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“The question of government intervention in the kvof Colonization involves the future and permaretarests of
civilization itself, and far outstretches the comgtavely narrow limits of purely economic considgoas...the
removal of population from the overcrowded to theacupied parts of the earth’s surface is one ofthworks of
eminent social usefulness, which most require,valnidh at the same time best repay, the interverdfon

government” ---
John Stuart Mill

“No doubt, the body politik is a monster—so muchhs it is not even a body*

Bruno Latour

“Theories of the State take the State, itself, @siat of departure, and hence fail to demystify 8tate’s existence.
Almost all theories of the State proceed as ifStete were indeed a universal, a prerequisite tosogial existence
rather than a product of our social existence...Bating the State as a coherent object with ontclalgi
qualities...State theorists reify (“thing-ify”) theae, treating it as a thing or a given, rather thdor instance, as a
mappable constellation of social practices”.

Chris Kortright
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Introduction

In this paper, my aim is to rethink the processeds discourses of modern migration,
peregrination, global movements, and displacemadihis. rethink is necessary in the light of the
emerging fact that the modern understanding ofritggation process is based on a distorted and
ahistorical picture of both the migrants and thgnation process. This warped picture forms the
foundation of the discourses, policy processes, tiedmutually exclusive indexing devices
endorsed by academics, nation states and intenadtmrganizations like the UN, EU, and
OECD etc. Foremost in the many of factors that ymdethis distortion is what Andreas
Wimmer and Nina Glick Schiller (2002) identified asethodological nationalism” or the

“container model”.

Methodological Nationalism hinges on the reproducinf the modern state’s own idea of itself
as a bounded, stable, coherent, self containe@perdient, demographic, economic, political
and social concrete unit (Abrams 1988). Methoddaalginationalism is accompanied by a
specifically modern definition of the person anduping that corresponds to or is ‘embraced’
(Torpey 2000) by the processes of state formaiitus particular “container model” conception
of the person or peoplehood on the basis of beengpraced’ by the state within a “container”
society authorises the typically modern codified’‘@and “out” groups differentiation. Therefore
the other side of methodological nationalism is hodblogical individualism validating the
boundary based “unitary and sovereign” notionshef {rivate person” or “citizen” parallel to
the “container” self image of the modern statealoontainer model of individual-state-society,
the “foreigner” or Auslénder becomes an aberration subjected to the anthropaphag
anthropoemic negation intrinsic to even the “bem@w container debates on migration. In such
a cultural environment dominated by methodologitationalism/individualism, the mutually
reinforcing constellations of discursive relatiared dissimulations combine to form what | call
“methodological modernism”. Methodological modemisot only underscores the reproduction
of the states own image of itself, it also allovgsto mutilate and hide the complete trajectory of

the migration process and, to reduce it to one bfathe emigration/immigration couplet thus
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casting adrift the confluent spheres of its hist@rifoundation (Sayad 1999; Bourdieu and
Wacquant 2000; Lebovics 1992).

Migration discourses take the state’s idea of fitsed a given even when words like
“transnational”, “diaspora” or “network” are used tonceptualized the supposedly shifting
configurations of movements, “flows”, self understang and belonging. This equally applies to
the corresponding push-pull cost and benefits arslyhich views migration from the point of
view of costs or benefits to mutually exclusive ioadl, individual or strategic rational
“identities”, “interests” and *“choices”. Methodoliegl nationalism also underscores the
mutilation of the emigration/immigration coupletensling/receiving societies, the issues of
remittances and its link to development and thasfier of skill and technology. In the Social
Science especially, the dominant received paradsjitisinder the grip of the container model
plays a key role in the political construction, ishcand common sense understanding of this

distorted picture of the migrant and migration engral.

Instead of following the usual route of reducinggmtion to immigration, or extolling the

‘global’ virtues, necessities and concerns of tlogvgrful ‘receiving’ or ‘host’ societies, this

paper will rethink the processes and discoursesiadern migration from those angles in the
discourses concealed by the blinkers of the “caetdi model. The paper will pivot on an

analysis of the centripetal and centrifugal hist@ritransformations and forces which not only
connect the “sending” and “receiving” societies,t lalso produces the dynamics many
erroneously assume is bounded up within mutuallgluskve contexts or national “borders”.

Border are not merely produced or reproduced nadlgrithere are grounded in both the
microphysics and metaphysics of what Foucault desdras “dividing practices”.

Problematizing the Current State of the Art

Modernity is intrinsically linked to the centripétand centrifugal forces of axial state formation
and the corresponding “container” models of tinpace, persons and peoplehood that is integral
to that process. The modern “individual” self imageeven the modern state’s image of itself as

“unitary”, “sovereign” and an independent socio#ichl system marked by “borders”, is deeply
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rooted in the larger social, historical, econonmmal @ultural construct we call modernity. The
“container” model paradox stems from the necessangradiction between the modern state’s
image of itself as “domestic” and bounded, and timvers de discoursealities that are
constantly at the root of modern state formatiord daransformation. The extent of this
contradiction is perhaps captured by the particstiarglobal designs of the Blairite “liberal
imperialist” internationalism and particularistioiversalism. As Hywel Williams put it iThe
Guardian(UK), Thursday May 23, 2002:

The ethical indifference underlying the ethicalifippg a familiar noise by now. It's a reminder of
the neo-colonial patronage which is the undertovBlairite internationalism. Africa - an entire
continent which recently became a friend - now searhit of a threat. And Indian business, he
tells us admiringly, is alive to the close linksvbeen “enterprise” and science.

Invariably, this convoluted modern state/persdapasielf image is the basis of all current
migration discourses, practices and the phenomérains allegedly signified by the migration
discursive practices. Discourse and truth reginreslyce forms of knowledge, quasi-objects,
subjects, vested interests and practical knowledBess, for Foucault (1972:32), discourse is:
“...constituted by all that was said, in all the statents that named it, divided it up, described it,
explained it, traced its development, indicatedvasious correlations, judged it, and possibly
gave it speech by articulating, in its name, digses that were to be taken as its owBespite
the quite boring “engine sciencéetlebate between “constructioni&nand “realism”, political
and economic institutional insiders like EdwardBernays and Walter Lippmann, understood
the discursive nature of “quasi-objects” quite wé&khe conversation between Ron Suskind and
George W. Bush'’s aide in Suskind’s artigléthout a Douhtpublished in the New York Times,
October 17, 2004, illustrates the latter point wegll:

“The aide said that guys like me were "in whataa#l the reality-based community,” which he
defined as people who "believe that solutions gmérom your judicious study of discernible

reality.” | nodded and murmured something abouigbtenment principles and empiricism. He

! http://education.guardian.co.uk/higher/commentjgéo, 720602,00.html
2 patrick Carrol{2006),Science, Culture and Modern State Formation
? Whether “soft” or “hard”.
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cut me off. "That's not the way the world reallyrkks anymore,” he continued. "We're an empire
now, and when we act, we create our own realityd Amile you're studying that reality --

judiciously, as you will -- we'll act again, creatj other new realities, which you can study too,
and that's how things will sort out. We're histergctors . . . and you, all of you, will be left to

just study what we do."

The contradictions and contractions that emanaien fthis convoluted process enacted by
universalistic particularistic “history’s actorsdds into the dilemma we all witness everyday in
all modern social formations and boundary basedgses whether in the form of the state,
coloniality, capitalism or “individualism”. Despitéhe obvious contradictions, the discursive
process lucidly described by Bush’s aide is at ihat of: the classification of the planet’s

population through the prism of race; the inventiointhe concept of spatial and mental
“economy”; the view of nature as a resource tol@kpthe division of spaces into states that
think of themselves as singularities and mutuakglésive containers; the invention of the

“individual” or the bourgeois subject-form as thera of the collective called the state; and the
ideological representation of these individualshwtthe territory of a state as a distinct society

set against other distinct societies.

In spite of the “liberal” view of the “individualas a counter discourse of statism, the individual
or indivisible “atom” actually exists because thats “embraces” or “penetrates” the individual
through birth and death registration, taxation, si@m social “welfare”, security and “poor”
laws, town planning and “wages”. These penetrairagtices are enacted in such a way that the
fictive individuals experiences fitting into thessgm as if acting out of their own initiative.
Foucault was echoing Ernest Renan’s (1882) reaganar a hundred years ago when he argued
that: never before in the history of the human eties — even in the ancient Chinese society —
has there been such cunning amalgamation of “iddalisation techniques” and “totalisation
procedures” (Rabinow 1984:14). What we are deahity here actually has little to do with
what is routinely implied in the discourses abounidgration”, “migration systems”,

“sovereignty”, “agency
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (2006):

interculturalism”, “transtionalism” or “networks”. According to the
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“Colonialism is a practice of domination, which wives the subjugation of one people to
another. One of the difficulties in defining colaiem is that it is difficult to distinguish it fro
imperialism. Frequently the two concepts are trdaie synonyms. Like colonialism, imperialism
also involves political and economic control overdapendent territory. Turning to the
etymology of the two terms, however, provides ssuggestion about how they differ. The term
colony comes from the Latin word colonus, meanaxgnér. This root reminds us that the
practice of colonialism usually involved the tragrséf population to a new territory, where the
new arrivals lived as permanent settlers while rtaiming political allegiance to their country
of origin. Imperialism, on the other hand, comeasnirthe Latin term imperium, meaning to
command. Thus, the term imperialism draws attentmnhe way that one country exercises
power over another, whether through settlement,emognty, or indirect mechanisms of

control.”

