a supranational setting shows the surprising flexibility of 
controls and their separation from any obvious relationship with territory. 
Instead, t~t!gls relate exclusively to the individual, or group of indi
viduals, who carries the mirage of immigration controls around with him 
or her, confaunding our understandings of inside and outside. The borders 
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are engrave cl in the in di vidual' s passport, not in a ph ysical place. I finish with 
this examination as it is the most contraversial in critica! migration studies, ; 
as it questions the image of what a state is and our capacity to imagine the 
state as a container. If the state cannot be likened toa container, with the 
right people on the inside and others on the outside, then clearly we need 
new theoretica! tools to understand how boundaries organize life, without 
referring to an 'inside versus an outside' dichotomy. 

2 

Migration, citizenship and the state 

The concepts of'migration', 'migrant' and 'immigrant' all presuppose the 
capacity to identify who is a citizen. Without a clear category of' citizen', 
'migration' can only describe the wanderings of people, nat the relation
ship of movement across international borders and the acquisition of 
rights. Without the category of' citizen', the justifications which states put 
forward for treating some individuals more favourably, and others less so, 
tend to sound suspect to modem ears. For instance, the organizing princi
ple of feudal societies relates to social class and the ownership of property 
(Gellner 1983). Thus discrimination against peasants is self-evident as they 
do not belang to the social class entitled to privileges of property owner
ship. In liberal demoeratic states, the organizing principle around access to 
goods and services is citizenship. The principle of equality among citizens, 
famously arising from the French revolution, has become also the divid
ing line between entidement and exclusion (Heater 1999). Those who are 
not citizens are foreigners and this is sufficient reason for their exclusion 
from the territory, from benefits and, as I will discussin this chapter, from 
safety. 

I will start this chapter by outlining the main mechanisms by which 
individuals become citizens - what are the main rules states use to derer
mine who belongs to the state and who does nat? Then, instead of taking 
migrants as the point of reference, I will start by looking at citizens who 
are outside their country of citizenship. The reason for this is that there is 
always a moment of surprise when one must think. of migrants nat as some 
sart of non-citizen, but rather as rights holders, citizens, of another country. 
Foreign students aften find this particularly surprising when they arrive for 
their studies to find themselves treated as foreigners or migrants, rather 
than citizens. The full force of nat having citizenship rights can be quite 
a shock, depending on which liberal democracy one finds oneself in. So 
befare we canthink about migrants, weneed to clarify whoare citizens. 

The relationship between the statuses of citizen and migrant is a con
tested one. Two states, at least, may be in conflict over the same individual 