As the Stanford Encyclopaedia observes abovectine of the problem is not “migration”,
“border” or “sovereignty”, but the diachronic coadiictions that piggy-back the serial enactment
of “dividing practices” from within the “delimitatin” paradigm of the Eurocentric centripetal

forces and global designs.

The Discursive Drift of Modern Confluent Spheres

Until very recently, the idea that modern migratisnunique and unprecedented in human
history is seen as a self evident truth. This ighte extent that the metaphor of the ‘age of
migration’ introduced by Castle and Miller (1993)riow taken for granted by many basking in
the supposed newness of recent global mobilitidse hteresting thing about this trendy
withdrawal into the present regarding human movdmenthat it is typical of the self image
discourses of modernity. Modernity has always bssan as the spirit behind the transformative
contractions of scientific and technological ‘pregs’. The modern age is usually marked by the
concern with time; the cult of reason, the dealsed¢dom; the state-individual-society trio along
side the axial division of labour that forms thewnds of global capitalism. Ideals such as

humanism, pragmatism, the cult of rational actind achievement associated with the history of
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modernity are also integral to the cultural andie@conomic transformation that is seen as

‘universal’ in today’s fashionable nomenclature.

Modernity is also seen both by its internal andemdl critics as the impetus behind the
uprooting of people from ‘traditional’ life worldato a ‘universal’ rationalizing system. In other
words, modernity i$...the socio-historical organization and classdion of the world founded
on a macro-narrative and on a specific concept g@niehciples of knowledge’(Mignolo and
Tlostanova 2006: 205). The successive sequentigenimm ‘traditional society’ to modern
society; mechanical solidarity to organic solidgrithaos to order; superstition to scientific
rationality are marked features of that modern wma@arrative. The individual and other such
modern cybernetic indexing devices cleaved frontdred, “tradition”, clan, family or kindred
can be seen as the fictitious ‘atom’ of an ideatabirepresentation of society; a ‘reality’
fabricated by the specifically modern mechanisnpaiver. Globally dominant institutions like
the Nation State/individualism emerged as embodimesf such massive transformative
organization and classification. What is usuallygfdten is that these transformations entail a
huge shuffling and reshuffling of “borders”, peapledeas, images and objects due to such

transformations.

The former British Foreign Secretary, Jack Strava statement in 2062blamed‘our colonial
past” and thé'odd lines” drawn by the colonial powers fta lot of the problems we are having
to deal with now’ He used several examples ranging from the Balfxeolaration of 1917 to
the illogical borders and frontiers drawn by thetiBn in Afghanistan, India, Pakistan and Iraq
as the primary source of explaining the globalitienial disputes and conflicts which continue to
have huge demographic and migratory implicationdayo The imperial reconfiguration of
national borders from Palestine, Africa to the daes of “Latin America” serve as a foundation
to the borders and “fractal frontiers” (Maier 2088hose crossing or breaching constitutes the
elementary particle of migration discourses. “Bosdeas noted by Mignolo and Tlostanova
(2006: 205) is for the twenty-first century whatofitiers’ where in the nineteenth century. Such

division is enacted to differentiate ‘civilizatigrititizens” or “rational subjects” on one side and

* http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/2481 3.
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barbarism, emptiness or primitivism on the othdnisTis becauséthe modern foundation of

knowledge is territorial and imperial{ibid).

The second largest concentration of people of tifddcan descent within a modern body
politic is in fact Brazil not within the contineof Africa. The global movements and reshuffling
of people that made the entity called Indian, NeelPakistan or Brazil possible did not happen
recently. The “newness” of the “age of migratiowi ‘globaloney’ cannot tell us whyThe
Saint-Simonians...were the direct inspiration of tiedding of the Suez and Panama Canals”;
or why“Comte’s phrase, ‘Order and Progress’ not only ade the Brazilian flag but inspired a
whole phase of nineteenth-century Latin Americamelbgpment policy”; or perhaps,“why
Australians and Indians alike came to see the warkEriedrich List as inspiration for the

construction of their...national economigs”

Practically every country in the world as it is geatly configured is a product or outgrowth of
such planetary organization and reorganizatiors Ih fact fair to argue that the dynamics we
describe as ‘globalization’ or ‘globalisations’ amdigration’ and the mobilities associated with

those terms are integral to the geo-historicalsfi@mative nature of modernity. Even though
modernity as an historical age is generally understto be a stage or phase in Western
civilization marked by sweeping demographic, ecompraultural and social transformations,

this ahistorical discourses of permanent ‘newnpsssist. Norbert Elias wrote in the Processes
of State Formation and Nation Building (1970: 2t

“One of the strangest aspects of the developmesbablogy during its first century and a half
or so as a relatively autonomous discipline is tmange from a long-term perspective to a
short-term perspective, a kind of narrowing of theciologists' interest to contemporary
societies - and above all to their own societies they are here and now, and a withdrawal of
interest from the problem how and why societies twe centuries have become what they are.
The narrowing of the focus has found its most isigilexpression in the change in the dominant

type of sociological theory.”

® See Cowen and Shenton in Crush 1995: 41
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This tendency for modern discourses to, as Eliaswithdraw into an ever receding ‘present’ is
rooted in the modern historical tendency to contlealimage of its origin (Veroli 2002). This
concealment is rife both in the processes of dtailling and more so, in the discourses of
modern migration. The concealment is often disglisethe usual myopic cost and benefit
analysis, politico-juridical, utilitarian, formatis and functionalist discourses of immigration,
citizenship, denizenship, interculturalism and gnétion. Abdelmalek Sayad (2004: 3) observes
that:

“...in many ways it is so reassuring, one has to ékbdrately myopic to accept and reproduce
the reductive definition of the migratory phenometiwat implicitly describes it as being nothing

more than the mere displacement of a labour forcéh .mo question asked as to the reasons for
that surplus, or about the genesis of the prodeasrhade this surplus available”.

As a result of this, the processes and discoursasodern migration are indissociable from the
large scale spatial and mental transformationscéssal with the rise of the modern states and
inter-state system commonly associated with thergemee of modernity. In this sense, modern
migration and the paradigms linked to it are aegnal part of the “great transformation” spirit
that made the modern world not only possible bab gllausible and conceivable. Zygmunt
Bauman (1989) has made precisely the same casdaition with the holocaust. The Oxford
University International Migration Institute in aaper titled Towards a New Agenda for
International Migration Researcf2006) identified “research and policy gaps” in ttmminant

trends in migration discourses:

“Migration research has its roots in social scidfiti approaches developed in the epoch of
nationalism, when the control of migration and rmities was seen as crucial to nation-
building. As a result, migration studies have tehttebe based on distinct national assumptions
and organizational models...There is a common faitaranalyse migration as an integral part
of development and global transformation procesaéser then a problem to be ‘managed’ or
‘solved’ by tackling its perceived causes...Schotargl to focus more on migration decisions
and integration issues than the process of migratiself... The bulk of international migration

research has focused on the movement, settlemehtntegration of migrants in Europe, North
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America and other industrialised countries. Thesaitendency towards ‘snapshot’ approaches
in analysing migration systems that cannot captilveir continuing mutation. Consequently,
there is a limited capacity to comprehend the aast current dynamics of migration and gain a

sense of how it will evolve in future decades”

While the above observation identified the now atee limitations of generalized migration
discourses, it fails to link the limitations of magion discourses to the epistemic and
organizational models that underpin the discoussesthe phenomenon itself. The “snapshot”
approaches, preoccupation with the present, metbgidal nationalism and Eurocentricism are
not simply “research and policy gaps”, they aregnal to the “global transformation” that is
largely responsible for both the phenomenon andeemused to analyse it. The key question
regarding the “research and policy gaps” then i fleey fit into the prevailing scheme and

order of things.

It is against this historical backdrop of modermiah spatial and mental transfigurations that
modern migration and discourses of migration m@stibderstood. If modernity is a historical
process that is “aware of itself”, it follows thatodern migration is equally reflexive and
therefore reflects this modern concern with timedmear process. Paraphrasing Ulrich Beck’s
conceptualisation of the ‘risk’ society, modern raiipn can be differentiated from other epochs
not simply because of the scale, pattern and dysaofithe movements but specifically because
it cannot be attributed to “external causedhis is because the global classifications (idirlg
the axial racial profiling, “citizenship”, “residey” and “asylum seeking”), movements,
displacements, exiles, population redistributidghe, shuffling and reshuffling of peoples and the
accompanying discourses diatroduced by modernization itséli{Beck 1992:21). The often
cited murky link between coloniality, methodolodicanationalism/individualism and
modernization becomes even clearer if we situadée dbuilding in its proper historical and

epistemological context.

® http://www.imi.ox.ac.uk/pdfs/ad-imi-research-agamnmif
"i.e things outside the processes of modernizatimhcoloniality.

10
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It follows that modern migration and its accompaugydiscourses cannot be separated from, or
understood outside the processes of modernizatimh the ‘coloniality’ constitutive of the
modern “Euro-centred” program (Quijano 2000; Migno2000). To understand modern
mobilities we have to understand that what binds éxplanatory discourses to the larger
historical formation is not simply the location thiese discourses within the core regions of the
modern habitus. Modern migration discourses argelgr“Eurocentric” but how can they be
anything else since Eurocentricism is the coreonatity of the modern model of power that is
globally hegemonic at present? All the historicalirges of the modern state and other modern
social transformations like the French revolutidhe peace of Westphalia or even the
contradictory British dogma of “instituted economprocess” (Polanyi 1977) were Euro-
centrically, “international” from the onset. TheeRch concept of “citizenship”, the nation state
model or the “international system” are themseinésrnational enactments that transcends what
is now seen as national borders buttressed byftlienaentioned withdrawal into the ‘present’.
The location of these discourses within the cormgiores of modernity is however, a clear
indication of the vestiges of the modern epistemera@sing itself in the dominant stock of
knowledge and the context of the modern entergriseesearch’. Given the entrenched nature
of the modern episteme within both the modern ntigmaprocess and its accompanying
discourses, the modern migration ‘industry’ becoreafisted into doing “imperial services”

(Mann 2003) and therefore requires at least arrkthi

The fact that modern migration discourses openaten fwithin the classifications, distinctions
and national borders/frontiers mapped by a glolethdonic “coloniality of power” makes it
imperative to take a historical view “from afar’inSe the logocentric foundation of modern
migration is predicated on the binary ‘borders’tthragrants have to cross in order for migration
to take place, it is necessary to look at the “gedy politics of knowledge®that inform such
binary foundational classification. Migration resdga should sets out to analyse this larger
diachronic contradictions, formations, and forcésttpermeates the migration “industrial
complex® by focusing on the convolutions of the global arahsnational forces at work in the

8 See Mignolo and Tlostanova 2006

°®  The word “industrial complex” is used to enaalpte the array of interdependent but specializétsu
that have emerged out of the cleavages of the pttentontrol modern mobilities by modern statesnt
‘people traffickers’ to identity forgers, academarsd researchers, immigration lawyers to activlats,

11
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not only the local histories of the “sending” sdige but also the “receiving” societies “illusory

account of practices” that mystifies those convohs.

Given the latter, it may benefit migration reseamoid discourses if the seminal migration
research principles laid down by the late Algerathnologist Abdelmalek Sayad is adopted
widely. These principles which remain underutiliZegl scholars and policy makers alike are
firstly, that before a migrant becomes an immigraméy were first an emigrant, therefore the
sociology of migration must necessarily begin nainf the border concerns, exigencies or
cleavages of the receiving societies or the “chaks” and “problems” the migrant may pose for
the “receiving” societies. Rather, the sociology wfigration must take“the sending
communities, their histories, structures and codittions” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 2000: 174)
as its point of departure. It is important to beamind that there is no magical alchemy that
transforms the migrant at the point of entry therefthe migrant’s history and biography is
rooted in the sending communities. The usual praati focusing on the concerns and logic of
the receiving societies (even when the sending canities are claimed to be one of the research
consideration) mutilates and distorts the migratigprocess into “an artificial

problematic...explained away by ritualized refereficgisid).

The sociology of migration must focus on the “coetel trajectory” of the individuals,
households, and groups caught in the movements vasyato unveil the hidden forces that
impact on the “sending” context and the variedibtdrconnected trajectories of the migrant and
the migration process. In other words, migratiorstrhe viewed from the point of view of the
“relationship between the system of dispositiongmigrants and the ensemble of mechanisms
to which they are subjected owing to this emigrati¢Sayad 1999: 57). This is simply because
“immigration here and emigration there are the twalisassociable sides of the same reality,
which cannot be explained the one without the Sth{#id: 15). Reconnecting emigration and
immigration foreshadows the second proposition bgéimalek Sayad, which is that migration
is best seen as “aelation from state to state”;that is, a vestige of athistorical relation of

inter-national dominationthat is both material and symbolic con-cealedviergday discourses

enforcement and anti-immigrant political parties activists, and migrant ‘communities’ subsumedarnd
the dubious term of ‘diaspora’ (See Roger Brub&d#5).

12
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as a “domestic” issues bounded up in mutually estetupolitical and social domains (Sayad
1991: 267). Finally, the third key proposition bwyad is that migration involves what he
describes as a “collective dissimulation” and “asbduplicity” which allows for a diachronic

mystification and misrecognition of the processwidrat it actually is. One of the key processes
that maintain the collective dissimulation is ofucge the “illusory account of practices” that

hinges on methodological modernism.

The reduction of the migrant or the migration pss® the discourses of immigration, strategic
rational choice, maximal utility or the purgatoradtegory of “those to be included” in terms of
“munificent acknowledgment” (Taylor 1992) and thentanitarian appeal for inclusion or
“integration” (Habermas 1998) is part of that dissiation. Despite many centuries of the
colonial anthropophagic discourses of “assimildtidmtegration” and “multiculturalism” the
intensity of the recent politics on identity andogmdy politics of knowledge is a clear
indication of the present state of the art. “Thenpabout the melting pot” as Nathan Glazer and
Daniel Patrick Moynihan (1963) wrote “is that itddnot happen” (See Brubaker 2001: 531).
Theophilus Okere, Anthony Njoku and Rene Devisd08) remind us that all knowledge is a
product of local histories. However, as Mignolo @) and Quijano (2002) have shown, some
local histories are able to enact global designdewtthers are left to cope with the global
designs. With this simple insight in mind, this paphopes to contribute to the emerging
scholarship on the confluent histories that makéhepglobal mosaic. The core of my arguments
in this paper is therefore contrary to the habitvetycling of the anthropophagic and
anthropoemic discourses that are in accord with dbminant colonial knowledge that is

predicated on the reproduction of borders and s

Methodological Modernism and the Fiction of the Cotainer Model

My objective in this presentation has been to antéar the appearances and persistence of the
diachronic contradictions we see in the dominastalirse on “migration”, the modern state, the
issues of “sovereignty”, borders and frontiers. Tienly European concept of “sovereignty”, in
the modern sense, is rooted in Jean Bod#tdlsBooks on the Republ{g576) that marked the
emergence of the concept of raison d'étre andmaidétat. The concept of sovereignty gives

13
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“pre-eminence” to the specific type of “authoritgid “rule” that emerged out of the narrative of
De jure andde factolegitimate exercise of absolute power. The nareatiof sovereignty and
“agency” have a close kinship with both the mytlyds of theres publicaand illusory
“independence” that trickles down from the “sovgréi after “pacification”. The expansionist
model of power that emerged in Europe along sidssehtransformations induced by the
“Reformation” and the secularization of “pastoralner”, became the organizing dynamics that
initiated modern state/personality formation andbo@lism/imperialism. InThe Sociology of
Imperialism(1918) Joseph A. Schumpeter reminds us that:

“Modern Imperialism is one of the heirlooms of thbsolute monarchical state. The “inner
logic” of capitalism would have never evolved i $ources come from the policy of the princes
and the customs of a pre-capitalist milieu. Butreegport monopoly is not imperialism and it
would never have developed to imperialism in thedsaof the pacific bourgeoisie. This
happened only because the war machine, its sod¢rmbsphere, and the martial will were
inherited and because a martially-oriented class.{ithe nobility) maintained itself in a ruling
position with which of all the varied interests tble bourgeoisie the martial ones could ally
themselves. This alliance keeps alive fightinginost and ideas of domination. It led to social
relations which perhaps ultimately are to be expéal by relations of production but not by the

productive relations of capitalism aloné®”

Long before the French philosopher Michel Fouca8ithumpeter already argued that the
accumulation of capital that began during the eanlydern period is inseparable from the
accumulation of men. The radical transformatioraslileg to the constitution of modern society
created the conditions that made “society” and “hreeffiertile site for the exercise of modern
power in the name of “God”, “sovereign”, “natiorsh”, “solidarity” or “citizenship”. Those
classified as “mad”, “fools” etc began to be “remadV or confined as a way of defining a
monopolistic political space devoid of threats, temmnation or alterity. The reformation which
was an integral part of the modernization and semation process instigated the process
through which the “soul” acquired a new politicalavance away from morality and religion,

towards order and “economy” — that is “economy’airspatial and mental sense. The ultimate

10 http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1918schumpeteril
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goal of such disciplinary power according to Foutceuto discipline, regulate, invalidate, clear
confusion, dissipate compact peoplehood and grgspamd manage spaces, mentalities in the
style of calculated hierarchical distributions artdity (Calhoun 2002; MacNay 1994; Rabinow
1984).

Foucault later theorised that the rise of bio-padiis linked to the emergence of the “population”
as the object of modern cybernetic governance. Héoicault:“the modern state can scarcely
function without becoming involved with racism an& point, within certain lines and subject to
certain conditions” Foucault is not simply talking about the ideotadi use of “race” or
“playing the race card”, but the “racism” or codin§the human body that is integral to the
evolution of the specific form of socio-technicaraamgement which the modern state and
modernity itself embodies. The modern state itisef formation based on the organic metaphor

” “ ” “

of the “body”, “organs”, “development” and “decay as in “organisation”, “body politic”,
“social body”, “corporatism”, “organs of the statet Adam Smith’s “body economic”. The
structural functionalist and formalistic analogiesed to describe the state both by the defenders
and internal critics of the modern state from Habb® post modernists are mostly
anthropomorphic. What Foucault is trying to tedl monetheless, is that while the modern state
may or may not explicitly create the conditions fioe ideological use of “race”, the state as an
entity exists because ‘justifies the death-function in the economy ofgmwer by appealing to
the principle that the death of others makes onéobically stronger insofar as one is a member
of a race or population” Bio-power politics then is fundamentally basedtbe “inside” and
“outside” binary differentiation that relies on theble/ignoble logic of “protecting” those inside

from the inevitable threat or death of those “ail#si

Nevertheless, the important thing to bear in miadthat in many ways the debates about
“migration”, “borders”, “sovereignty” and “agencyre illusory since these are the very thing
that are constantly violated in the processes adlaxodern institutional formation. These

Eurocentric debates can not be about migrationesmigration is a constant in human history.

The Leiden University migration website in the N&thnds informs us that:
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“Before 700 000 B.C. Homo sapiens resided solelpfimca as did Australopithecus afarensis,
the precursor of Homo erectus, which appeared tlaeoeind 3.3 million years ago. The well-
known complete skeleton nicknamed "Lucy" is an pkawi Australopithecus afarensis. In the
period from 1.5 million B.C. until about 5000 Bldomo erectus and Homo sapiens respectively
spread to the other continents. The oldest humasilfon Europe was found near Heidelberg,
Germany and dates back to 650 000 B.C. It is presuthat by that time, people had already
migrated to the French Cnetral Massif, the Coéte zdA Italy, Germany, Austria and

Bohemia"”

A report by the Center for International Relatiopgblished within the framework of the project
entitled“Transantlantic Security Challenges and Dillemas foe European Migration Policy”

reminds us that:

“If, for example, one looks at the developmentahb sapiens over the past 150.000 years, then
a nomadic way of life makes up more than nine teotlour history. Living in the same place for
many generations is a relatively new ‘invention’ hyman evolution and probably only

practiced by a minority of all people?

The real issue here in essence is not about theoptenon of migration itself or the so called
challenges and problems that migrants pose to rtfagined stable demographic “container”
entity of the nation state, sovereignty or other sW¥m conceptions of boundary based
mechanisms of belonging. Oxford University ProfesStephen Castles, who helped coin that

grossly misunderstood oxymoron “the age of migrétiansisted recently that:

“The upsurge of interest in migration in recent y@abscures the fact that migrations of various
kinds were always key factors in colonialism, indalsation and nation-building. In the post-
1945 period, labour migration played a crucial pantthe growth and restructuring of industrial
economies, while forced migration was an inevitaigleult of the processes of state formation

Y http://www.let.leidenuniv.nl/history/migration/cher111.html

121 udger Pries (2006Jransnational Migration: New Challenges for NatiStates and New Opportunities
for Regional and Global Development
http://www.csm.org.pl/images/rte/File/EN/PublicatigReports%20&%20Analyses/2006/rap_i_an_0106a.
pdf
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and economic change under the conditions of systenpetition and neo-colonialism. Thus the
public interest in migration in the early 1990s repents a shift in perception, rather than in the
real significance of the phenomenon. Migration lisady a systemic element in processes of
globalisation...that has exited in various guises euece the beginnings of the capitalist world

market around the 16th century”

It is equally not about “globalisation” or the coadictions that globalisation presents to
supposedly insulated societies or self contained@mic, political and social indisputable units.
Ultimately, the real issue is the concealed “dinglipractices” of the power/knowledge nexus
that serves as a background to the contextual tiarga erroneously compartmentalized in
everyday instrumental discourses on migration ‘@omestic” issue. The word “immigrant” for
example, is so often conflated with “black” that win Hyman Dictionary of Sociology
(1999:414) warns us that:

“There have been a number of MORAL PANICS aboutignation since 1945, focusing on the
immigration of black people, and it is thereforgomnant to distinguish between immigrants and

black people; it is wrong to assume that an immigiia black...”

There are a few things to note in the statementahbibe fact that there has been a number of
“moral panics” about “immigrants” in Europe and thest in general; that these recurrent moral
panics mainly focus on “blacks” and that “black” $&en as synonymous with the word
“immigrant”. The “blacks” are certainly “immigraritbut not in the populist sense of migration
or movements but rather as perpetual immigranta iworld defined as “white”. The serial
conflation of “immigrants” and “black” are thereeometaphors for those that incessafeiyter

the picture and the strategy only a resistantéoovercome’(Bauman,1991:38). Consequently,

| want to again reiterate the fact that the restiéshere is not migration or movements of people
since some migrating persons are classified asngas”, “puritans”, “missionaries”,

“explorers”, “EU nationals”, “technical assistantsaid-workers”, “people from Visa Waiver

13 Stephen Castles (2001) “Migration and CommuRiymation Under Conditions of Globalisation”.
Paper presented at tReinventing Society in the New Econddmnference, University of Toronto 9-10
March 2001
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Program (VWP) countries” or “expatriate communitjewhile others are dehumanized as

“slaves”, “coolies”, “bogus asylum seekers”, “ilE@gmmigrants” and “migrant workers”.

In his analysis of the nuances and bio-politics bolundary installation and maintenance,
Zygmunt Bauman affirmed Marshall McLuhan’s concepthe Western “outering” culture and

Claude Levi-Strauss’s “anthropophagic” and “antlo@mic” binary:

“Claude Levi-Strauss suggested that one of theialutifferences between our, modern, type of
society and other, simpler societies is that theg &nthropophagic’, while we are
‘anthropoemic’: they eat their enemies while we sarars. Our way of dealing with the Other
(and thus, obliquely, of producing and reproducowg own identity) is to segregate, separate,
dump onto rubbish hip, flush down into the sewestdifvion.”

Levi-Strauss’ binary does not in fact refer to “pler societies” since the binary concept of
“‘complex” and “simple” societies is a modern “comgl societies’ invention. The
“anthropophagic” tendencies many moderns see innmatern societies is actually the modern
inner beast projected onto all those varied s@satlassified as “simple”. The “anthropophagic”
and “anthropoemic” are simply two faces of the sanwelern/colonial model of power masked
by its location of application. While the “clothedinthropoemic face is prevalent in the
metropole and its “influx control” systems, the kea” anthropophagic face is the face at work
in the periphery or “sending” societies generatthg exodus. Therefore to understand the
constellation of relations that underpin the masgek of the modern cosmopolis of nation states
we have link the local histories of the periphemhwhe global designs embedded in the local
histories of the metropole or Europe. In 1896, lbefpre the inventions of the slightly irritating

buzzwords of “transnationalism” or “globalisatiom’ord Elgin, Viceroy of India, realized that:

“...we are not and cannot be fully cognisant of tioétizal considerations which ultimately must
decide the action to be taken in this as well aseotparts of Africa, because they are

inseparably bound up with European politic$.”

14 India Office Library, MSS. Eur. F. 84/14, p. Hgin to Secretary of State for India. Also se@Th
Historical Journal, Vol. 7, No. 1. (1964), pp. 1589
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To paraphrase K.M Stokes & Metatheoretical Discoursgl996), there are certainly variations
to these boundary based themes in a “delimitedldyas in when the “other” side of the border
is not thefinterdicted place we long for in vain, but rath#re exile into which our ideology has
cast some excluded otherPart of the problem with current discourses ajmation is of course

the “borders” of academic “disciplines” and areds specialization and the very modern
tendency to be over preoccupied with the “prese®d’. there is a border (often in binary form)
between “object” and “subject”, “ancient” and “mad¥& “history” and “biography”, “past” and

“present”, “settlement” and “mobility”, “agency” dn'structure” and other modern logocentric
binaries. Hence “borders” have to be understoodhivithe context of the power/knowledge
nexus that imbue these borders with meaning ancerttem possible and plausible. The link
between the uses of the “migration” of certain pedpom certain regions of the world in the
bio-political discourses of increased state conttbé illusory tension between the Western
ontologically bounded conceptions of “agency” oivensal “rights” and “sovereignty”; and the

contradictory image of the mainly “third” world “imigrant” as the everlasting “new” threat,
“problem”, “challenge” or “victim” of the supposedounded entities of the state and “social

membership”, becomes clear in relation to this pdaewledge nexus.

It is against this back ground of a historical polknowledge nexus that we can begin to see the
diachronic underpinnings of the contradictory digses and process we see in the issues of
migration and state control. The relatively recengin of state control in many cases is rooted
in the imperial attempt to make “very vague andepehdent particles” to “cohere”. Thomas
Pownall, the Governor of Massachusetts in 1772nddfthe word ‘empire’ below in a language
reminiscent of the metaphors of “transnationalisant “globalisation”. Pownnall's definition
does shed some light on the undersides of the fmticaterm of ‘chain’ or ‘network’ of

“interdependency” that are making the usual roundke academy.
“This modelling of the people into various ordemsdasubordinations of orders, so that it be

capable of receiving and communicating any polltioation, and acting under that direction as

a whole is one which the Romans called by the @ecword ‘Imperium’...by this system only
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that a people become political body; tis the chdive bonds of union which very vague and

independent particles cohere”

As noted by Denis Kwek (2002), European imperial aalonial powers were able to conquer,
dominate and rule “colonies”, “protectorates” amtbrhinions” in far away continents not only
by territorial or overt conquest but also throughc@vert epistemological and ontological
conguest. This conquest was characterized by g@adiement and replacement of indigenous
knowledge and thought systems by a European mamrative based on historiography,
taxonomies, sensibilities, social theories, corgegdtegories, and classifications constructed in
Europe. The most important and durable legacy isf épistemic and geo-historical conquest,
accomplished through the prism of 'colonial knowjedis the notion that the nation-state is the
natural embodiment of history and society. It isuctal to understand that modern
colonialism/imperialism and the “inner logic” ofaydal capitalism as an “atavism” (Schumpeter
1918), are transnational enactments that are fuadtaiy linked to the evolution of modern
nation-states within an emergent inter-state syskm Wolf wrote in his booleurope and the

People without History1982: 3; 76) that

“The central assertion of this book is that the Woof humankind constitutes a manifold, a
totality of interconnected process, and inquiribattdisassemble this reality into bits and then
fail to reassembile it falsify reality...Since muchtto§ history involves the rise and spread of
capitalism, the term ‘Europe’ can be read as shband for the growth of that mode of
production...it is a major argument of this book thabst of the societies studied by
anthropologists are an outgrowth of the expansib&urope and not the pristine precipitates of

past evolutionary stages”

Methodological nationalism in all its variationsetkfore serves as the collective dissimulation
that entrenched the contradictions we see in tbeodrses of sovereignty and the movements of
certain people in the many taken-for-granted dinwss of every day social reality. The

entrenched nature of the discourse of bio-politicghe institutional frameworks of the state is

15 Quoted in Pagden, 1995:13
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well illustrated by the plethora of “race relatidrend “immigration” legislation in Western
industrialized countries. However, while “race teas” laws and “monitoring” confirms the
practical existence of “races” and the “relatiopgttaining to those “races”, it is quite silent on
the constitutive dynamics of the historical relasadhat made “races” possible and plausible in
the first places. We can only begin to see thegetgli dynamics if we take a “bird’s eye view”
of these processes. This of course means that gie teepull away from the dominant politico-
juridical trends and situate our analysis away fittwn usual reproduction of the modern state’s

own image of itself.

Borders and Binary Other-ings

In Noteson the Difficulty of Studying the Staghilip Abrams contends that:

“The state is not the reality which stands behihd masks of political practice. It is itself the
mask which prevents our seeing political practice iis. It starts its life as an implicit
construct; it is then reiflied—as the res publidae public reification, no less—and acquires an
overt symbolic identity progressively divorced frgmactice as an illusory account of

practice.”®

The state as an “illusory account of practice” eavhver not a mere illusion or a completely
blind and symbolic process. As it is the case whth“individual” and other modern projects and
constructs, the state is not only “aware of it§"dalit does also have a commanding material
existence. But that material existence does hakliestary that is concealed in the normalised
discourses generated from within the installatiohshe state itself. It is also that violent and
suppressed history that links the state to colaypiand racism. Modern state formation is
intrinsically linked to colonialism and the conque$ space/nature/tradition that fundamentally
shifted the axis of existing prejudices. The idéaage and the bio-political enlisting of human
physiological variations as markers of these kerakdtions of domination became a vector for

16 Philip Abrams (1988:58) “Notes on the Difficulty Studying the State.Journal of Historical
Sociology
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that shift. The state itself emerged to managemathtain those history patterns of domination

through intergenerational transmission of colokiewledge.

Consequently, what we are ultimately dealing witlereh despite the tendency to
compartmentalized, is rather the culmination othéstorical negation of the African that forms
the core of the axial model of modern power theutAan Sociologist Anibal Quijano describes
as “coloniality of power”. The racial scales anérarchies of coloniality imply the deployment
of identification practices based on the human baslya register or depository of social and
historical relations of domination. Revealinglyceat developments and trends in the “bio-
metric” technologies or “surveillant assemblage’are based on the same core principle as the
idea of “race” — the socio-technical coding of thenan body in accord with the expediency of
prevailing social relations. What is then coloriabf power?

According to Quijano,

“What is termed globalization is the culminationaprocess that began with the constitution of
America and colonial/modern Eurocentered capitaliasra new global power. One of the
fundamental axes of this model of power is theasaassification of the world’s population
around the idea of race, a mental construction tgbresses the basic experience of colonial
domination and pervades the more important dimerssaf global power, including its specific
rationality: Eurocentrism. The racial axis has al@oial origin and character, but it has proven
to be more durable and stable than the colonialismwhose matrix it was established.
Therefore, the model of power that is globally hmegeic today presupposes an element of

coloniality.”*®

“Coloniality of power” is fundamentally based on

7 According to Kevin D. Haggerty and Richard V. Boa (2000): “The resultant ‘surveillant assemblage’
operates by abstracting human bodies from theitdeal settings, and separating them into a seofe
discrete flows. These flows are then reassembleéiffierent locations as discrete and virtual ‘data
doubles”. See http://www.uofaweb.ualberta.ca/sogglpdfs/survassemb.pdf. See also van der Ploeg
(2003)

18 See Anibal Quijano (2000, http://muse.jhu.edufi@s/nepantla/v001/1.3quijano.pdf). Also see Walter
Mignolo 2000
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1. The classification and reclassification of the mapopulation — the concept of ‘culture’
becomes crucial in this task of classifying andassifying.(this includes the so called
culture wars and identity politics)

2. An institutional structure functional to articuland manage such classification (state
apparatus, universities, church, etc)

3. The definition of spaces appropriate to such goals.

4. An epistemological perspective from which to atatel the meaning and profile of the
new matrix of power and from which the new productof knowledge could be
channeled.

(See Mignolo 2000:17)

For example, the Nigerian “Lugardian” state andntidg is a direct product of the European
“partition” of African which formalized almost athe modern states of Africa. The “partition”
was seen by those who were involved in it as astraational “nation” making process. In his
review of Africa and the Victorians and Prelude to the Paotit of West AfricaRonald Hyam

(1964:157) lucidly outlined what many these daysidaather forget:

“...it has been suggested the authors do not pertaog) out as clearly as they are unusually
well qualified to do, the extent to which partitisras not merely an African event, but world-
wide phenomenon. Not even so big a subject asaAfan safely be studied in isolation. The
idea of a 'partition of the world' was not confingd the imaginations of Rhodes and
Chamberlain; it was accepted as a commonplace tfahdact in the most responsible quarters.
Rosebery said Britain must not decline to take diere ‘in a partition of the world, which we

have not forced on, but which has been forced umnElgin, while Viceroy of India, wrote

about ‘an era of delimitation, all over the worldgf the ‘struggle between civilisation and

barbarism which is going on more or less all oves tvorld”

Lord Elgin’s planetary “delimitation” is clearly ¢hbasis of the “partition” that produced the
modern states of Africa and the reified mutuallglagive “national” borders and identities that
mystifies itself through what many refer to as faaalism”. The “partition” also marked the

beginning of “colonialism” in the annals of Westdristoriography thereby linking state building
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to colonialism. Colonialism and Imperialism are gdementary and mutual reinforcing to the
processes of European state and border format@mn 8pain to Britain, the Netherlands and
France. The particular binary world view that eneergut of the European “delimitation” and
“partition of the world” contains within it the ideof a world divided between “civilization” —

which classifies, analyzes and makes history; aratfarism” — which is classified, analyzed

and has and makes no history.

When we look in-between the cracks and fissuresketady the ritualized references and
formalistic notions of mutually exclusive borderstlween persons and people-hood, a pattern
begins to emerge. This pattern as Abdelmalek Sayguks simply tells us that migration is best
seen as arélation from state to state”that is, a vestige of athistorical relation of inter-
national domination”that is both material and symbolic concealed iargday discourses as a
“domestic” issues bounded up in mutually exclugpaditical and social domains (Sayad 1991.:
267). In line with the latter argument, Sayad obsérthat:

“...the most fleeting encounter between an Algerianker and his French boss in Lyon — or a
Surinamese-born child and his school teacher intdRdam, a Jamaican mother and her social
worker in London, an Ethiopian elderly and his ltord in Naples — is fraught with the whole
baggage of past intercourse between the imperiatapele and its erstwhile colony(Bourdieu
and Wacquant 2000: 175)

It is only by looking at this historical backgroundn we begin to understand the contradictions,
the conflicting discourses and convolutions th& resent across those contextual variations.
Taking this history view from afar, allows us toesthe link and connections between what is
usually thought of as mutually exclusive and thedarpinning processes beneath those
compartmentalized categories. There is equally eemmndane reason for taking a longitudinal
view, which is that human beings, social institat@and social arrangements are diachronic in
nature. Therefore to understand them, it is necgdedake an historical view. As Wimmer and
Glick Schiller (2002: 325) reminds us
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“Taking such a historically informed ‘view from afaallows us to see what migration
researchers saw, what they did not see and to expldy these varying blind spots have

evolved.”

Thus a historically informed ‘view from afar is cessary under the current intellectually
climate dominated by the usual modern/colonialemive amnesia; withdrawal into the present
or the ritualised “cock and bull” stories, colleti dissimulations and “social duplicity” that
pervade the discourses particularly on African esmgs in Europe and North America. Since
Ernest Renan’s necessary amnesia is an integralgbahe ever receding nation building
discourse it is worthwhile to show how persistem same negations appear over time in
different guises. The Book below entifereigners in Our Community a new European problem
to be solved is the report of a Congress held irs#&ndam in August 1971 by the Netherlands
United Nations Association as part of the Unitedidies year for actions to combat (oh yes!)
“racism” and “racial discrimination”. The book méirdeals with facets of this “new problem”
in Britain, the Netherlands and Germany. Below ra@alized images from the book that not
only show the reoccurring discourse of the forévew” problem of the “black” foreigner but
also the fact that some people from the beginnitigrethe axial racial habittisas a “problem”

to be “solved”.

19 The axial racial habitus is made up of a set sfiical relations which become ‘deposited’ or dgep
“installed” within individual bodies in the form afiental and corporeal schemes of ‘perception and
appreciation’ which correspond to social relatidds, “race” works at the level of those deeplyafistl
dispositions through which we perceive, judge artdraand on the world — a Deleuzian “synthesis of
repetition” that is analogous to the silence betwibe tick and the tock of the clock. For a dethtieke on
“Habitus” see Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline dffeeory of Practice. Cambridge University Press and
Gilles Deleuze (1995) Difference and RepetitionluBmia University Press.
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Foreigners
inour
Community

a new European problem to be solved

Editors: Hans van Houte and Willy Melgert
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.."0f course you can choose your own boyfriend. As long as he’s not a ‘Foreigner

El "

{} BUS.

*Why don't you run..,I thought you people were such good athletes..*
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SERGONNEL ZZ

NPl

"He’s a thoroughbred African, works like a dog,
and he’ll save you three other ‘Foreigners’..

"
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Conclusion and Epilogue

All current discourses of human migration pivottbe notion of borders as their primary basis.
Migration is said to happen when a person crossesesadministrative line instituted by
colonialism and imperialism and maintained by nasitates. Borders fundamentally rely on the
making and remaking of “aliens” for its stabilitpch maintenance. The corresponding idea of a
metropolitan centre and peripheral space that gupav materials” to the centre in the form of
human and material resources merely reinforcebanger notion by other means. “Borders” are
fundamental to modern discourses of migration beednorders and frontiers (in the form they
exist today) are relatively modern inventions riot@y in the geographical sense but also in the
epistemic connotation of the word. Migration is nigidefined in the light of crossing a border
or taking residency within a territory marked byrdbers for a specified period of time. It follows
therefore that modern discourses of migration ahges, what Foucault described as “truth
regimes” about migration are predicated on the ephof movements across borders and state
lines. It is important to bear in mind that by “magjon” we are referring to human migration

under the condition of a strictly modern cultunal/eonment and cartography.
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Etymologically, the word rhigrat€’ appears to derive from the Latimigratus or the past
participle ofmigrare which perhaps is related to the Greskeibeinwhich means “to change”.
The Merriam-Webster Online dictionary defines migna as the process of moving from one

“...country, place, or locality to another; to passually periodically from one region or climate
to another for feeding or breeding; to change positin an organism or substance (filarial

worms migrate within the human bod§”

The word migration is also used in the field oftbotedicine and information technology. In
medicine for instance Lauffenburger and Horwitz 98P informs us that cell migration is a
physically integrated molecular process. In the &anscience, migration discourses focus
mainly on human movements and residency patterttinva geo-historical space marked by
binary and mutually exclusive borders. This therm® the basis for the binary discourse of
immigration/emigration, sending/receiving societiesaspora”, and even the more sophisticated
discourse of “transnationalism” and “global netwsjtkin biology, the natural science and
information technology migration is seen as angrated or integrating process and therefore
treated as the rule rather than the exceptiorhdrhiman sciences however, human migration is
seen as the exception rather than the rule. Thigeisillustrated by the internationally agreed
definition of a migrant as someone taking resideincgnother country for more than one year.
In this sense therefore migration is said to happen a person moves across a line of

distinction that supposedly separates one “couritoyh another.

The centrality of border/state formation in thecdisrses of modern migration is by no means
surprising given the fact that “ruptures” and “dgreavides” are pivotal to the modern episteme.
As Foucault, Elias, Weber, Marx, Durkheim and mathers have insisted the modern period is
marked by the paradox of differentiation and inéigmn. The modern period is usually marked
by the tendency towards a transformative enclosfirthe “commons” whether in terms of

economic/cultural capital, knowledge/power, sopisonality formation or the “economy” of

20 See Merriam-Webster Dictionary Online - http://wwaww.com/cgi-
bin/dictionary?book=Dictionary&va=migration.
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bodies and souls. This boundary based enclosure faltures prominently the monopoly
principle that Elias, Weber and Foucault attributednodern inter-personality/state formation.
The integrating effect of both the bio-politicaldaaconomic centripetal and centrifugal forces is
accompanied by the “dividing practices” that disiite bodies along binary lines. In other words,
the modern power/ knowledge nexus in both the Bacoand Foucauldian sense, underpin the
constitution of the “nation” as a differentiatinghda integrating bordered economic and

demographic entity.

In The Will To Knowledgé€1998),Society Must be Defend€2003) andl'he History of Sexuality
(1979) Michel Foucault linked the in and out gralifferentiation to both disciplinary power and
bio-power. Both technologies of power imply intdraad external differentiation along side a
correlative constitution of a specific form of kniedge of persons and peoplehood marked by
such “dividing practices” (Foucault 1979). Thisther implies a constitution of human beings
and spaces as enclosed bordered and borderingeendihd therefore, as objects of this
specifically modern technology of power. This thegs the question of if human migration can
be understood outside the processes of bordeg fahation, global capitalism and therefore
modernization. Borders in idealized terms are seetines of demarcation between mutually
exclusive territorial principalities. Recent trenpgradigms theorize borders as “liminal spaces”
existing in-between stable “states”. The idea diuffer zone sandwiched in-between stable
states is of course an integral discourse of matyesmce such state of exception is carved out
of the larger more permanent states of “stabilififie essential idea is that borders embody the
quality of transitional spaces that are waitingb® included into the more permanent and
therefore mainstream “stable” state. This is whg tmodern anthropological concept of
“liminality” is cleaved out of a non-modern contaat rite of passage making the transition from
youth to adulthood. The geo-political habit of ittting childlike status to the bordered
‘outsider/other’ against the background of an ‘Glesi stable citizenry have been typical of

colonial geo-historical logocentricism since thehléentury in Europe.
The inside and outside binary group differentiatiorother words, serves as a background not

only to state/border formation but also to the ggdabal transformation that made the modern

world possible. Modernity is generally seen asdfamative negation of “disorder” or chaos
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through the constitution of self maintaining substae epistemological and ontological “order”.
This order is characterize by a classification aedassification of the planetary population
embodied and managed by institutions like the nasiate, churches etc. These classifications
underscore the mutilation of the emigration/immiigna couplet, sending/receiving societies, the

issues of remittances and its link to developmaedtthe transfer of skill and technology.

However intractable it may seem to us, modern Sta&ee not‘societies” and certainly not self-
contained, independent economic, political, andat@nclosed units, each with its own unique
path of historical development, social change aadsformatiof’. In the abstract ofQuasi-
states, weak states and the partition of Afi2@00), A. G. Hopkins, echoing the Gulbenkian

Commission Report (1996), reminds us that:

“The paths taken by historians and political scist# intersect less frequently than their subject
matter might indicate. Both sets of scholars, faraple, have a mutual interest in the formation
and evolution of the modern state. However, whiie tnterest has made the ‘Westphalian
system’ the common currency of exchanges amonicpbBcientists, few historians refer to the
concept, and some would not recognize it—everoaealange and in full sunlight. Practitioners
of the two disciplines often pass like ships in niight because they are unaware of another
large presence on a parallel course. In an age ménse specialization we readily become
separated, like Alfred Marshall's noncompeting wageups, from a common body of
information... Political scientists assign significanto the Westphalian system mainly because
they wish to generalize about the principles gowvegrthe international regime of sovereign
states after 1648. Historians, on the other hand kess interested in testing the merits of

realism and its rivals than in charting changindativities in international relations

Z However they are defined; whether as “liberal”gffarist”, “pluralist”, nation-states, city-states
otherwise.

22 3ee the Gulbenkian Commission Report on the Reigting of the Social Sciences entitied Open the
Social Sciences (1996). The Gulbenkian report feadewed Wimmer and Glick Schillers work on
methodological nationalism and provides a cohetfegtdretical basis to engage with the seminal
methodological principles encapsulated in the wafkabdelmalek Sayad on migration (1984, 1988, 1991
1999, 2000).

% Review of International Studies (2000), 26: 31D-8ambridge University Press
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The dominance of the internal discourses of the siMealian system”, or the “Bretton Woods”
system and the compartmented discourses that Iygitew from such internal discourses
blinds us from seeing beyond the “common currendyiis blindness extends even to what the
senior British diplomat Robert Cooper describesths postmodern stat&” or Tony Blair's
“liberal imperialism” with a moral purpose. FormBritish Prime Minister Tony Blair's “new”
internationalism predicated on the very old doetrof “humanitarian intervention” that places
limits on the sovereignty of “weak” states or “idrzones” was alive and well in the 18th and
19th century. Compartmentalization of course hasued that the historical repetition is
experiences as the eternal return of the new.dst@igly, Cooper annoyed those on the “left” in
Britain by justifying the usual imperial double istiards in foreign policy and issues of

sovereignty.

As it is the case with migration, compartmental@atalso prevents us seeing the obvious fact
that there is hardly anything “national” about patilism since there are always trans-national
conditions of possibility for what is seen as timational”. There is always a cosmopolitan base
at root of what we call “nationalism” even in thétem cited “extreme cases” of nationalism.
Hitler was an Austrian “immigrant” from a “multi-tural”?®> background despite his delusions
about “racial purity” in Germany. Joseph Arthur Gende Gobineau himself was as “racially”
and “nationally” pure as Hitler after him. All th&unding fathers” of the “Right of conquest”
“doctrine of discovery” and “manifest destiny” aai cosmopolitans. Muhammad Ali Jinnah,
Jawaharlal Nehru and Yasser Arafat are trans-ratimysmopolitans who enacted “nationalism”

under the conditions of a trans-national coloryalit

In his bookUnAfrican Americans: Nineteenth-Century Black Nadlists and the Civilizing
Mission (1998), Tunde Adeleke showed how Delany, Crummellrner and other “Black
nationalists” were enlisted as collaborators inXB&h century imperialist ideas and policies that
led to the colonization of Africa. Those who folled their foot steps in the processes of
Nigerian state formation were also “foreign bormfida“educated”; those Mary Kingsley

described in her Travels in West Africa (1897)'escellent pure-blooded Negroes in European

2 http://observer.guardian.co.uk/worldview/stor§681,680117,00.html
% http://www.guardian.co.uk/secondworldwar/story/0%8,1542146,00.html
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clothes, and with European culture’As Michael Echeruo put it in the Education of the

Lagosians:

“Most of the illustrious men in early Nigerian hosy were foreign born and educated: the Reuv.
Babington Macaulay, Samuel Crowther, Henry Robbid dames Johnson, as well as Rev. S.

Johnson.?®

Those among these “illustrious men” who were naeifpn born, were foreign educated and
explicitly saw state building in Africa as a Eurapeproject which it was and still is. For
instance, in 1947 one of the “founding fathers’Nageria, Chief Obafemi Awolowo, tried to
explain why his “tribe”, the Yorubas, were forgiapead of the other major Nigerian tribes at
that time:

“In embracing Western culture, the Yoruba take lsa&d, and have benefited as a result. The
Efiks, the ljaws, the Ibibios, and the Igbos conmegtnThe last four named are particularly
ambitious, and are doing all they can to overtake Yorubas. The Hausa and Fulani’s on the
other hand are extremely conservative, and takectahtly to Western civilization. And if the
race is to be swift, in spite of their lower culiibackground, the Igbos and the Ibibios would

certainly qualify for self-government, long beftihe Hausas.?’

Even figures like Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zaware “multi-cultural” upper middle
class cosmopolitans who speak several languageshawvel lived in many countries. In his
statement to the National Commission on Terrorisagks Upon the United States, July 9, 2003,
Marc Sageman informed the commission that despaepbpular “traditionalist” image of the

“terrorist”, he found that they were very moderndtless” cosmopolitans. In his own words,

“I collected data on more than 130 members of thwb@ Salafi Jihad. They are a
heterogeneous group. Three large patterns emergeokit 60% come from core Arab countries,

mostly Saudi Arabia and Egypt; 30% from MaghrebbAcauntries and 10% from Indonesia. In

% \West African Review (2001) ISSN: 1525-4488

27 Quoted in Odili 2000, pp.1-2.
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terms of socio-economic status, two thirds camemfrgolid upper or middle class
backgrounds...the terrorists were relatively well eated with over 60% having some college
education...Most had good occupational training amtya quarter were considered unskilled
with few prospects before them. Three quarters weseried and the majority had children. |
detected no mental illness in this group or any mmm psychological predisposition for
terror... Three fourths of the group decided to jofnexpatriates. At the time, they were living in
a country far from family and friends. So a remdnlea84% were literally cut off from their

culture and social origins?®

It was under the auspices of the League of Nationthe 1930s that the singularity idea of
citizenship became codified and transformed intoegal state practice. The declaration tiAdk
persons are entitled to possess one nationality,dme nationality only®® is not a national
declaration but an “international” one. It was afiee problem following the “world wars” in
Europe that the guidelines for the formalisatiod &standardization” of modern passports and
entry protocols were issued. It was also undeathspices of the League of Natidhshe United
Nations and the ICAO that these instruments of ibmal identity” were instituted. What (if

anything) is “national” about “the treaties on #ré of government™?

On the other hand, there is nothing individual dabodividualism. Individualism is a value
sustaining self image that is both a motivating aahtrolling force that produces a
“management-oriented” conception of the human bérgdo 2000). The idea of the person as
a “citizen”, an embodiment of “national charactarid even the concept of “citizenship” itself
are by and large international processes. Statedfon is a trans-national process which like
migration mystifies itself into the illusion thall@wvs us to treat it as a “domestic” issue. This
was quite clear to Thomas Jefferson when in thet gfi“Jacobin Internationalism” he declared
that:

2 http://www.globalsecurity.org/security/librargiegress/9-11_commission/030709-sageman.htm
29 http://untreaty.un.org/ilc/documentation/englistgn4_83.pdf
% International Conference on Passports, Customsdlities and Through Tickets, 1920.
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“Every man has two countries — his own and Frarié¢e”

While the tendency to forget the foundation of nrodatellectual and institutional traditions is
part of the ‘normality’ of modern self and colleaticonstitution, excavating these con-cealments
(Dussel 1988) may help in putting the modern diswpy discourses of migration into context.
Many studies in migration now recognized the needd beyond this foundation but this does

not in any way indicate the actual transgressiathisffoundation.

“We have to think outside the box of dominant redlodiscourses to see such trans-border
foundations of particular nation-state building peots, to see the dynamics between English
domination of Ireland and English national identdy the linkage between French ideas about
citizenship and concepts of civilization and therah colonial projects(Wimmer and Glick
Schiller 2002: 308)

While methodological nationalism might be dominanall spheres of social endeavour, its very
limits are present in the discourses the moderte staes to reify itself — the discourse of
“domestic” spatial and border control. The idea“b&anning” something in so many ways
encapsulates the nucleus of the idea of border imoits politico-juridical and metaphysical
sense. To ban means to “prohibit”, “outlawry, bament”, “forbid”, “to command or forbid
under threat of punishment”. However, even thoudicit drugs” are “banned” or prohibited by
all modern states, the UN Drug Report (2005:173% pl figure of “illicit Drug” retail at $321.6
billion. How can this staggering figure exist alosgle the modern state claims of socio-
economic monopoly, “border” security and territbgantrol”? Given the above arguments it is
then easy to understand that the reified “borders'odd-lines” of modern states; gulf between
“citizens” and non-citizens or the compartmentsacddemic disciplines are not by any means
absolute lines rather we should think of them‘asificial barriers” or “zones of exchange”
John Davidson Collins observed in thne Clandestine Movement of Groundnuts across the
Niger-Nigeria Boundary(1976:259) that:

31 See Anatol Lieven (2005: 35) America Right or WgpoAn Anatomy of American Nationalism. Harper
Perennial
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“Artificial barrier” is the phrase most commonly ad to describe the impact of international
boundaries in West Africa. See as particularly aygting for the land-locked francophone
states, these colonial ‘artifacts’ are most oftexpitted as being responsible for the separation
of common peoples and the deflection of trade ftematural outlet to the sed?

The fictive “barrier” is applicable to Asia, Soufimerica and in many respects even Europe.
The case of thPashtunsor thePathanscaught in the convolutions of colonial state fotimain
Afghanistan and in the North-West “frontier” andibial areas” of Pakistan is well known.
However, the even more relevant point with regardlsthe issue in hand is the recent
developments that build on the earlier imperiakiméntion. During his visit to Britain and
United States in late 2006, “President” Pervez Mustf of Pakistan reminded every one that
these people now labelled as “terrorists” were #aene trans-national Jihadists “legally”
recruited from many Muslin countries with the ldgissupport of the West and Saudi Arabia to
fight the former “axis of evil” — the Soviet Uniehin Afghanistan. Then they were regarded as
“Mujahadden” and even one of Sylvester StallondRarhbo” movies was dedicated to these
fighters. The imported “Mujahadden” who married asdtled amongst theashtunsince they
were “imported” decades ago are now routinely desdras border crossing “foreign fighters”
and “terrorists”. Ironically, this was precisely atithey were doing during the Soviet occupation
or even British invasion of Afghanistan almost ataey ago. What all these contradictions tell
us quite clearly is the reality of global imperi@hssifications and the convoluted discourses
integral to those classifications. As Charles Siagvig2003: 13) argues:

“Recent works on empire...emphasize that frontienas an absolute line...but a “zone” of
exchange”. “Barbarians” can and do enter the empitieey are often recruited for their defense
capacity or in modern times their labor, whetherimdustrial workers, as gardeners and house-
cleaners, as hospital orderlies, and increasingdy skilled scientists and physicians. Still, the
empire seeks to control the free flow of outsidetsether on the Rhine and Danube, or the Rio
Grande. Distinctions of rights or residency or z@nship within the imperial space are
increasingly extended...empires understand how tatertheir own barbarians. That is what

empires do.”

32 See Canadian Journal of African Studies Vol. 16, N(1976), pp. 259-278

37



Paper prepared for the Making Sense of a Pluralist World: Sixth Pan-European Conference on International Relations. SAID
section: Sovereignty and Agency University of Turinltaly 12-15 September 2007 by Festus Ikeotuony@/08/2007

References

Amin, Samir. 1996. Reflections on the InternatioBgstem. In Beyond Cultural Imperialism:
Globalization, Communication and the New InternadioOrder. ed. by P.Golding and P. Harris,
10-24. Sage Publication, London.

Amadiume L. 1997. Reinventing Africa: Matriarchgligion and Culture. Zed Books, London.
Bauman, Zygmunt. 2000. Liquid Modernity. 91-129lifgd°ress, Cambridge.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 1989. Modernity and the Holocdastity press, Oxford.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 1992. Intimidations of PostmodgrnRoutledge: London and New York.
Bauman, Zygmunt. 1991. Modernity and Ambivalenadity? Press, Cambridge.

Bateson, G. 1980. Mind and Nature: A NecessaryyURibrtana, London.

Beliharz, Peter. 2001. The Bauman Reader. Black@ediord.

Berman, G. 1980. Coming to our senses: Bodies pinidssin the hidden history of the West.
Simon&Schuster, New York.

Bernasconi, Robert. 1997. African Philosophy's Eraje to Continental Philosophy’. In
Postcolonial African Philosophy: A Critical Readed. by C.E Eze 183-96. Blackwell, Oxford
Bessis, Sophie. 2003. Western Supremacy: The Thurhpn Idea? Zed Books, London.

Burtt, E. A. 1952. The Metaphysical Foundations Mbdern Science. Atlantic Heights,
Humanities Press. New Jersey.

Delanty, Gerard. (ed). 2000. Modernity and Post &uaody: Knowledge, Power and Self. Sage,
London.

Diop, Cheikh, Anta. 1981. Civilization or BarbaristAn Authentic Anthropology. Lawrence
Hill Books, New York.

Doi, Takeo. 1986. The Anatomy of the Self. Kodandhakyo.

Du Bois, W.E.B. [1905] 1990, The Soul of the Bldeik. Vintage Books, New York

Durand, Gilbert. 1993. The implication of the intaaiy and Societies, Current Sociology, 41
(2): 17-32.

Dussel, Enrique. [1973] 1976 History and the Thgpl@f Liberation: A Latin American
Perspective. Translated by J. Drury. Orbis booleyNork.

38



Paper prepared for the Making Sense of a Pluralist World: Sixth Pan-European Conference on International Relations. SAID
section: Sovereignty and Agency University of Turinltaly 12-15 September 2007 by Festus Ikeotuony@/08/2007

------- 1998. Beyond Eurocentrism: The World-Systamd the Limits of Modernity. In The
Cultures of Globalisation, ed. by F. Jameson aniilbshi, 3-30. Duke University Press,
Durham.

Elias, Norbert. 1978. The Civilizing Process. VolS?ate Formation and civilization. Translated
by E. Jephcott. Pantheon Books, New York.

Eze C.E. 1997. Towards a Critical Theory of Poste@l African Identities, In Postcolonial
African Philosophy: A Critical Reader, edited bye(Eze. Blackwell, Oxford.

Foucault Michel. 1980. Power/Knowledge. Panteonk3oNew York.

Heidegger, Martin. 1973. Being and Time. Trans.J®yn Macquarrie and Edward Robinson,
Basil Blackwell, Oxford.

------------------------- . 1969. Identity and Diéfrence. Harper & Row: New York.

Hoyt L. Edge. 1994. A Constructive Postmodern Rmsgpe on Self and Community. The
Edwin Mellen Press, New York.

Mignolo D. Walter. 2000. Local Histories/Global $dgns: Coloniality, Subaltern knowledge
and Border thinking. Princeton University Pressné&aton New-Jersey.

----------------------- 1995. The Dark Side of th®ennaisance: Literacy, Territoriality and
Colonization. University of Michigan Press, Ann Arb

----------------------- 1998 Globalization, Civiliation Processes, and the Relocation of Languages
and Cultures. In The Cultures of Globalization leg F. Jameson and M. Miyoshi, 32-54. Duke
University Press, Durham N.C.

Quentin, Skinner. 1978. The foundation of moderditipal thoughts Vol.1. Cambridge
University press, Cambridge.

Quijano, Anibal [1993] 1995. Modernity, Identityné Utopia in Latin America. In The
Postmodernism Debate in Latin America, ed. by JeBley, M. Aronna and J. Oviedo, 202-16.
Duke University Press, Durham, N.C.

Toynbee, Arnold. 1955. A Study in History. Oxforahidersity Press, Oxford.

Van Krieken, Robert. 1990. The Organization of 8wul: Elias and Foucault on discipline and
the self.” In Archives Europeénes de Sociologie231090: 353-71

Wallerstein, Immanuel. 1974. The Modern World-Syst€apitalist Agriculture and the Origins

of the European World economy in the Sixteenth @gntAcademic Press., New York:

39



Paper prepared for the Making Sense of a Pluralist World: Sixth Pan-European Conference on International Relations. SAID
section: Sovereignty and Agency University of Turinltaly 12-15 September 2007 by Festus Ikeotuony@/08/2007

---------------------------- 1987. World system Amgsis. In Social Theory Today, ed by A. Giddens
and J. H. Turner, 309-24. Polity Press, Cambridge.

--------------------------- 1990. Culture as theléological Battleground of the World System’. In

Global Culture: Nationalism, Globalization and Madgy. ed by M. Featherstone, 31-56. Sage
Publication, London.

--------------------------- 1991. Geopolitics and édculture: Essays on the Changing World-
System. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

---------------------------- 1995. Unthinking SoclaSciences: The Limits of Nineteenth-Century

Paradigms. Polity Press, New York.

--------------------------- The Heritage of Sodiagy, The Promise of Social Science. Presidential
address. XIVth World Congress of Sociology, Monkréaly, 1998.

------------------------- Time and Duration: The Uxcluded Middle Conférence de prestige sur le
theme, "Temps et Durée,” Université Libre de BrleslSept. 25, 1996. published in Thesis
Eleven, No. 54, Aug. 1998

40



